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forthrightly argue for his new theory of
deficit financing, if he really believes that it
is for the benefit of our country. Then let
us who disagree with him present our argu-
ments as to why we believe that balanced
budgets and lower expenditures and lower
taxes are In the best interests of our coun-
try, as well as in line with our noble tra-
ditions, I believe our country became great
through following the Puritan ethiec, which
is no more than saying that we should spend
less than we take in so we can pass on
greater assets to our children than we re-
ceived from our forebears. Let us debate
the issue and out of this debate can come
firm policy. But there can be no debate
when the President shies away from sup-
porting his theories.

We all want a tax cut. We badly need
it. But, my fellow citizens, we must earn
it. The process of expenditure control is
not just cutting out wasteful programs, as
the President said. This is really the easiest
part of expenditure control., The tough
part is when you get into the business of
assigning priorities to good programs. It is
tough for a person, particularly one in poli-
tics, to say “no” to a desirable program be-
cause we can’'t afford it and all the other de-
sirable programs this year. We must have
the courage and integrity to say: “Let's
keep it on the list of desirable projects for
the day when we have earned the right to
have it, by paying for it ourselves.” Per-
haps if we start this business of self-disci-
pline with our tax moneys, just as we all
must exercise this discipline in running our
families, we can be certain that the Gov-
ernment our children will be paying for
will be their own Government, not part of
ours.

Mr. Speaker, during the television

broadecast, Congressman CuUrTIs referred
to a memorandum from the U.S. Depart-
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ment of Commerce, Business and Defense
Services, addressed to assistant admin-
istrators, office directors, division di-
rectors, and staff officials. I think it
would be helpful if this were included in
the Recorp and under unanimous con-
sent, I include it in the REcorbp:

U.S. DEPARTMENT oF COMMERCE,
BuUSINESS AND DEFENSE SERVICES
ADMINISTRATION,

Washington, D.C., September 6, 1963.
To: Assistant Administrators, Office Direc-
tors, Division Directors, Staff Officials.
From: Paul W, McCann, Assistant Adminis-
trator, Industrial Analysis,
Subjéct! The Tax Reduction and Reform in

1963.

It is essential for sustaining an adequate
economic growth in the United States that
there be a reduction in personal income tax
rates and corporate income tax rates this
year. The House Ways and Means Commit-
tee has completed many months of careful
review of the administration's proposal for
tax reduction and tax reform. Customarily
the House as a whole does not analyze and
debate in detail such a conclusion of the
committee. The most that the House does
is accept, reject, or send back for further
study. To send this bill back for further
study would simply be a subterfuge for re-
jection. It is essential that this bill not
be rejected either directly or surreptitiously.
The reasons for acceptance of the bill were
spelled out in several pages of the President's
report to the Congress (January 1963), and
may be summarized as being essential for the
maintenance of a growth rate sufficient to
permit positive growth of profits and to re-
duce U.S. unemployment.

A major reduction of Federal expenditures
would almost eliminate the stimulus effects
of the bill. Nothing would be gained except
a significant reduction of defense and space
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expenditures; that is, at best, consumer ex-
penditures would be substituted for most of
our reduction of defense posture. Other
major Government expenditures are either
tied and provide very little scope for reduc-
tion, such as interest expenditure, or can-
not be effectively separated from individual
Congressman support, such as public works.
It is evident that Congress will not reduce
expenditures materially, and proposals to re-
consider on these grounds means that such
supporters do not want the economy stim-
ulated.

The need to stimulate the U.S. economy
is a lesson which can be learned now while
there is still time to extend the present re-
covery or the Nation can go through one
more unnecessary recession which will hurt
business more than any other sector of the
economy. If the gross national product does
not grow rapidly, profits do not grow at all.
This has been the unfortunate experience of
the U.S. economy (in constant dollar terms)
since 1958. It would be remarkable if the
business community would want this condi-
tion continued indefinitely with the share of
profits steadily falling. There is great ur-
gency that the tax reduction be achieved
now because the recovery is already 30 months
long and very few recoveries have gone be-
yond 30 months under their own power. If
Congress passes the tax reduction bill, the
results will be to extend greatly the length
of the recovery and to place the economy
on a more rapid growth rate for some years
to come. The personal income tax has a
tendency to become increasingly progressive
as real incomes per capita increase and as
price levels increase. That is why this tax
reduction is necessary at this time to correct
the accumulated stagnating effect of the
structure of U.S, taxes. Every business has
a keen personal interest in maintaining a
high rate of growth. The only way to be
assured of sustained growth at this time is to
have a reduction in tax rates now.

SENATE

Tuespay, SEPTEMBER 24, 1963

The Senate met in executive session at
10 o'clock a.m., and was called to order
by the Vice President,.

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

Father of all, whose righteous laws
condemn and will at last break whatso-
ever bars Thy children from abundant
life: In these days freighted with destiny,
for whose decisions the future will judge
us, by Thine enabling might may Thy
servants here in the ministry of public
affairs maintain their integrity unsullied
by personal animosities, prejudices, or
selfish ambitions.

And now as there looms the hour when
for men and nations comes the moment
to decide, to whatever decision come
those who here speak for this free land,
this day in a choice between frowning
risks on either side, may those who give
their consent and those who withhold it
alike be sustained by the supreme satis-
faction that, in a grave crisis, they have
done their full duty, and that in the
face of trembling and fearful humanity
their vote represents their patriotic judg-
ment deserving well of the Republie.

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

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
LEGISLATIVE BUSINESS

Mr., MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that, as in legis-
lative session, there be a morning hour
for 5 minutes, at the end of which time
I should like o suggest the absence of a
quorum.

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

THE JOURNAL

On the request of Mr. MansFiELD, and
by unanimous consenf, the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Fri-
day, September 20, 1963, and Monday,
September 23, 1963, was dispensed with.

DEATH OF TILLMAN B, HUSKEY,
CHIEF CABINETMAKER IN THE
SENATE

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, on Au-
gust 24, just 1 day before his birthday,
Tillman B. Huskey, Sr., who was the
chief cabinetmaker on the Senate side,
passed away.

Mr. Huskey served this body for nearly
30 years. I wish to take note of his pass-
ing, because he was among those whom
the public never sees, but who so faith-
fully serve the Senate.

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ON THE
TEST BAN TREATY

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
last week, after the completion of my
remarks on the test ban treaty, the dis-
tinguished Senator from South Carolina
[Mr. THurMoND] placed in the REcOrD
36 questions he would have asked me
with respect to this treaty if he had been
on the floor when I concluded.

Inasmuch as it was necessary for me
to leave, to go back to Missouri for the
remainder of the week, in order to fulfill
several longstanding engagements, I
was not in a position to answer.

Upon my return to town yesterday,
however, I worked on answers to these
questions; and I ask unanimous consent
that they be printed, together with the
questions, at this point in the REcorp.

I take this opportunity to commend
the Senator from South Carolina for the
many long hours he has spent in study-
ing this matter. We agree on many
points; on others, we do not. I wish we
could agree on all, especially inasmuch as
I know of the complete sincerity of his
position.

Mr. President, the distinguished Sena-
tor from South Carolina also put in the
Recorp the transcript of a television pro-
gram of April 28 in which I participated.
That program was conducted at a time
when the Preparedness Subcommittee
was giving consideration to the so-called
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comprehensive treaty—one far differ-
ent from the treaty that is under con-
sideration today, in that it involved an
onsite inspection agreement to super-
vise underground testing.

There being no objection, the questions
and the answers were ordered fo be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

1. Question. The Senator is in a unique
position, since he is a member of both the
Foreign Relctions Committee and the Pre-
paredness fubcommittee, and signed the re-
ports of both committees. I believe the
Senator from Missourl has attested that the
factual data in the Preparedness Subcom-
mittee's report is accurate. Is that correct?

Answer. As I stated in my additional views
that are included in the Preparedness Inves-
tigating Subcommittee report, “To the best
of my knowledge the factual data contained
in the report of the Preparedness Investigat-
ing Subcommittee is correct. But I believe
the findings and conclusions are overly pes-
simistic as to the effect of the treaty on our
national security.”

2. Question, Does the Senator subscribe
to the opinion of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, stated in its report, that, and I quote:
“But exclusive, or excessive, reliance on mili-
tary considerations could undermine na-
tional security by encouraging comparable
military efforts by others, thereby strength-
ening the destabillzing forces adrift in the
world, possibly creating new ones.”

Answer. Everyone agrees that military con-
siderations are very important. However, no
one believes that military factors are the
sole considerations. For example, I have
expressed concern particularly because of
the likely proliferation of nuclear weapons

bilities in the world. While I do not be-
lieve that this treaty by itself will stop such
proliferation, I do belleve that the treaty
could be a small step in that direction.

3. Question. I notice that the Senator
states that “unless there can be some under-
standing among the growing number of na-
tions that will have the weapon, a nuclear
holocaust is only a question of time.” Does
the mean to imply that armaments,
rather than human weaknesses, cause Wars?

Answer. Both armaments and human weak-
ness are required for war. It is unfortunately
true also that armaments and human
strength are both required to maintain a
just peace. It is the kind and proliferation
of armaments, not the existence of arma-
ments, that are now in issue.

4. Question. The United States has main-
tained a level of armaments over recent years
unequaled in ail history. Would the Sena-
tor mot agree that these armaments have
been the very factor that has prevented
nuclear war?

Answer, They have been a mighty im-
portant factor. I belleve that these arma-
ments have been important in the
Soviet withdrawal of missiles from Cuba and
in preventing many other Communist ad-
ventures, especially in Europe and perhaps
the Far East. The existence of U.S. military
power, known to the Soviets, has in my opin-
ion prevented Soviet conduct which might
well have led to war.

5. Question. Would the Senator not agree
that the only way in which one can be sure
of preventing nuclear war, so long as the
Communists maintain their goal of world
domination, is to keep an overwhelming su-
periority in strategic military power?

Answer. It 1s vital that the United States
maintain its capability to destroy the So-
viet Union if a retaliatory strike is required.

6. Question. The Senator from Missouri
has correctly pointed out that the military

: : 8 of the treaty to the Soviet
Union must also be considered, along with
the military disadvantages to the United
States. Would not the Senator from Mis-
souri agree that in assessing the relative
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military disadvantages of the treaty, that
the starting point, in terms of technology,
of both the United States and the Soviet
Union, is largely determinative of the de-
gree of disadvantage from prohibition of
testing in a particular environment?

Answer. As I understand the guestion, I
agree that the degree of disadvantage im-
posed on a natlon by the treaty is deter-
mined, to some extent, by where that na-
tion is now as compared with the other in
terms of nuclear technology. There is a
tendency for progress to come harder to the
nation shead—breaking new ground. For
example, advancements in yleld-to-weight
ratios become more difficult as one ap-
proaches the theoretical limits., Thus, the
Soviets—behind in medium- and Io"w-yield
weapons—could, if unlimited testing were
allowed, be expected to make relatively rapid
progress in those areas. TUnder the treaty,
however, Soviet progress in these areas can
be expected to be slower.

7. Question. The SBenator has pointed out
that the Soviets will be unable to test for
blackout phenomena after the treaty goes
into effect, just as will the United States.
Isn't it & fact, however, that the BSoviets
specifically tested for blackout phenomensa,
and particularly as it applies to ABM sys-
tems, in the 1961-62 series, but that the
United States has made no comparable test?

Answer. The Joint Chiefs of Staff said that
the Soviets may possess some information
not avallable to the United States. Dr.
Brown, in his testimony added: “Yes, and we
have some data that they may not have.”
Dr. Brown has stated that our tests were
comparable to theirs—particularly in that
they provided a much broader range of data
from which extrapolation can be made with
more confidence; that each side has had
about the same number of tests, over yield
ranges and altitude ranges which are com-
parable though not identical; that enough
has been learned In the United States to
verify the existence, nature, and rough de-
pendence of blackout characteristics on yleld
and altitude, although important details still
have not been explored; that the same is
probably true in the Soviet Union; that
enough is now known in the United States
to determine for example how blackout en-
ters, with other factors in the anti-ICBM
problem, in determining the optimum radar
frequency; and that both sides have done
several tests with very extensive instrumen-
tation. Both Dr. Brown and Dr. Bradbury
testified that blackout tests were conducted
by the United States in 1958 and 1962 and
that we have learned enough about the
problem to be able to take measures to de-
slgn around it. Senator SparEmMaN on Sep-
tember 16 dealt with the matter. He re-
ferred also to the testimony in executive
hearings of Mr. John McCone. I refer the
Senate to the same source.

8. Question. Another factor which bears
heavily on the relative military disadvan-
tages of the treaty, as I am sure the Senator
will agree, is the different strategies of the
United States and the Soviets. Since the
United States must rely on second strike
capabilities, it must test to determine every
possible vulnerability in its weapons systems,
for to leave one that is unknown could spell
disaster In the event of any enemy first
strike. Since the Soviets rely on the strategy
of a first, or preemptive strike, they do not
have to test for the purpose of insuring the
invulnerability of their own weapons sys-
tems, but can concentrate on ferreting out
one or two wvulnerabilities of our weapons
systems and the proper weapons design to
exploit our weapons systems vulnerabilities
that they have found. Does this factor not

tests by the United States to maintain its
second strike force than is for the
Soviets to advance their first strike force?

September 24

Answer. Without regard to what the So-
viet strategy actually is, prudence requires
the United States to maintain strategic forces
capable of surviving any Soviet surprise at-
tack and delivering a devastating counter-
blow. In this connection, it is important to
understand, with as little uncertainty as
possible, the phenomena which may bear on
the survivability of our systems. As I said
on September 17, “While I regret * * * that
the United States did mot, before mow, find
the answer to more of the gnawlng vulner-
ability questions, I am convinced that the
Soviets, limited as they are by the terms of
this treaty, will not be able to change the
elemental facts of the strategic nuclear power
balance.” Our systems are many in nuwmber
and involve great redundancy in command
and control. This being the case, it is most
unlikely that any one or two vulnerabilities
will be ecritical. And, it should be noted
that, hampered by the test ban, the Sovlets
will have difficulty estimating the nature of
any weaknesses in U.S. systems which may
exist.

9. Question. The Senator states that the
Joint Chiefs of Stafl have seen no need for a
100-megaton bomb. 1Is the Senator not
aware that the Joint Chiefs of Staff have, in
fact, recommended that we go ahead with
the development of the big bomb?

Answer. The Secretary of Defense, In his
testimony before the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, assured that “the United
States, without any future testing, can de-
velop a warhead with a yield of 50 to 60
megatons for B-52 delivery.” This size and
type weapon, I understand, falls within the
range of interest expressed by the Joint
Chiefs of Stafl in the recommendation re-
ferred to. The Joint Chiefs of Staff in their
statement of position on the limited test
ban treaty sald that “The Joint Chlefs of
Staff have not regarded as important the at-
tainment of weapons in the 100-megaton
range from which the United States will be
debarred by the treaty. They feel that the
types and numbers of megaton yield weapons
available to us now or in the future could
give us an adequate capability in the high-
yleld weapon range.” As the report of the
Foreign Relations Committee points out:
“Even Dr. Edward Teller, a critic of the
treaty, recently commented: ‘It is not clear
to me that these very big yields will result
in a substantial advantage for the Rus-
gians, * * * In evaluating the conseguences
of the test ban, I do not place very great im-
portance on the lead which the Russians en-
joy in this particular field.’"” He has also
agreed that we do not need atmospheric test-
ing in order to construct larger bombs,

10. Question. Isn't it also a fact that Gen-
eral LeMay recommended the development
of a big bomb as early as 1854, but that he
was refused?

Answer. General LeMay testifled: “T asked
for, the Alr Force asked for, a big yield bomb
as early as 1954." Testimony also brought
out this was a bomb of over 50 megatons.

11. Question. Isn’t it a fact that ome of
the reasons that the recommendsation of the
military for development of a big bomb has
never been approved lies in the fact that the
defense policy of the Nation is based on a
shift in reliance from manned alrcraft, which
could deliver a very high yield weapon, to
ballistic missiles, in which we do not now
have a capability of delivering ¢he necessary
weight to achieve the very high yield?

Answer. I am told that the reasons for no
decision to develop a very big bomb are
many. The principal one is the absence of &
milltary role In which such a weapon was
superior to smaller weapons. It must be
borne in mind that, as weapons to use against

ferred on a cost-effectiveness basis, and also
because the smaller delivery systems are
easler to harden or make mobile. With re-
spect to the shift in emphasis to missile de-
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livery, it should be remembered both that
manned aircraft will have an important role
in the foreseeable future and that, without
atmospheric Ming larger warheads could
be developed and stockpiled for our bombers
as well as our future missile systems.

12. Question. The Preparedness Subcom-
mittee report, in which the Senator from
Missourl attests as to the accuracy of the
facts reports as a fact that, and I quote:
“The United States will be unable to acquire
necessary data on the effects of very high
yield atmospheric explosions. Without such
knowledge it is unlikely that a realistic as-
sessment can be made of the military value
of such weapons.” Would the Senator not
agree that the Soviets have a distinct lead
over the United States in this area, and
that we do not now have the necessary in-
formation from which to assess the military
potential of the 100-megaton bomb when
used agalnst us.

Answer, This part of the subcommittee
report was a coneclusion, and by the testi-
mony a disputed faet. Dr. Harold Brown,
Director of Defense Research and Engineer-
ing, stated that “although they have done
more high yleld tests, those were not effects
tests, Their geography, and the associated
activity does not Indicate to me that they
are effects tests.” Here again, I refer the
Senate to the testimony in executive hear-
ings by Mr. John McCone, Director of the
Central Intelligence Agency. With respect
to the adequacy of Information at our dis-
posal, I repeat my regrets, stated to the Sen-
ate on September 17, that we did not, before
now, take more steps to reduce our uncer-
tainties relating to the survivabllity of our
missile force. But I am advised that we
do have a great deal of information from
which to assess the military potential of a
100-megaton bomb used against us; and that
the Soviets know no more than we do about
any vulnerabilities that may exist.

13, Question. Would the Senator not
agree, that regardless of whether the United
Btates would decide, after acquisition of suf-
ficlent information on which to make a real-
istic evaluation, to build a 100-megaton
bomb for its own arsenal or not, that it is a
major disadvantage for the enemy to have
a major weapon of which he knows the mili-
tary potential, and for the United States to
know existence of the weapon, but to be
precluded from with some de-
gree of certainty its military potential?"

Answer. There is no reason to believe that
the Soviets know more than we do about the
military potential of a 100-megaton bomb.
Neither side has tested one. The 60-mega~-
ton test by the Soviets was a weapons, not
effects, test. As for the implication of &
Soviet technological lead in the very high
yield range, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have
testified that technologlcal superiority is
only one aspect of the net security which
must take into account the number of weap-
ons, varlety of delivery B{Bms and pﬂt.:a
magnitude of nuclear plan stockpile:
“As to net superiority in ablility to inflict
damage on the enemy, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff consider that the United States at pres-
ent is clearly ahead of the U.S.B.R. in the
ability to wage strategic nuclear war.” We
have data from which we can estimate the
effects of very large weapons,

14, Question. The Senator is quite pessi-
mistic about the ability of either the United
States or the Soviet Union to develop an
effective ABM system. According to the in-
formation we now have, the Soviets have
deployed an ABM system in one location to
which we attribute significant effectiveness
in defending against IRBM's, including the
Polaris, which incidentally are not missiles
which can be salvoed, but we attribute very
little effectiveness to this system against
ICEM's. In view of the fact that it is pos-
sible that the vulnerabilities of our missiles
in silos could possibly be exploited by some
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weapons effects of which we are not now
fully knowledgeable, to say the least, would
the Senator not agree that under some cir-
cumstances the present Soviet technological
capabilities in the ABM field are of large
significance?

Answer. The problems which face us, and
presumably the Soviets, in any attempt to
develop an ABM system are concentrated,
primarily, in nonnuclear areas—in areas un-
affected by the treaty (reaction speed, missile
performance, traffic handling capacity, and
capacity for decoy discrimination). So the
question asked is one largely unrelated to
the test ban. Nevertheless, with respect to
the Soviet ABM position, the Preparedness
Investigating Subcommittee's report did not
find that the Soviets have deployed an ABM
system which has significant effectiveness
in defending against IRBM's. Dr. Brown
stated that he does not believe that the So-
viets have deployed any installation as good
a8, certainly not better than, Nike-Zeus.
Moreover, with respect to the Polaris mis-
sile, it would be mistaken to conclude from
the fact that a missile is not salvoed that
it has no penetration capability against an
ABM system. As the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee report points out, penetration capa-
bility includes such techniques as multiple
warheads, varled trajectories, the use of
heavy and light decoys, and so forth. With
respect to relative positions in ABM tech-
nology, the testimony of Dr. Seaborg, Dr.
Brown, and Dr. York is that the relative
strength of the United States and the
U.8.8.R. in the ABM fleld is comparable and
that the United States may be ahead. Fur-
ther, it must be remembered that even the
most ardent ABM supporters did not testify
that an ABM system could be counted on to
save a nation from lethal harm.

15. Question. As the Senator correctly
stated, the Soviets could not, if they abide
by the treaty, obtain any more tion
from ABM testing than could the United
States while the treaty was in effect. Is it
not true, however, that the Soviets have al-
ready performed tests dictated by ABM con-
slderations specifically on the blackout prob-
lem, to which the United States had made
nothing comparable?

Answer, See my answer to question 7.

18. Question. The Senator stated that

highly briefings we
recelved.” Is it not true that the briefings
to which the Senator refers included a spe-
cific description of Soviet ABM tests, to
which we have performed nothing compara-
able?

Answer. Dr. Brown compared the United
States and U.SSR. ABM tests as follows:
“The Soviets have said that they have inter-
cepted a missile with a missile. We have in-
tercepted & missile with a missile on numer-
ous occasions., The SBoviets have not said—
and on my examination of all the available
evidence I believe that they have not inter-
cepted a missile with a misslle at ICBM
ranges, that is at ranges of many thousands,
several thousand miles, 4,000 or more. It is
not a firm conclusion but it 1s what I be-
lieve. We have intercepted a missile at ICBEM
ranges, at our test site at Ewajalein. Sec-
ond the Soviets have not said that they have

a missile with an interceptor
earryins an exploding nuclear warhead.
Again, on investigation of the relevant facts,
I conclude that they have not. We have not,
elther, and I conclude from that that neither
we nor they feel that is the most vital part
of an antimissile development.”

17. Question. Is it not true that the high-
1y complex ABM tests by the So-
viets could have, and probably did provide
valuable information on the ability of an
ABM system to operate in a nuclear environ-
ment, including radar and communications
blackout, and that we do not know the pre-
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cise results, or the thrust of the knowledge
that the Soviets gained thereby?

Answer. The Soviets obviously obtained
Important blackout information from their
tests, as did we from ours. We do not know
the precise results of their tests, nor do they
know the precise results of ours. It is likely
that both sides understand the thrust of
the knowledge gained by the other. In this
connection, see my answers to questions 7
and 14.

18. Question. Will the Senator from Mis-
souri tell us whether the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, when they made their assessment of
the treaty, had all of the details of the Soviet
ABM tests in their possession, or whether
certain significant facts about the tests had
never been disclosed to them?

_Answer. After reading this question, I
checked with the Department of Defense,
and am advised by the Department of De-
fense that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had full
access to all the information available on
Boviet testing.

19. Question. In discussing the queatltm

vulnerabilities of our missile sites, the
Senator points out that the Soviets will not
be able to make tests to determine vulner-
abilities any more than will the United States
under the treaty. Once again, we must go
back and examine the point from which each
side starts if we are to reach an objective
evaluation. The U.S. reliance on a second
strike strategy, together with the Soviet re-
liance on a first strike strategy, makes it
incumbent on the United States to have a
broader spectrum of knowledge on the vul-
merabilities of missile sites than the Soviets.
Is it not a fact that the Soviets have demon-
strated in their tests that they know more
about exotic radiation effects than does the
United States?

Answer. See my answer to questions 8
and 12,

20. Question. Is it not true that the mag-
nitude and residuality of some electromag-
netic phenomena varies substantially accord-
ing to the time when the nuclear explosion
takes place?

Answer. If the phenomena referred to is
blackout, I am advised that it probably does
vary substantially according to the time of
day and magnetic latitude.

21. Question. Is it not true that the United
States has generally tested for weapons ef-
fects in the atmosphere only at periods when
such effects were at a minimum, while the
Boviets have tested for the maximum of such
effects?

Answer. I am advised that most weapons
effects are not sensitive to the time when
the explosion takes place. With respect to
blackout, it is true that U.8. testas have been
conducted at a time of day when the effect
would probably be lesser and that the Soviet
tests have been conducted at that time of
day when the effect would probably be great-
er. I am also advised, however, because of
the physical manifestations of blackout and
the methods used to record those manifes-
tations—that is, the instrumentation of the
tests—the information gained from a test
is likely to be greater if the tests are per-
formed as the United States has scheduled
them.

22. Question. Is it not also true that the
Soviet tests of very high yield weapons over
the Soviet Union demonstrated a very long-
range effectiveness of some
phenomena against communications eir-
cuits?

Answer. As was predicted, high-yield, high-
altitude Boviet explosions did affect some
communications circuits for a limited period
of time.

23. Question. Is it not true that although
the time of explosion of the nuclear warhead
substantially affects the level of electromag-
netic phenomena, even in the same medium
where the warhead is detonated, that we
have attempted to test the effects of this
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phenomenon only underground, not even in
the medium where the weapon would pre-
sumably be detonated, with a very small
yleld explosion and attempted to extrapolate
the results?

Answer. Our experiments directed at black-
out and electromagnetic pulse have been
conducted in the atmosphere. Certain yield
and altitude extrapolations have been re-
quired—as would be the case for the Soviets
as well.

24. Question. Would the Senator not agree
that the Soviets have demonstrated a capa-
bility for producing the maximum level and
residuality of exotic radiation effects with
a very high yield warhead, and that, if their
tests were properly instrumented, they had
the opportunity to learn much about the
effects of these phenomena?

Answer. There is no indication thai the
very high yleld Soviet warhead was exploded
at an altitude which would optimize exotic
radiation effects. Furthermore, Dr. Brown
testified that the test was not instrumented
for effects purposes.

25. Question. Would the Senator not agree
that in these exotic radiation effects of nu-
clear explosions could possibly and even
probably lie vulnerabilities to our missile
sites and the communications and control
circuits, as well to our early warning sys-
tems?

Answer. It is possible but not probable
that radiation effects could render any given
missile site, communication and control cir-
cuit, or some portion of our early warning
system vulnerable in some unassessed way.
Secretary McNamara addressed this problem
at length in his statement before the Foreign
Relations Committee as follows:

“Our missile force is deployed so as to
assure that under any concelvable Soviet first
strike, a substantial portion of it would re-
main in firing conditlon. Most of the land-
based portion of the force has been hardened,
as well as dispersed. In addition, we have
duplicative facilities which will in the future
include the capability of launching each in-
dividual Minuteman by a signal from air-
borne control posts. The United States now
has a substantial amount of information in
this area of hardened missile-site vulnerabil-
ity. Our knowledge of the Soviet testing
program leads us to believe that their un-
certainties are at least as great as ours.
Uncertainties of this kind, and others—into
which we must count uncertainties of the
accuracy of Soviet missiles—will continue to
be compensated for by conservative designs,
wide dispersal and large quantities of mis-
siles,

“Furthermore, the most pessimistic view
of these uncertainties suggests a vulnerabil-
ity ratio for our hardened, dispersed Minute-
man sites or less than two sites killed on the
average by a single very large-yield Soviet
missile. It is clear that the Soviets do not
have anything like the number of missiles
mnecessary to knock out our Minutemen force,
nor do they appear to haye any present plans
to acquire such a capacity.”

I understand also that, with respect to our
early warning system, blackout from a very
high yield nuclear explosion would itself be
a form of warning.

26. Question. Would not the Senator agree,
as is stated in the Preparedness Subcom-
mittee's report, that the Soviets now enjoy a
lead in knowledge of high yleld weapons ef-
fects? ]

Answer. On this point, the report of the
Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee
used the words “probably"” and “prudent to
assume.” With respect to the merits of the
point, see my answers to questions 8 and 12.

27. Question. Would mnot the Senator
agree that the knowledge of weapons ef-
fects, particularly the exotic radiation effects,
and knowledge of the vulnerabilities of our
missile silos and communications and con-
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trol circuits are so closely related that they
are for all practical purposes inseparable?
. Answer. Yes; and all of these areas are
related inseparably to factors such as num-
bers, diversity, accuracies, and yields of
weapons, redundancy of command and con-
trol, national strategies, and so on.

28. Question. The Senator from Missourl
has quoted the concluding paragraph of the
presentation of Gen. Maxwell Taylor for the
Joint Chiefs of Staff which states: “It is
the judgment of the Joint Chiefs of Stafl
that, if adequate safeguards are established,
the risks inherent in this treaty can be ac-
cepted in order to seek the important gains
which may be achieved through a stabiliza-
tion in international relations and a move
toward a peaceful environment in which to
seek resolution of our differences.” Does
the Senator belleve, as is implied by the
statement he quoted, that the treaty will
lead to a stabilization of international
relations? :

Answer. I believe that the treaty could
be a step toward, rather than away from,
a more stable order in international affairs
and a more peaceful environment. No one
has suggested that the treaty by itself will
lead inevitably toward firm, peaceful in-
ternational relations, See also my answer
to question 33.

29. Question. Does the Senator believe, as
this same quotation implies, that the treaty
is & move toward a peaceful environment?

Answer. See my answer to question 28.

30. Question. Does the Senator believe
that this treaty will cause the Berlin wall to
be torn down, so that this unstabilizing fac-
tor on International relations will disappear?

Answer. No.

31. Question, Does the BSenator believe
that this treaty will improve the situation
in Vietnam caused by Communist aggres-
sion?

Answer., No, at least not in the short term,

32, Question. Does the Senator belleve
that this treaty will eliminate the Commu-
nist regime in Cuba, or reduce the all-out
efforts of the Communists to subvert Latin
America?

Answer. The treaty will not solve the
problem of the Communist attempt to pene-
trate Latin America.

83. Question. In what way, if any, will this
treaty lead to the stabilization of interna-
tional relations and a peaceful environment?

Answer. In my statement to the Senate on
September 17, I said that, after advising and
consenting to the treaty, the ‘Senate, “to-
gether with the other arms of the U.8. Gov-
ernment, should gird for the contest in the
new situation. We must do our part, not
only to ensure that the four safeguards listed
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff are effectively
implemented, but also to maintain the vigi-
lance and strength of the Nation while the
small first step which this treaty represents
finds its way into the complex of conditions
from which the future will be made.” I con-
cluded: “With our eyes open, therefore, let
us give welght to the fact that this treaty
might point the way toward bringing nuclear
weapons under some form of satlsfactory
control; and thereby furnish hope that a
just and lasting peace will move out of the
shadows into more of the light.”

34. Question. Would not the Senator agree
that the principal power from whose ac-
quisition of nuclear weapons the greatest
danger of nuclear war arises is Communist
China?

Answer. Proliferation of a nuclear weap-
ons capability to Communist China will be
very unfortunate and dangerous, as would
proliferation to certain other nations. China,
I would think, would be the miost danger-
ous.

35. Question. This treaty will not prevent
the development of nuclear weapons by Red
China, will 1t?
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Answer. This treaty alone cannot prevent
Red China from developing nuclear weapons.
However, in two respects, it may retard that
development. By its provisions the treaty
prevents the signatories from assisting any
nation in carrying on nuclear testing in the
prohibited environments. Furthermore, as
I see it, no country whiech is fighting for lead-
ership in the Communist and uncommitted
world can be totally oblivious to the senti-
ments of the over 100 signatories who have
already signed this treaty.

36. Question. Is it the understanding of
the Senator from Missouri from the testi-
mony of official witnesses that the United
States will withdraw from the freaty if Red
China tests nuclear weapons in one of the
three environments in which testing is
banned by the treaty, although Red China
will not be a party to the treaty?

Answer. I understood witnesses to say that
whether the United States will withdraw from
the treaty if and when Red China tests a
nuclear device in the prohibited environ-
ments will depend upon a number of factors
that cannot be determined at the present
time. To me the important point would seem
to be the fact that we have retained the right
to withdraw, in this or any other case, if
we think withdrawal advisable in our own
national interests.

THE LATE CARL A. HATCH, OF
NEW MEXICO

Mr., CARLSON. Mr, President, for-
mer U.S. Senator Carl A. Hatch, of New
Mexico, who passed away last week, was
born in Kansas, and was one of the
Senate’s truly great statesmen.

I think it appropriate to mention the
fact that he was the author of the Hateh
Act, which Congress first passed in 1939,
and a year later enlarged in scope. This
legislation was timely, in that the Fed-
eral employees had been pressured to

- make contributions to political organiza-

tions. The situation became so bad that
there was a general uprising against it.
The late Senator Hatch wrote the legis-
lation known as the Hatch Act, which
was to prevent these abuses.

As we now approach another political
campaign, there are rumors that the
Federal employees may again be pres-
sured to participate in raising funds for
COPE, the political arm of the AFL-CIO.
I hope this is only a rumor, for I think
it would be most unfortunate if the Fed-
eral workers were again subjected to the
pressures of political groups and orga-
nizations.

In the Wednesday, September 18, issue
of the Topeka Daily Capital there was
published an editorial entitled “Father
of Hatch Act.” I ask unanimous consent
that it be printed in the REecorn, as a
part of these remarks.

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

FaTHER OF HATCH AcCT
~ The death of former U.S. Senator Carl A.
Hatch, of New Mexico, recalls his vigorous
efforts to bring about political reforms
through the Hatch Act which Congress first
approved In 1939 and, a year later, enlarged
the scope of the act.

Senator Hatch sought to restrict and con-
trol the political activities of members of
the Federal clvil service and at the same
time protect them from intimidation or coer-
cion in voting at elections.

The first Hatch legislation was designed
primarily to prevent abuses such as Had been
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onal
pa.ign of 1938, when great numbers of people
were on relief rolls,

Besides forbidding intimidation or coer-
clon of Federal employees during election
campaligns, the act prohibited solicitation or
receipt of political contributions from relief
workers or persons receiving Federal relief,
Nor could relief funds be used to coerce
voters, and it became unlawful for any per-
son to employment or other
benefit as a reward for political activity.

The second Hatch Act, approved in 1940,
extended the ban on partisan coercion, cam-
paign assessments, and political activity to
cover employees of State and local govern-
ments if engaged in full-time activities
financed wholly or in part by Federal funds.
This affected large blocs of highway depart-
ment employees, for example, in the various
States.

Drastic changes were also made in regu-
lations governing campaign funds. Any
political committee operating in more than
one State was required to limit its expendi-
tures to $3 million in any calendar year. At
the same time individual contributions for
use in campalgns to nominate and elect Fed-
eral officers were restricted to $5,000 each in
any calendar year.

The first test of the law in the 1940 elec-
tions showed the law relating to contribu-
tions and expenditures to be full of loop-
holes, arising from vague phraseology which
made it difficult to enforce. Committees act-
ing independently of regular national com-
mittees collected and spent sums far in excess
of the maximum allowed by the Hatch law.
The 1944 presidential campalgn provided ad-
ditional evidence, historlans note, of the
ineffectiveness of the Hatch Act.

Perhaps the Hatch Act could be included
in the same category or could be classed as
another noble experlment in Government
but it did give some of the politicians pause
and made them more circumspect in their
operations.

If the Hatch Act has not been as effective
as SBenator Hatch hoped it would be, it in no
wise dims the Senator's efforts to curb cor-
ruption and establish politics on a higher

Aside from a notable career in the U.S.
Senate, Senator Hatch was learned in the law
and eventually became a Federal district
judge in New Mexico. One of his colleagues
on the Federal bench has described him as a
“sound, upright man—constructive in every
way."”

He was also a kindly man, possessed of
great good humor even after his eyesight
began to fall and he retired from the Federal
judiciary. Probably it was not well known
in Eansas that the Senator from New Mexico,
who fathered the Hatch Act, was a native
Eansan, born at Kirwin in 1889, His career
was a creditable one and he served the publie
well.

CIVIL RIGHTS IN ALABAMA

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, an edi-
torial, entitled “They That Take the
Sword,” which was published this morn-
ing in the Washington Post, is a timely
warning to the Negro leaders of America
that in their legitimate fight for their
constitutional rights, there is no place for
violence or, as is pointed out in the edi-
torial, for taking up the sword. The Post
editorial includes the admonition, “Put
up again thy sword into his place, for all
they that take the sword shall perish
with the sword.”

Mr. President, I yield to no one in my
support of the right of the Negroes of
America to peaceably demonstrate and in
my support of the right of the Negroes of
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America to participate in the mass pro-
gram that is characterized by their strug-
gle to date for their constitutional rights.
But, as is pointed out in the Washington
Post editorial, there is no place for dis-
obedience of law, for resort to violence,
or for taking up the sword.

I say that, Mr. President, as I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp the editorial and an article—
also published this morning in the Wash-
ington Post—covering the President’s
conference with several Birmingham
civic leaders. It is with great regret that
I read in the article the statement that
Mr. Hamilton, one of the Birmingham
civic leaders, afterward is reported to
have said that—

He would be less than frank if he did not
say that a large proportion of the people of
Birmingham, including many Negroes, be-
lieve in the separate but equal doctrine.

The majority of the people are firmly,
deeply dedicated to the principle of segre-
gation.

Mr. President, that does not augur
well, let me say, for an amicable settle-
ment of the dispute in Birmingham.
The people of Alabama need to be told
that, after all, segregation is unconsti-
tutional. They have no right to maintain
their separate but equal policy. If Mr.
Hamilton’s defense of race discrimina-
tion in Alabama represents the civic
leadership of Birmingham, then, Mr.
President, in my judgment, there will be
very little hope of a friendly settlement
of the dispute in Birmingham. Further-
more, those who take the position—
which was taken yesterday by the Bir-
mingham leaders—that outsiders, such
as Martin Luther King, are not welcome
in Birmingham cannot lead the way to a
fair settlement of Birmingham’s race
problem. These men must be made to
understand that they have neither the
moral right nor the legal right to per-
petuate a South African apartheid social
and economic system in Alabama. The
U.S. Constitution must supplant race
prejudice in Alabama.

It is clear that the Birmingham lead-
ers—as stated in this great editorial of
the Washington Post—should not follow
a course of action that causes suffering
people to resort to violence.

I hope the Post editorial will be read
carefully both by the white leaders of
Birmingham and the Negroes.

There being no objection, the editorial
and the article were ordered to be printed
in the Recorb as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 24, 1963]
THEY THAT TAKE THE SWORD

Concern for civil rights and sympathy with
Negroes in their struggle to realize those
rights dictate a blunt, candid warning to
Negro leaders. They are being urged by the
organization known as the Student Non-
violent Coordinating Committee to change
their strategy from peaceful protests, dem-
onstrations, and litigation to an organized
and widespread campaign of civil disobe-
dience and disruption of the economy. They
will be under strong temptation and pressure
to pursue such a course. It is a course, we
are convinced, which can lead only to de-
struction and disaster.

The proposal of the student group calls
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and other public facilities. This army would
be unarmed and nonviolent; it would antic-
ipate arrests in great numbers for the pur-
pose of filling up jails and overtaxing the
police. Although the proposed army would
neither attack nor resist and would make a
principle of nonviolence, it would, of course,
inevitably invite and foment viohnee

In places such as Alabama and Missis-
sippl and Loulsiana, where progress in rec-
ognition of their rights seems unbearably
slow, this strategy must be appealing to
Negroes as a means of dramatizing their
plight and expressing their sense of maoral
outrage. As things are, they suffer violence
at the hands of the police and others and
80 suppose that they have little to lose.
And many of them, no doubt, have lost faith
in the efficacy of courts or the morality of
the white community.

But in the end it is upon courts and upon
the rule of law that Negroes must rely. It
is folly—ruinous folly—{for those who depend
upon the law to deride and defy it.

Let the Negro leaders make mo mistake
about it; however non-viclent their inten-
tions, if they obstruct public business, the
public will have to end the obstruction. No
government worthy of the name can permit
any minority to block access to public places
or to frustrate the majority in its lawful
activities.

It is a mistake to suppose that civil dis-
obedience can work for Negroes in the United
States as it worked for Indians against Brit-
ish rule in India, Negroes in the United
States are a minority; Indians in India were
a vast majority.

The strategy of militant civil disobedience
for Negroes in the United States would im-
pose upon them an absolute and damaging
separation from the white community—when
the real goal of the civil rights movement is
full integration. It would end with the
alienation of all who believe In the rule of
law—of all who have faith in the ultimate
triumph of justice and morality in America.

Civil disobedience, whether it be called
violent or nonviolent is not the Negro's most
powerful weapon. “Put up agaln thy sword
into his place,” Jesus said; “for all they that
take the sword shall perish with the sword.”
If Negroes can retain a faith in American
ideals and Ameriean institutions and in their
fellow-Americans, that faith, In good time,
will be vindicated.

J.F.K. HOLDS ALABAMA RACIAL TALES—WILLING
To LeT LocAL GroUPS WORK FOR SOLUTION
(By Carroll Kilpatrick)

President Eennedy last night expressed
confldence that the racial difficulties in Bir-
mingham may be settled on the scene by
local white and Negro leaders working
together.

After meeting with two groups of Birming-
ham white leaders, the President conferred
with former Secretary of the Army Eenneth
C. Royall and Earl H. Blaik, former West
Point football coach, whom he named last
week to cooperate with Birmingham leaders.

They are flying to Birmin, today to
help restore “good communications between
the white and Negro communities in that
city and in easing the racial tensions which
now exist,” the President said in a statement.

“We have now had expression from all the
major elements in the city that this com-
mittee will be welcome and I ask everyone
to cooperate with them,” Mr, Kennedy said.

“All the groups have expressed confidence
that these matters can be settled on a local
level. That is also my strong belief. I am
hopeful that all groups will work vigorously
to that end in the coming days."

. Royall and Blaik, who conferred with the

for a massive, uniformed army trained and
prepared to obstruct the use of Government
buildings, airports, highways, railroad tracks

Presid tt:roma'bout 7:45 p.m. to 8:15 pm.,
de no state t on leaving the White
House.
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The President met for an hour and a half
earlier in the day with a five-man group
representing Birmingham's Mayor Albert
Boutwell.

Declaring that they welcomed the Royall-
Blaik mission, they appealed to the Presi-
dent to use his influence to prevent demon-
strations and outside intervention in the
coming days.

Late yesterday, the President conferred
with six clergymen representing Catholic,
Protestant and Jewish churches in Birming-
ham.

The Reverend George Murray, bishop
coadjustor of the Episcopal Diocese of Ala-
bama and spokesman for the group, said:

“We have assured the President, as have
city officials and Negro leaders in Birming-
ham, of our desire to cooperate with these
men (Royall and Blaik) in seeking to im-
prove racial harmony in our city.”

Bishop Murray was reluctant to discuss the
Alabama situation, but he made it clear he
favored vigorous action to improve race rela-
tions. The earlier group representing the
mayor, made it clear they favored a peace-
ful solution on the basis of segregation.

The President said all the persons in yes-
terday’s meetings expressed a desire to meet
Birmingham's problems within the city it-
self, and to make progress on the problems
which confront that troubled city.

Following the meeting with the mayor's
representatives, Willlam C. Hamilton, ex-
ecutive secretary to Boutwell, said the group
told the President the city needed at least
2 weeks of peace and quiet to work out its
problems.

The group asked for an end of all outside
interference.

Hamilton implied that the city also would
like to work out its problems without help
from alabama’s Gov. George C. Wallace.
However, Hamilton said the presence of State
police had been requested last week and
proved to be helpful. He defended their ac-
tivities.

Asked to explain what he meant by peace
ard quiet, Hamilton sald no bombings, no
fights, no demonstrations, no bitter, angry
arguments, just quiet talk and quiet work.

Don A. Hawkins, chalrman of Birming-
hams' Community Relations Council and a
member of the city council, when asked if
the group considered the Reverend Dr. Mar-
tin Luther Eing as an outsider, replied in
the affirmative. Dr. King now lives in
Atlanta.

Hamilton said he would be less than frank
if he did not say that a large proportion of
the people of Birmingham, including many
Negroes, believe in the separate but equal
doctrine.

“The majority of the people,” he sald, “are
firmly, deeply dedicated to the principle of
segregation.”

Hamilton sald the President listened at-
tentively to the group’s presentation and
promised to do all he could to help.

“His mse was certainly one of atten-
tion and interest and sympathy,” Hamilton
said. “We laid before the President what we
believe is the real and total picture of Birm-
ingham.”

Hamilton insisted that Birmingham had
been mistakenly pictured as a city of vio-
lence. It has had a good history of race
relations, he said.

Recsnt. troubles, he said, have been brought
on by the bmper of the times.

The Reverend Landon Miller, president of
the Birmingham Interdenominational Coun-
cil and pastor of the Ruhama Baptist Church,
said his purpose was to express to the Presi-
dent “the moral concern of our city.”

“The city is heartbroken over the variety
of recent incidents, particularly the bombing
of the church,” said the Baptist minister, a
member of Mayor Boutwell’s delegation.

The group delivered a letter to the Presi-
dent from Boutwell thanking the President
for the meeting.
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Their duty, Boutwell said, was to lay be-
fore the President “the facts of our problems
and our future potentials as an American
city.

“It is our purpose to bring to your office
no added burden but a better understanding
so that the solutions we locally devise may
promote both peace and credit for Birming-
ham and for this Nation we love as dearly as
any citizens anywhere.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. All time has
expired.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may have
an additional minute and one-half, in
order to yield 45 seconds to the Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. MorTon] and 45
seconds to the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FULBRIGHT].

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I now yield to the
Senator from Kentucky.

QUALITY STABILIZATION
LEGISLATION

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, there
now seems no doubt that a heavily
financed campaign to defeat the quality
stabilization bill is underway.

The campaign against this bill is vi-
cious. If is irresponsible. It is base-
less.

The quality stabilization bill is a com-
monsense, practical solution to critical
problems now facing this country in the
distribution of brand-name products. It
is 100 percent consistent with our free,
competitive enterprise system. Itislong
overdue of enactment.

The Nation’s press unwittingly is be-
ing “used” by the opponents of this bill.
The propaganda appearing in the press
is clever. It has emotional appeal. But,
in truth, the ‘propaganda of the op-
ponents of the quality stabilization bill
is distortion. It is falsehood. It is the
half truth.

The campaign against this bill reflects
the worst tricks of the professional prop-
agandist: “Tell a lie—keep repeating it—
until finally it is accepted as the truth.
Or use semantics that twist or handicap
analysis. Or use front groups that have
emotional support—the soldier, the De-
partment of Defense, the senior citizen,
the poor family with a house full of chil-
dren.”

Mr. President, I must confess that
when I cosponsored the quality stabiliza~
tion bill, I had no feeling whatsoever
about the discount house, as such. I
knew this bill was not directed at it; that
when the bill became law, it would not
result in discrimination against the dis-
count houses, My personal feeling was
that if the discount house could “make
a buck” fairly and squarely, then more
power to it. I knew that the quality
stabilization bill did not protect any-
one—including the discount houses—
from rigorous but fair competition—
which is the way the situation should be.

But in the light of this vicious and
very expensive campaign against the
quality stabilization bill, I wonder
whether I really understand the discount
house. What prompts this massive cam-
paign of deception against the quality
stabilization bill? I, too, had heard the
statement that the discount house was
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out to destroy all competition. I thought
the statement was extreme. Buf, as I
have said, now I wonder. :

Is the operation of the discount house
in fact so tricky that it would collapse
if it could not use honored brand names
as loss leaders for baiting and switching
purposes? Is that the source of the dis-
counter’'s concern—a concern so great
that it motivates this shameful cam-
paign against the quality stabilization
bill? Frankly, I do not know.

But someone has organized this vi-
cious, high-priced campaign against the
quality stabilization bill. A sharp
hatchet is being wielded.

Consider, Mr. President, the Septem-
ber issue of Exchange & Commissary
News. Hold your breath, because this
publication, in its lead story on page 1,
says the Department of Defense believes
passage of the bill would add billions of
dollars to the country’s defense budget
for the 1964 fiscal year.

Can one imagine that the Department
of Defense would drop down to a corner
hardware store, to buy some missiles and
tanks? Let us hope the Department of
Defense is mainly interested in another
kind of hardware.

But let us not laugh too quickly.
Ridiculous as is the statement about the
impact of the quality stabilization bill
on the Department of Defense, in only
a few days Senators will be receiving
some letters, written in a serious wvein,
telling them to vote against the quality
stabilization bill because it would add
billions of dollars to the cost of the coun-
try's defense.

The Exchange & Commissary News
buries deep in its story, after it does con-
siderable damage to the quality stabiliza-
tion bill, a gualification:

Even though the bill exempts the Federal
Government from its provisions, the Defense
Department feels it would get caught up in
a maze of legalistic gray areas since it is the

country's largest consumer and its activities
take in every phase of daily life.

This - qualification is typical of the
baseless allegations about the quality
stabilization bill being served to the pub-
lic by the Nation’s press.

The article says the “Defense Depart-
ment feels it would get caught up in a
maze of legalistic gray areas.”

Let us study those legalistic gray areas
by examining the wording of the bill
itself.

Paragraph 16 of the quality stabiliza-
tion bill says:

The following transactions shall be exempt
from paragraphs (7) to (15), inclusive, of
this subsection— (D) SBales to or by the Fed-
eral, State, or municipal governments or
their political subdivisions or agencies.

How explicit can one be in the draft-
ing of language?

This publication further said:

The Pentagon also sees the bill as an
oblique attempt to chip away at fringe bene-
fits now enjoyed by military personnel and
their dependents, because of the strong na-
tional brand policy followed by exchanges
and commissaries in the items they stock.

Here, again, is a deliberate attempt to
sway the emotions by making a baseless
charge. And it is even more despicable
in this particular instance, because the
publication was advised, before it printed
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its story, that government exchanges and
commissaries were obviously exempted
from the operation of the quality stabili-
zation bill.

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HuwmpHREY], a militant supporter of the
quality stabilization bill, also is concerned
with the malicious, intemperate, and un-
reasoned attacks on the quality stabiliza-
tion bill. I cannot state better the
thoughts he expressed so eloquently on
the floor on August 26. He made these
points:

It is the concern that many Members of
Congress feel over the increasingly large
number of vacant stores throughout the
country that has prompted their support for
the quality stabilization bill pending in both
Houses.

‘While there has been a considerable attack
on the bill, I have not found anyone who has
proposed a better alternative with respect to
the difficult situation confronting the inde-
pendent retailer merchant in America, who is
the victim today of high interest rates, of
monopolistic competitions, and of discount-
ers. Until some of the editors of the large
newspapers and some of the governmental
officials can point out a better alternative
than the quality stabilization bill, I think
they would be well advised to be a little more
moderate in their condemnation.

I am keenly interested in the survival of
our private enterprise economy. Mere
pleasant-sounding words about the value of
an independent free enterprise economy are
not adequate. There must be some kind of
remedial action, some kind of legislative pro-
tection, Ome of the purposes of the gquality
stabilization bill is that legislative protec-
tion.

In recent days, I have discussed with
other sponsors of the quality stabiliza-
tion bill the repeated charges in the press
that Senators and Members of the House
have been blindfolded by a price-fixing
lobby that is quietly hustling the bill
through Congress. Of course we resent
this charge—one of the more charitable
of the accusations being made against
us. Other attacks on us question, in
effect, our morality, our ethics, and our
intelligence.

Here are the names of some Senators
who are actively working for passage of
the quality stabilization bill: Senators
HumrHREY, KUucHEL, McCARTHY, SCOTT,
ProxMire, MuNDT, RANDOLPH, CARLSON,
INovUYE, and YoUNG.

Among the supporters on the House
side are Representatives HArrIS, MADDEN,
HoraN, NELSEN, TOLLEFSON, MAY, PELLY,
ToLL, CEDERBERG, HOLIFIELD, DENT,
FRIEDEL, ROUDEBUSH, STINSON, O'EONSKI,
BRrRAY, GLENN, STUBBLEFIELD, CLARK, JAR-
MAN, HARVEY, BATTIN, and WYMAN.

It is my belief and firm conviction, Mr.
President, that these “immoral, unethi-
cal, blind, and stupid” Members of Con-
gress, including the present speaker, the
junior Senator from Kentucky, will not
run in this fight, but in fact will continue
to do everything possible to have the
quality stabilization bill enacted into law.

We will do so for one reason: The
quality stabilization bill is in the public
interest.

TREATIES AND OTHER INTERNA-
TIONAL AGREEMENTS

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, as
pointed out in the comprehensive work—
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sponsored by the Hoover Institution on

War, Revolution, and Peace—on “The

Theory, Law, and Policy of Soviet Trea-~

ties,” covering all Soviet treaties through

1957, the U.S.S.R. had entered into more

treaties with the United States than it

had entered into with any other nation.

A list, prepared by the Assistant Legal
Adviser for Treaty Affairs, of the U.S.
Department of State, includes 128 trea-
ties and other international agreements
now in force between the United States
and the U.S.S.R.

Of this list, 70 are treaties—that is,
formal instruments which have been en-
tered into by the United States, with
the advice and consent of the U.S.
Senate.

The significant fact that emerges from
an examination of the 70 treaties to
which the United States and the Soviet
Union are parties is that only 6 of them
are yiewed as having been violated by
the Soviet Union. And of the six vio-
lated by the Soviet Union, one is the
Kellogg-Briand Pact of 1928, which was
a renunciation of war as an instrument
of national policy. Another is the Char-
ter of the United Nations, which, accord-
ing to the Department of State, the So-
viet Union has violated in various of its
terms. Three of the other treaties are
treaties of peace with Hungary, Ru-
mania, and Bulgaria. The final one is
the Convention on Prisoners of War of
1949.

Fifty-eight other, less formal, inter-
national agreements to which the United
States and the Soviet Union are parties
are included in the list. Of these 58
other agreements, the Department of
State views the Soviet Union as in vio-
lation of 21. Included among the other
international agreements the Soviet has
violated are the Roosevelt-Litvinov
agreements establishing diplomatic re-
lations with the Soviet Union,
lend-lease agreements, the Yalta agree-
ments relating to prisoners of war and
civilians, the Atlantic Charter, a series
of armistice agreements, the Potsdam
agreements, and various others. It
should be noted that none of the agree-
ments in the latter category was a treaty,
in the formal sense of having to be ap-
proved by the Senate. Perhaps they
should have been, but they were not.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the ReEcorp at this point the
list to which I have referred.

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

[Prepared by the Assistant Legal Adviser for
Treaty Affairs, Department of State]

LisT oF TREATIES AND OTHER INTERNATIONAL
AGREEMENTS BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA AND THE UNION OF BoOVIET
SociarLisT REPUBLICS, WITH INDICATIONS OF
TrEosE WHICH IT Is CONSIDERED THE SOVIET
UnNion Has VIOLATED

ABBREVIATIONS
TIAS, TS, and EAS: Treatles and other
International Acts BSerles, Treaty Series,

Executive Agreement Series, respectively,
published by the Department of State.
GENERAL NOTES

Although, in a generic sense, it may be
appropriate to refer to any definitive agree-
ment between nations as a treaty, the term
“treaty” is understood, for the purposes of
this list, in the United States constitutional
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sense to be an international agreement which
is brought into force for the United States
after approval thereof by the BSenate in
accordance with customary treaty pro-
cedures.

This list is divided into two major head-
ings; namely: I. Pre-Revolution treaties and
agreement; IL. Post-Revolution treaties and
agreements. Under each major heading,
there are A and B subheadings for bilateral
and multilateral, respectively. Under each
of these subheadings is a further division
into *“1. Treaties” and “2. International
agreements other than treaties.”

With respect to violations by the Soviet
Union, a parenthetical comment is included
in each case where the U.S. Government has
taken the position that the Soviet Union
has violated the treaty or other agreement
in whole or in part. For detalls, see the
analysis prepared by the Department of
State at the request of the chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House
of Representatives concerning the activities
and conduct of the Soviet Union in the in-
ternational arena and published by that
committee during the 87th Congress, 1st
session, under the date September 27, 1961,
as a committee print bearing the title “Back-
ground Information on the Soviet Union in
International Relations.” That analysis in-
cludes not only references to ents
between the United States and the Soviet
Union but also to many agreements which
were made between the Soviet Union and
other countries and to which the United
States was not a party.

I PREREVOLUTION TREATIES AND AGREEMENTS

Note, Certain treaties and other agree-
ments which were in force with respect to
czarist Russia are considered as having con-
tinued in effect with respect to the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics following the
Russian revolution of 1917. The United
States accorded recognition to the Soviet
regime in November 1933. A bilateral treaty
such as the 1867 convention by which Alaska
was ceded to the United States by Russia
was necessarily considered as continuing to
be binding on the Soviet regime, even during
the period of nonrecognition. Multilateral
treaties and agreements to which Russia was
& party at the time of the revolution were
considered, in general, as continuing to be
applicable to the Soviet Union.

A. Bilateral
1. Treaties

Convention regarding navigation, fishing,
and trading on the Pacific Ocean and along
the northwest coast of America, signed at
St. Petersburg April 17, 1824, (Art, 3 obso-
lete; art. 4 expired.) (TS 298.)

Convention relating to the rights of neu-
trals at sea, signed at Washington July 22,

1854. (TS 300.)
Convention ceding Alaska, signed at
Washington March 30, 1867. (TS 301.)

Agreement regulating the position of cor-
porations and other commercial associations,
signed at St. Petersburg June 25/12, 1904.
(TS 526.)

Treaty for the settlement of disputes,
signed at Washington October 1, 1914. (TS
616.)

2. International Agreements Other Than
Treatles

Declaration concerning the admeasure-
ment of vessels, signed at Washington June
6, 1884, (TS 304.)

B. Multilateral
1. Treaties

Convention concerning Cape Spartel
Lighthouse, signed at Tangier May 31, 1865.
(Terminated March 31, 1958.) (TS 245.)

Convention con the creation of an
International Office of Welghts and Measures,
Regulations and Transient Provisions, signed
at Paris May 20, 1875. (See 1921 amending
convention.) (TS 378.)
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Convention for the establishment of the
right of protection in Morocco, signed at
Madrid on July 3, 1880. (Extraterritoriality
provisions terminated.) (TS 246.)

Convention for the protection of subma-
rine cables, signed at Paris, March 14, 1884.
(TS 880, 380-2, 380-3). (Together with
Paris Declaration of December 1, 1886, re-
specting the interpretation of articles IT and
IV and the Paris Final Protocol of July 7,
1887, fixing May 1, 1888, as the date of effect
of the convention.)

General act for the repression of the Afri-
can slave trade, signed at Brussels July 2,
1890. (TS 383.)

Convention concerning the formation of
an Intérnational Union for the Publication
of Customs Tariffs, regulations of execution,
and final declarations, signed at Brussels
July 5, 1880. (TS 384.)

Agreement for the repression of the trade
in white women, signed at Paris May 18,
1904, (No longer in force.) (TS 496.)

Convention for the exemption in time of
war of hospital ships from the payment of
all dues and taxes, imposed for the benefit of
the state, signed at The Hague Decembar 21,
1904. (TS 459.)

General Act of the International Confer-
ence of Algeciras and an additional protocol,
signed at Algeciras on April 7, 1906. (Relat-
ing to Morocco; extraterritorial jurisdiction
terminated.) (TS 456.)

Convention and protocol for the ameliora-
tion of the condition of the wounded in time
of war, signed at Geneva July 6, 1906. (Su-
perseded by 1929 conventions.) (TS 464.)

Convention revising the duties Imposed by
the Convention of June 8, 1889 on
spirituous liquors imported into certain
regions of Africa, signed at Brussels Novem-
ber 3, 1908. (TS 467.)

Convention for the pacific settlement of
international disputes, signed at The Hague
October 18, 1907. (TS 536.)

Convention respecting the limitation of
the employment force for the recovery of
contract debts, at The Hague Octo-
ber 18, 1807. (TS 537.)

Convention relating to the laws and cus-
toms of war on land, signed at The Hague
October 18, 1907, (TS 539.)

Convention relating to the opening of
hostilities, signed at The Hague October 18,
1907. (TS 538.)

Convention concerning bombardment by
naval forces in time of war, signed at The
Hague October 18, 1907, (TS 542.)

Convention for the adaptation to maritime
warfare of the principles of the Geneva Con-
vention, signed at The Hague, October 18,
1807. (TS 543.) - .

Convention concerning the rights and
duties of neutral powers in naval war, signed
at The Hague, October 18, 1807. (TS 545.)

Convention respecting the rights and
duties of neutral powers and persons in war
on land, signed at The Hague, October 18,
1907. (TS 540.)

Arrangement for the establishment of the
International Office of Public Health, signed
at Rome, December 8, 1807. (TS 511.)

Convention for the unification of certain
rules with respect to assistance and salvage
at sea, signed at Brussels, September 23, 1910.
(TS 576.)

Agreement for the suppression of the ci.r-
culation of obscene publications, signed at
Paris, May 4, 1910. (TS 559.)

International Sanitary Convention, signed
at Paris, January 17, 1912. (TS 649.)

International Radiotelegraph Convention,

signed at London, July 5, 1912, (No longer
in force.) (TS 58l1.)
2. International Agreements Other Than
Treatles

Universal Postal Union Convention, signed
at Washington, June 15, 1897. (Superseded.)
(Post Office Department Print.)

Final protocol of settlement of matters
growing out of the 1900 Boxer uprising in

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

China, signed at Peiping, Bﬂptem_bcr 7, 1901.
(No longer in effect.) (TS 397.)

Agreement between China and certain
powers for the Whang-Pu Conservancy,
signed at Pelping, September 27, 1805. (No
longer in effect.) (TS 448.)

II. POST-REVOLUTION TREATIES AND AGREEMENTS

A. Bilateral
1. Treaties
None.
2. International Agreements Other Than
Treaties

Roosevelt-Litvinov agreements (arrange-
ments relating to the establishment of dip-
lomatic relations, nonintervention, freedom
of conscience and religious Ilberty, legal
protection and claims), effected by exchange
of notes at Washington, November 16, 1933.
(Department of State Publication 528.)
(Comment: It is considered that the Soviet
Union has violated wvarious terms of these
arrangements.)

Agreement relating to the procedure to
be followed in the execution of letters roga-
tory, effected by exchange of notes at Mos-
cow, November 22, 1935. (EAS 83.)

Lend-lease agreement (preliminary agree-
ment relating to principles applying to mu-
tual aid in the prosecution of the war against
aggression) between the United States and
the U.S.SR. slgned at Washington, June
11, 1942, (EAS 253.) (Comment: It is con-
sidered that the Soviet Union has violated
terms of this agreement.)

Agreement relating to prisoners of war and
civilians liberated by forces operating under
Soviet command and forces operating under
United States of America command, signed
at Yalta February 11, 1945. (EAS b505.)
(Comment: This was a part of the under-
standings reached at the Yalta Conference;
it is considered that the Soviet Union has
violated terms of these understandings.)

Agreement relating to a change of bound-
ary lines between the American and Soviet
zones of occupation in Germany, signed at
Wanfried September 17, 1945, (TIAS 3081.)

Agreement relating to the disposition of
lend-lease supplies in inventory or procure-
ment in the United States, signed at Wash-
ington October 15, 1945. (TIAS 3662.)

Agreement on the organization of com-
mercial radio teletype communication chan-
nels, signed at Moscow May 24, 1946, (TIAS
1527.)

Agreement on dates and procedures for re-
turn of .certain vessels of the US. Navy re-
ceived by the U.S.8.R. under the Lend-Lease
Act, signed at Washington September 27,
1940. (TIAS 2080.)

Agreement on dates and procedures for
return of certain vessels of the U.S. Navy re-
celved by the U.B.8.R. under the Lend-Lease
Act, signed at Washington March 26, 1954.
(TIAS 2090.)

Agreement on dates and procedures for re-
turn of certain vessels of the U.S. Navy re-
ceived by the U.S.5.R. under the Lend-Lease
Act, signed at Washington December 22, 1954.
(TIAS 3168.)

Agreement on dates and procedures for re-
turn of certain vessels of the U.S. Navy re-
ceived by the U.S8.8.R. under the Lend-Lease
Act, signed at Washington May 26, 1955.
(TIAS 3384.)

Protocol defining the location of the
boundary of Greater Berlin, with annex,
signed at Berlin June 25, 1955. (TIAS 3378.)

Agreement relating to the exchange of
medical films, effected by exchange of notes
at Washington March 17 and September 5,
1955. (TIAS 3409.)

Agreement relating to the reciprocal waiver
of visa fees to nonimmigrants, effected by
exchange of notes at Moscow March 26 and
August 11 and 20, 1958. (TIAS 4134.)

Agreement on exchanges in the sclentific,
technical, educational, cultural, and other
fields in 1960-61, signed at Moscow Novem-
ber 21, 1959. (Also an implementing memo-

September 24

randum for cooperation in the fleld of the
utilization of atomic energy for peaceful pur-

poses, signed at Washington on November 24,
1959. ‘by officials of the U.S. Atomic Energy
Commission and the U.S.5.R. Main Adminis-
tration for Utilization of Atomic Energy.)
(TIAS 4362.)

Agreement on exchanges in the scientific,
technical, educational, cultural, and other
fields in 196263, signed at Washington March
8,1962. (TIAS 5112.)

Memorandum of understanding regarding
the establishment of a direct communica-
tion link (the “hot-line” agreement), signed
at Geneva June 20, 1963. (TIAS 5362.)

B. Multilateral
1. Treaties

Treatly recognizing the sovereignty of Nor-
way over Spitzbergen, done at Paris Febru-
ary 9, 1920. (TS 6886.)

Convention amending the convention re-
lating to welghts and measures, dated at
Sevres October 6, 1921. (TS 675.)

Convention to suppress the slave trade and
slavery, concluded at Geneva September 25,
1926. (TS 778.)

Convention revising the international sani-
tary convention of January 17, 1912, signed
at Paris June 21, 1926. (TS 762.)

International Radiotelephone Convention,
signed at Washington November 25, 1927,
(Superseded.) (TS767.)

Treaty providing for the renunciation of
war as an instrument of national policy (the
Kellogg-Briand Pact), signed at Paris August
27, 1928. (TS 796.) (Comment: It is con-
sidered that the Soviet Union has violated
this treaty.)

International convention for the safety
of life at sea, signed at London May 31, 1920.
(Superseded by the 1946 convention.) (TS
910.)

Convention for the amelioration of the
condition of the wounded and sick of armies
in the field, dated at Geneya July 27, 1929,
(Superseded by the 19490 Geneva conven-
tion.) (TS B47.)

Convention for the unification of certain
rules relating to international transporta-'
tion by air, concluded at Warsaw October 12,
1829. (TS 876.)

Treaty for the limitation and reduction of
naval armaments, signed at London April
22, 1930. (All provisions of this treaty with
the exception of part IV, which relates to
rules of international law In regard to the
operations of submarines or other war ves-
sels with respect to merchant vessels, expired
on December 31, 1936. Under the terms of
article 23, part IV “shall remain in force
without limif of time.”) (TS 830.)

Convention and protocol for limiting the
manufacture and regulating the distribu-
tion of narcotic drugs, concluded at Geneva
July 18, 1931. (TS 868.)

International Load Line Convention, signed
at London July 5, 1930. (TS 858.)

International Telecommunication Conven-
tlon, with radio regulations, signed at Ma-
drid December 9, 1932, (Superseded.) (TS
B67.)

Convention (ILO No. 58) fixing the mini-
mum age for the admission of children to
employment at sea (1936 revision), adopted
at Geneva October 24, 1936. (TS 952.) i

1936 modification of Annex II (6)(a) of
the international load line convention of
July 5, 1930. (Modification entered into force
for United States August 23, 1938.) (TS 942.)

International Sugar Agreement, signed at
London May 6, 1937. (Explred May 5, 1954.)
(TS 990.)

Radio Regulations (Cairo Revision 1938),
signed at Cairo April 8, 1938. (Superseded
by 1847 Atlantic City Regulations.) (TS 948.)

Protocols prolonging the International
Sugar Agreement of May 6, 1937, signed at
London, July 22, 1042 and August 31, 1944.
(These two protocols expired together with
the 1937 agreements.) (TS 990.)
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Charter of the United Nations, signed at
San Francisco, June 26, 1945. (TS 993.)
(Comment: It is considered that the So-
viet Union has violated various terms of
this charter.)

Protocol prolonging the International
Sugar Agreement of May 6, 1937, signed at
London, August 31, 1945 and August 30, 19486,
(These two protocols expired together with
the 1937 agreements.) (TIAS 1523 and
TIAS 1614.)

International Whaling Convention and
schedule of whaling regulations, signed at
Washington on December 2, 1946. (TIAS
1849.)

(Amendments to the schedule were
adopted on June 7, 1949, TIAS 2092, on July
25, 1950, TIAS 2173, on July 27, 18561, TIAS
2486, on June 6, 1952, TIAS 2699, on June 26,
1953, TIAS 2866, on July 23, 1054, TIAS
3198, on July 23, 1955, TIAS 3548, on July
16-20, 1956, TIAS 3739, on June 28, 1857,
TIAS 3944, on June 23-27, 1958, TIAS 4183,
on June 22-July 1, 1959, TIAS 4404, on June
24, 1960, TIAS 5014, on June 23, 1961, TIAS
5015, on July 6, 1962, TIAS 65277, and on
July 5, 1963, TIAS —.)

Protocol amending the agreements, con-
ventions, and protocols on narcotic drugs
concluded at The Hague on January 23,
1912, at Geneva on February 11, 1925, and
February 19, 1925, and July 13, 1931, and at
Geneva on June 26, 1936, with annex, signed
at Lake Success, N.Y., on December 11, 1946,
(TIAS 1671.)

Treaty of Peace with Italy, signed at Paris
February 10, 1947. (TIAS 1648.)

Treaty of Peace with Hungary, signed at
Paris February 10, 1947. (TIAS 1651.)
(Comment: It is considered that the Soviet
Union has violated this treaty.)

Treaty of Peace with Rumania, signed at
Paris February 10, 1947. (TIAS 1649.)
(Comment: It is considered that the Soviet
Union has violated this treaty.)

Treaty of Peace with Bulgaria, signed at
Paris February 10, 1947. (TIAS 1650.)
(Comment: It is considered that the Soviet
Union has violated this treaty.)

Protocol prolonging the international
sugar agreement of May 6, 1937, signed at
London August 29, 1947. (Expired together
with the 1937 agreement.) (TIAS 17655.)

International telecommunication conven-
tion and radio regulations, signed at At-
lantie City October 2, 1947. (Superseded.)
(TIAS 1901.)

Convention of the World Meteorological
Organization, signed at Washington October
11, 1947. (TIAS 2052.)

Convention on the Intergovernmental
Maritime Consultative Organization, signed
at Geneva March 6, 1048. (TIAS 4044.)

Convention on safety of life at sea, signed
at London June 10, 1948. (TIAS 2496.)

Protocol prolonging the international sugar
agreement of May 6, 1937, signed at London
August 31, 1948. (Expired together with the
1937 agreement.) (TIAS 1997.)

Protocol bringing under international con-
trol drugs outside the scope of the conven-
tion of July 13, 1931, for limiting the manu-
facture and regulating the distribution of
narcotic drugs, as amended by the protocol
slgned on December 11, 1946, done at Paris
November 19, 1948. (TIAS 2308.)

International Convention for the North-
west Atlantic Pisheries, dated at Washington
February 8, 1949. (TIAS 2089.)

Protocol amending the agreement for the
suppression of the circulation of obscene
publications of May 4, 1910, with annex,
gigned at Lake Success, N.Y. May 4, 1949,

(TIAS 2164.)

Telegraph Regulations (Paris revision
1949), signed at Paris August b5, 1949
(Superseded.) (TIAS 2175.)

Convention relative to the treatment of
prisoners of war, dated at Geneva August 12,
1949, (TIAS 3364.) (Comment: It is con-
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sidered that the Soviet Union has violated
this convention.)

Convention relative to the protection of
civillan persons in time of war, dated at
Geneva August 12, 1949, (TIAS 3365.)

Convention for the amelioration of the
condition of the wounded and sick in armed
forces in the field, dated at Geneva August
12, 1949. (TIAS 3362.)

Convention for the amelioration of the
condition of the wounded, sick, and ship-
wrecked members of Armed Forces at sea,
dated at Geneva August 12, 1948, (TIAS
3363.)

Protocol prolonging the international sugar
agreement of May 6, 1837, signed at Lon-
don August 31, 1949, (Expired together with
the 1937 agreement.) (TIAS 2114.)

Convention on road trafic, with annexes,
done at Geneva September 19, 1949. (TIAS
2487.)

Protocol modifylng the convention of July
5, 1800, relating to the creation of an Inter-
national Union for the Publication of Cus-
toms Tariffs, done at Brussels December 16,
1949. (TIAS 39232.)

Protocols prolonging the international
sugar agreement of May 6, 1987, signed at
London August 31, 1950, August 31, 1951, and
August 30, 1952, (All three of these proto-
cols expired together with the 1937 agree-
ment.) (TIAS 2525, 2526, and 2862.)

International telecommunication conven-
tion, signed at Buenos Aires December 22,
1952. (Superseded.) (TIAS 3266.)

International sugar agreement of 1958,
done at London October 1, 1953. (Expired
December 31, 1958.) (TIAS 3177.)

Customs convention on the temporary im-
portation of private road vehicles, done at
New York June 4, 1954. (TIAS 3943.)

Convention concerning customs facilities
for touring, done at New York June 4, 1954,
(TIAS 3879.)

State treaty for the reestablishment of an
independent and democratic Austria, signed
at Vienna May 15, 10565. (TIAS 8298.)

Protocol to the international convention
for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries, done
at Washington June 25, 1956. (TIAS 4170.)

Statute of the International Atomic Energy
Agency, done at New York October 26, 1956.
(TIAS 3873.)

Protocol to the international convention
for the regulation of whaling of December 2,
1946, done at Washington November 19, 1956.
(TIAS 4228,)

Protocol amending the international sugar
agreement of 1953, done at London Decem-
ber 1, 19566. (Expired December 31, 1958.)
(TIAS 3937.)

Interim convention on conservation of
North Pacific fur seals, signed at Washington
February 9, 1957, (TIAS 3948.)

Modifications of the first paragraph of
Annex II of the international load line con-
vention of July 5, 1930, communicated on
October 27, 1947 (entered into force for
United States July 13, 1957). (TIAS 4266.)

Convention on the high seas, done at
Geneva April 29, 1958. (TIAS 5200.)

Telegraph Regulations (Geneva Revision
1958), signed at Geneva November 29, 1958.
(TIAS 4390.)

International sugar agreement of 1958,
done at London December 1, 1958, (TIAS
4389.) .

Modifications of the fifth paragraph of an-
nex II of the International Loadline Conven-
tion of July 5, 1930, communicated on Sep~
tember 19, 1949 (entered into force for United
States, Aug. 7, 1959). (TIAS 4550.)

The Antarctic treaty, signed at Washing-
ton December 1, 1959, (TIAS 4780).

International Telecommunication Conven-
tion, signed at Geneva, December 21, 1959.
(TIAS 4892.)

International wheat agreement, 1962,
opened for signature at Washington, April
19-May 15, 1962. (TIAS 5115.)

17829

2. International Agreements Other Than
Treaties

Universal Postal Union Convention, signed
at Stockholm, August 28, 1924, (Super-
seded.) (TS 7T08-A; 49 Statutes at Large
2741,)

Universal Postal Union Convention, signed
at London, June 18, 1929. (Superseded.)
(46 Statutes at Large 2523.)

Universal Postal Union Convention, signed
at Cairo, March 20, 1934, (Superseded.) (48
Statutes at Large 2741.)

Universal Postal Union Convention, signed
at Buenos Alres, May 23, 1839. (Superseded.)
(54 Statutes at Large 2049,)

Atlantie Charter of August 14, 1941 (Dec-
laration of principles, known as the Atlantic
Charter, by the President of the United States
of America and the Prime Minister of the
United Kingdom), as reaffirmed in the Dec-
laration by United Nations (see below) to
which the US.S.R. adhered. (EAS 236.)
(Comment: It is considered that the Soviet
Union has violated the principles affirmed
in this charter.)

Declaration by United Nations, signed at
Washington January 1, 1942. (EAS 236.)
(Comment: See above; it is considered that
the principles of the Atlantic Charter as re-
affirmed by this declaration have been vio-
lated by the Soviet Union.)

Moscow agreements of November 1, 1943
(declarations of joint policles, United States,
United Eingdom, U.S.SR., Conference of
Foreign Ministers). (Department of State
Bulletin, Nov. 6, 1943, pp. 807-311.) (Com-
ment: It is considered that the Soviet Union
has violated understandings relating to Ger-
mans charged with certain crimes.)

Cairo Declaration of December 1, 1943, to
which the U.S.SR. adhered August 9, 1945,
pursuant to the Potsdam Protocol (see be-
low):

Statement of Joint understandings on
future military operations against Japan;
statement of purpose that “Eorea shall be-
come free and independent.”

Department of State Bulletin, December 11,
1943, pp. 412-413. (Comment: It is con-
sidered that the Soviet Union has violated
understandings set forth in this declaration.)

Teheran Declaration of December 1, 1943
{declaration on cooperation in war and peace,
United States/United Kingdom, and U.S.S.R.,
with declaration regarding Iran. (Depart-
ment of State Bulletin, Dec. 11, 1943, pp.
409-410.) (Comment: It is considered that
the SBoviet Union has violated understand-
ings set forth in this declaration.)

Protocol on the zones of occupation in
Germany and the administration of Greater
Berlin, signed at London September 12, 1944,
United States, United Kingdom, U.S.5R., and
France. (Also amendments signed Nov.
14, 1944 and July 26, 1945.) (TIAS 3071.)
{(Comment: It is considered that the Soviet
Union has violated understandings set forth
in this protocol.)

Armistice agreement with Rumania, signed
at Moscow September 12, 1944, (EAS 400.)
(Comment: It is considered that the Soviet
Unio has violated this agreement.)

Armistice agreement with Bulgaria, signed
at' Moscow October 28, 1044. (EAS 437.)
(Comment: It is considered that the Soviet
Union has violated this agreement.)

Agreement on control machinery in Ger-
many, signed at London November 14, 1944,
United States, United Kingdom, US.8.R., and
France. (Also amendment signed May 1,
1945.) (TIAS 8070.) (Comment: It is con-
sidered that the Soviet Union has violated
this agreement.)

Armistice agreement with Hungary, signed
at Moscow January 20, 1845.  (EAS 456.)
(Comment: It is considered that the Soviet
Union has violated this agreement.)

Yalta agreements (protocol of the proceed-
ings of the Crimea Conference), signed at
Yalta February 11, 1945. (Department of
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State press release 239, March 24, 1947; “For-
eign Relations,” the Conference at Malta and
Yalta, 1945, p. 976 ff.) (Comment: It is
considered that the Soviet Union has violated
understandings set forth in the Yalta pro-
tocol.

Act)oi military surrender (terms between
the United States and other Allied Powers
and Germany), signed at Rheims May 7,
1945, and at Berlin May 8, 1945. (EAS 502.)

Declaration regarding the defeat of Ger-
many and the assumption of supreme au-
thority with respect to Germany by the
Governments of the United States, the
United Eingdom, and the U.S.8.R., and the
Provisional Government of the French Re-
public; declaration made and released at
Berlin June 5, 1945. (Department of State
Bulletin, June 10, 1945, pp. 10561-1065.)
(Comment: It is considered that the Soviet
Union has violated this Declaration.)

Potsdam agreements (protocol of the pro-
ceedings of the Berlin (Potsdam) Conference,
United States, United Kingdom, and U.S.8.R.,
and proclamation defining terms for Japa-
nese surrender, United States and United
Kingdom, with later U.S.S.R, concurrence);
protocol concluded August 2, 1945; procla-
mation signed July 26, 1945. (Department
of State press release 238, March 24, 1947
(protocol); Department of State Bulletin,
July 29, 1945, pp. 137-138 (proclamation);
Foreign Relations, Conference of Berlin
(Potsdam) 1945, vol. II, p. 1478 f.) (Com-
ment: It is considered that the Soviet Union
has violated these agreements.)

Agreement for the prosecution and pun-
jshment of the major war criminals of the
European Axis, signed at London August 8,
1945. (EAS 472.)

Four-Power agreement on certain addi-
tional requirements to be imposed on Ger-
many, done at Berlin September 20, 1945.
(Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 7,
1945, pp. —.) (Comment: It is considered
that the Soviet Union has violated this
agreement.)

Constitution of the United Nations Edu-
cational, Scientific, and Cultural Organiza-
tion (UNESCO), concluded at London No-
vember 16, 1945. (TIAS 1580.)

Moscow agreements of December 27, 1845
(report of the Foreign Ministers meeting,
United States, United Kingdom, and
U.8.8R.), signed at Moscow December 27,
1945. (Department of State Bulletin, Dec.
20, 1045, pp. 1027-1032.) (Comment: It is
considered that the Soviet Union has violated
these agreements.)

Constitution of the World Health Organi-
zation, opened for signature at New York
July 22, 1946. (TIAS 1B08.)

Instrument for the amendment of the
constitution of the International Labor Or-
ganization, dated at Montreal October 9,
1946. (TIAS 1868.)

Moscow agreements of April 23, 1947 (re-
port of Council of Forelgn Ministers regard-
ing German prisoners of war), done at Mos-
cow April 23, 1947. (See Department of
State Bulletin, June 26, 1949, p. 824.) (Com-
ment: It is considered that the Soviet Union
has violated these agreements.)

Universal Postal Union Convention, signed
atPa)ﬁs.mlyi. 1947. (Superseded.) (TIAS
1850.

Regulations for preventing collisions at
sea, approved by the International Confer-
ence on of Life at Sea, London, April
23-June 10, 1948, (TIAS 2809.)

World Health tion Regulations
No. 1 regarding nomenclature (including the
compilation and publication of statistics)
with respect to diseases and causes of death,
adopted at Geneva July 24, 1048, (TIAS
3482)) (Also amendments to these regula-
tions adopted June 30, 1949, TIAS 3482, and
May 21, 1956, TIAS 4409.)

Quadri (Berlin Blockade) agree-
ment of May 4, 1949 (agreement relating to
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the of restrictlons imposed since
March 1, 1948 on communications, transpor-
tation, and trade with Berlin), dated at New
York May 4, 1949. (TIAS 1915.) (Com-
ment: It is considered that the Soviet Union
has viclated this agreement.)

Councll of Forelgn Ministers communique
regarding communlcations, tr tion,
and trade between Berlin and Western Zones
of Germany and between Eastern and West-
ern Zones, made and released at Paris, June
20, 1940. (De t of Btate Bulletin,
July 4, 1949, pp. B57-858.) (Comment: It is
considered that the Soviet Union has wvio-
lated the understandings set forth in this
communique.)

International sanitary regulations (WHO
regulations No. 2), adopted at Geneva, May
25, 1951. (TIAS 3625.)

Universal Postal Union Convention, signed
at Brussels, July 11, 1852. (Superseded.)
(TIAS 2800.)

Instrument for the amendment of the con-
stitution of the International Labor Organi-
zation, dated at Geneva, July 25, 1953.
(TIAS 8500.)

Resolutions by the General Conference of
the UNESCO amending the constitution of
the Organization, adopted at Montevideo,
November 22 and December 8, 1954. (TIAS
3469.)

Additlonal regulations amending the inter-
national sanitary regulations with respect to
yellow fever, adopted at Mexico, May 286,
1956. (TIAS 5156.)

Additional regulations amending the in-
ternational sanitary regulations with respect
to the form of international certificate of
vaccination or revaccination against small-
pox, adopted at Geneva, May 23, 1956. (TIAS
4420.)

Additional regulations amending the in-
ternational sanitary regulations with respect
to the sanifary control of pilgrim traffic,
adopted at Geneva, May 23, 1956. (TIAS
4823.)

Resolution by the General Conference of
the UNESCO amending the constitution of
the organization, adopted at New York No-
vember 10, 1956. (TIAS 3880.)

Universal Postal Union Convention (with
final protocol, annex, regulations of execu-
tlon, and provisions regarding airmail, with
final protocol), signed at Ottawa October 3,
1957. (TIAS 4202.)

Resolutions by the General Conference of
the UNESCO amending the constitution of
the organization, adopted at the 2d-Tth and
10th (1959) sessions.. (TIAS 4230.)

Amendments to articles 24 and 25 of the
World Health Organization constitution,
adopted at Geneva May 28, 1859. (TIAS
4643.)

Additional regulations amending the in-
ternational sanitary regulations with re-
spect to the health part cf the aircraft gen-
eral declaration, adopted at Geneva May 19,
1960. (TIAS 4896.)

Declaration of understanding regarding
the international convention of February 8,
1949 for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries,
opened for signature at Washington April
24, 1961. (TIAS 5380.)

Recommendations relating to the fur-
therance of the principles and objectives
of the Antarctic Treaty, adopted at Can-
berra July 24, 1961, (TIAS 5094.)

and protocol on the neutral-
ity of Laos, signed at Geneva July 23, 1962.
(TIAS.)

Recommendations relating to the further-
ance of the principles and objectives of the
Antarctic Treaty, adopted at Buenos Aires
July 28, 1962, (TIAS.)

THE NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREATY

The Senate resumed the consideration
of Executive M (88th Cong., 1st sess.),
the treaty banning nuclear weapon

September 24

tests in the atmosphere, in outer space,
and underwater.

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. 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.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in
accordance with the suggestion advanced
by the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Rules yesterday, I suggest
to the Chair that the attachés of the
Senate, except those who are authorized
to be present in the Chamber, be excused.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The at-
tachés of the Senate, except those whose
duties require them to be present at this
moment, are requested to retire from the
Chamber. The Sergeant-at-Arms will
please see that the attachés of the Sen-
ate, except those required to be present,
retire from the Chamber. Senators will
take their seats. The Senate will be in
order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
believe that all Senators are present or
accounted for.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The absence
of a quorum has been suggested. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
hour of 10:30 having arrived, I ask unan-
imous consent that further proceedings
ut_n&er the quorum call may be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
Rieicorr in the Chair).
tion, it is so ordered.

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, the vote
on ratification of the nuclear test ban
treaty is one of the most difficult votes
that I have ever cast as a U.S. Senator—
or even in my 23 years in Congress. The
difficulty is not with respect to my single
vote having any effect on the outcome
of the final vote by the Senate. That
outcome was a foregone conclusion from
the very start—overwhelmingly for rati-
fication.

During the debate I have raised sev-
eral questions. I had hoped that the
answers to these questions could be defi-
nite and clear—at least enough for the
resolution of any doubts that I had about
the treaty. But they have not been.
Admittedly, the answers have been spec-
ulative.

This issue is not only dominated by
speculation. It is dominated by emo-
tions. Those who support the treaty
have been called pro-Communists.
They have been charged by some ex-
tremists with treason and with selling
out to Khrushchev. How ridiculous can
one gef with these charges? The charges
are so ridiculous that no sensible person
would take them seriously.

They remind me of those tragic days
in the early fifties when articulate cour-
age was almost eliminated by the tech-
niques of “guilt by association” and “trial

(Mr.
Without objec-
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by accusation.” The extremists of the
right did our country a great disservice
by those unsubstantiated charges. The
damage was irreparable. What it did to
our seientists and the way that it
shackled our free scientific effort was re-
vealed in the later fifties when Russia’s
sputnik revealed how tragically we were
lagging behind Russia in science and
technology.

I know—because I was a target of the
extremists of the right. They called me
“pro-Communist” and a “fellow trav-
eler” because of my declaration of con-
science.

But many, many of those who, back
in the early fifties, decried the “guilt by
association” and *“trial by accusation”
tactics of the extreme right are today
guilty of the same abuses and excesses
on the extreme left of the ideological
spectrum.

For too many of the extreme left now
charge those who oppose the treaty of
being “murderers” and of deliberately
poisoning the milk for children with
lethal doses of strontium 90. At the
outset of this debate, the press quoted
one Senator as saying that any Senator
who voted against ratification of the
treaty should have his head examined.

Have we lost all sense of reasonable-
ness? Cannot Members of the U.S. Sen-
ate have honest differences of opinions
without being charged with mental de-
ficiency or treason or crassly poisoning
milk and killing babies or being “pro-
Communist” by those who so emotion-
ally disagree with them—both on the ex-
treme right and on the extreme left?

What does the majority of the Ameri-
can people want? Ratification or rejec-
tion of the nuclear test ban treaty? The
Gallup poll and the Harris poll report
that an overwhelming majority of the
American people want the treaty to be
ratified.

But that is not what my mail shows—
and it is the heaviest mail that I have
ever received in all of my entire service
in Congress. More than that, it is not
just organized pressure mail. Instead,
it is individual mail in personal hand-
writing—not just printed or mimeo-
graphed mail—or printed cards distrib-
uted in great volume for persons just to
automatically sign without thinking.

This mail is individually composed. It
is highly emotional and often inflamma-
tory—but equally so on both sides,
whether for or against the {treaty.
Nevertheless it is clear that the people
are expressing themselves with deep feel-
ing—not just merely echoing what some-
one has told them to write. And the mail
is from every section of the Nation.

Were I to be guided by what the mail
indicates is the wish of the majority of
Americans, I would have to vote against
the treaty. For by better than an 8-to-1
margin the senders of letters and tele-
grams and postal cards to me have reg-
istered vigorous opposition to the treaty.

Yet, the pattern varies when just the
Maine mail is taken—for the Maine mail
has favored the treaty by a 2-to-1 vote.
But even with Maine the expression of
feeling has changed. Prior to Labor Day
and during the summer season, the
Maine mall was better than 3 to 1 in
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favor of the treaty. But after Labor Day
the Maine mail has turned in the other
direction with a majority registering op-
position to the treaty. It would be diffi-
cult to conclude with any certainty what
a majority of year-round Maine resi-
dents feel—since obviously a great deal
of the Maine mail prior to Labor Day
came from out-of-State summer visitors.

The totals of my mail run heavily in
contradiction to the reports of the
Gallup poll and the Harris poll. The
only reconciliation that I can conclude
is that if the Gallup poll and the Harris
poll accurately reflect the position of a
majority of Americans, then those who
support the treaty apparently are not
sufficiently enthusiastic for it and will not
take the time or effort to write—or those
who are against the treaty have such a
high degree of intensity in the oppo-
sition to the treaty that they will take
the time to write and express them-
selves,

One thing is quite clear. Regardless
of whether the majority is for or against
the treaty, the degree of articulated in-
tensity of those against the treaty is
much greater than those who are for the
treaty.

Another thing is clear—that the polls
and the mail—and the seasonal factor in
the Maine mail on this issue—are too
contradictory for me to let the mail have
any significant influence on my final
decision.

In trying to arrive at a conscientious
decision, I have considered what would
happen if the Senate did reject the
treaty. First, it is clear that Khrushchev
would spew vitriolic propaganda charg-
ing that the United States had thus
proved that it did not want peace and
that we were “warmongers,” intent on
poisoning the air with strontium 90.
Even though he is guilty himself of hav-
ing broken the last test ban agreement
with the multi-megaton open-air test
nuclear explosions that Russia set off,
his false propaganda would be believed
by some and we would lose significant
ground in the psychological war.

But Senate rejection of the treaty
would not be the act that started the
United States to resume open air nuclear
festing. It would not for the very simple
reason that President Kennedy has taken
the position that the United States would
refrain from open air testing as long as
Russia refrained from open air testing.

Now let us face reality and the truth
on this point. The Senate vote on the
test ban treaty will neither stop open air
testing if the treaty is ratified—nor start
it if the treaty is rejected. It will not
stop open air testing because it has al-
ready been stopped by President Ken-
nedy in agreement with EKhrushchev's
keeping Russia from open air tests. By
the same token, Senate rejection of the
treaty will not start open air testing
again,

I think Khrushehev feels that it is to
the military advantage of Russia to keep
us from resuming open air tests in the
belief that Russia is significantly ahead
of us in the high-yield weapons and will
stay ahead as long as we do not make
open air tests that are necessary if we
are to close the high-yield weapons gap
that so heavily favors Russia.
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And he does not need a treaty to do
this. All he needs to do is to refrain from
conducting such open air tests. He
knows that by the simple expedient of
restraint, he will stop the United States
from open air testing because of the ex-
pressions made by President Kennedy.
Consequently, I believe it would be most
unlikely that Khrushehev would order
resumption of open air testing if the
Senate were to reject this treaty.

Perhaps my conclusion in this regard
can be criticized as being “speculative.”
But it is no more speculative than the
answers given to the questions that I
have raised in this debate—answers that
even those providing the answers have
admitted were “speculative.” I believe
that my conclusion in this regard is far
less speculative.

So that in the final analysis, my de-
cision must rest on whether the political
and psychological disadvantages stem-
ming from rejection of the treaty would
be greater than the obvious national se-
curity disadvantages stemming from
ratification of the treaty. Fortunately,
the political and psychological disad-
vantages of treaty rejection have been
very ably and fully presented out in the
open to the public. And make no mis-
take about it, they are tremendously im-
pressive arguments—almost compelling
arguments.

Unfortunately, the national security
disadvantages stemming from ratifica-
tion of the treaty have not been as fully
presented out in the open to the public.
They have not because of the secrecy
that has been invoked on key aspects
that indicate the grave threat that the
treaty can create to our national secu-
rity. The public cannot be told.

But it can be told enough of the impli-
cations—implications so grave that even
the enthusiastic proponents of the treaty
unreservedly admit that the treaty is a
calculated risk.

In the questions that I have asked in
this debate, I have tried very hard to find
a basis for which I could conscientiously
vote for ratification of the treaty. I
regret to say that the answers have not
supplied such a basis,

On the other hand, it has been argued
with sincerity and conviction that one
could not conscientiously vote against
the treaty because such a vote would be
a vote against peace—or at least a first
step toward peace. I cannot challenge
that argument with complete certainty
in my own mind. But in equal degree,
I cannot challenge with complete cer-
tainty the argument made that the
treaty may be a first step toward the un-
dermining of our national security.

There have been several speeches ex-
pressing the gravest of misgivings about
the treaty—only to be concluded with
the announcement by the speakers that
they would vote for the treaty.

I conclude my statement by saying
that I have very grave misgivings about
the harmful effects of rejection of the
treaty—but by stating that in my opin-
ion the jeopardy that the treaty imposes
on our national security is a more com-
pelling argument against the treaty than
the political and psychological disadvan-
tages that would stem from rejection of
the treaty.
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That is why I shall cast a very trou-
bled vote against the treaty.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amended
resolution of ratification of the nuclear
test ban treaty.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY (when Mr. ENGLE'S
name was called). Mr. President, the
Senator from California [Mr. EncLE] is
ill and necessarily absent. I have been
asked to announce that if he were present
and voting, he would vote “yea.”

The rollcall was concluded.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 80,
nays 19, as follows:

[No. 168 Ex.]
YEAS—80

Aiken Gruening Monroney
Allott Hart Morse

n Hartke Morton
Bartlett Hayden Moss
Bayh Hickenlooper Mundt
Beall Hill Muskie
Bible Holland Nelson
Boggs Hruska Neuberger
Brewster Humphrey astore
Burdick Inouye Pearson
Cannon Jackson Pell
Carlson Javits Prouty
Case Johnston e
Church Jordan, N.C. Randolph
Clark Keating Ribicoff
Cooper Eennedy Saltonstall
Cotton Kuchel t
Dirksen Long, Mo Smathers
Dodd Magnuson Sparkman
Dominick Mansfield Symington
Douglas MecCarthy Walters
Edmondson McGee Williams, N.J.
El McGovern ‘Williams, Del.
Ervin McIntyre Yarborou
Fong McNamara Young, N. Dak.
Pulbright Young, Ohio

Miller
NAYS—19
Bennett Lausche Smith
Byrd, Va. Long, La. Stennis
Byrd. W, Va. MecClellan Talmadge
Curtis Mechem Thurmond
Eastland Robertson Tower
Goldwater Russell
Jordan, Idaho Simpson
NOT VOTING—1
Engle

The VICE PRESIDENT. Two-thirds
of the Senators present having voted in
the affirmative, the resolution of ratifica-
tion, as amended, is agreed to.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the resolution of ratification, as
amended, was agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the President be immediately
notified of the action of the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Montana.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. PROUTY subsequently said: Mr.
President, earlier in the day I voted to
ratify the nuclear test ban treaty.

It was at once the most momentous
and difficult decision I have had to make
sinece I first came to Congress 13 years
ago.
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A million thoughts go through a man’s
mind when he must help decide an issue
that may affect the lives of millions of
people not yet born.

I thought of the Soviet Union—its
record of broken promises—its alternat-
ing promises of peace and threats of war.

I thought of a whole generation of
Americans that have never known
peace—complete and total peace—and I
wonder whether they ever will.

I thought of the security of this coun-
try and of the risks we must take as a
free people—whether the treaty be a
shaft of light or merely a mirage.

All of these things were in my
thoughts as I took the only course of ac-
tion my conscience would allow me to
take.

The treaty does not mean the end of
the cold war that has haunted us night
and day for 18 years. Perhaps it is not
even the beginning of the end.

Yet to reject the treaty and to look
back one day and find that this was the
one chance for the beginning—a chance
that would never appear again—that
would be the greatest tragedy of all.

As a nation and as a people, our hopes
for peace should never be higher than
our ability to defend the freedom and
safety of man.

We love liberty and would rather die
than lose it and no treaty in the world
will alter that resolve.

Mr. President, on Friday, September
20, the Senator from New York [Mr.
Keatincg] recalled for us the first anni-
versary of the passage by the Senate of
Senate Joint Resolution 230, the so-
called Cuban resolution. In his re-
marks, he recalled that that resolution
had been passed with one dissenting
voice in the Senate.

That one dissenting vote was mine.

I found fault with that resolution pri-
marily because it did not go to the seri-
ousness of the Cuban situation as it then
existed.

I thought then, as I think now, that
we must establish a firm poliey with re-
spect to the Communist position in the
Western Hemisphere as in all areas of
the world. Had we established such a
policy of will and of resolution, there
would not be thousands of Soviet troops
on the island of Cuba today—and per-
haps missiles as well.

Now, as a year ago, an ad hoc foreign
policy, treating Communist infiltration
as localized “brush fires,” accomplishes
little to preserve the security necessary
for the maintenance of the American
way of life.

The Senator from New York also
placed in the REcorp several newspaper
articles relating to increased violence
and tension in various Latin American
countries. A reading of those articles
indicates their connection in each in-
stance with Castro’s Cuba. There is
some doubt that actual arms deliveries
can be traced to Cuba, but the inspira-
tion and doubtless much of the action
is a Cuban import.

It seems to me now, as it did on Sep-
tember 20, 1962, that our concern should
be as much with the nonmilitary activi-
ties in this hemisphere from Cuba as
with military threats which could ema-
nate from that island. I voted against
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the Cuban resolution last year. I think
that vote was justified. I think, also,
that the justification for that vote has
been made even more secure with the
passage of this last year and the events
which have occurred in the Waestern
Hemisphere.

Mr. President, I earnestly hope that
time will prove that my vote to ratify
the test ban treaty will be as meaning-
ful as I think my vote was against the
Cuban resolution a year ago.

PHOTOGRAPHERS IN THE GALLERY

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor will state it.

Mr, MORSE. I assume I am correct
that the official photograph, authorized
by the adoption of the resolution yester-
day, has been taken. If so, will the
Sergeant at Arms be instructed to noti-
fy the photographers to clear their
cameras out of the gallery?

Mr., MANSFIELD. The pictures have
been taken. However, whether they
have or not, I second the suggestion of
the Senator from Oregon that the gal-
lery be cleared of photographers as soon
as possible.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Ser-
geant at Arms will proceed to act ac-
cordingly.

POSTMASTER GENERAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, the
Senate is still in executive session. I ask
that the nominations on the Executive
Calendar be stated.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A
COMMITTEE

As in executive session,

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr, EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary:

Walter E. Cralg, of Arizona, to be U.S. dis-
trict judge for the district of Arizona.

By Mr. DIRKSEN, from the Committee on
the Judiciary:

Abraham L. Marovits, of Illinois, to be
U.S. district judge for the northern district
of Illinois.

By Mr. EEATING, from the Committee on
the Judiciary:

Thomas James Donegan, of New York, to
be a member of the Subversive Activities
Control Board; and

Edward D. Re, of New York, to be a
member of the Foreign Claims Settlement
Commission of the United States.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be
no further reports of committees, the
clerk will state the nomination on the
Executive Calendar. The nomination
will be stated.

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of John A, Granouski to be Post-
master General.

Mr., PROXMIRE. Mr., President, I
shall be very brief. I support the nomi-
nation of John A. Gronouski, of Wiscon~
sin, to be Postmaster General of the
United States. The nomination was re-
ported unanimously by the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.
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Mr. Gronouski has a distinguished rec-
ord as a professor, as an economist, and
as an excellent administrator of the tax
department of the State of Wisconsin.
Mr. Gronouski is an unusually intelli-
gent man, and very hard working. He
has demonstrated ingenuity as admin-
istrator of the tax department. He has
been extraordinarily fair in a position in
which his fairness was severely tested.

One of the gquestions asked of Mr.
Gronouski at the hearing yesterday was
whether in his job he would be primarily
a Democrat or an trator. Mr.
Gronouski answered quite frankly that
in his view his job is one of administra-
tion, and that he would administer his
job in a nonpartisan fashion. It should
be recognized that as a Cabinet officer,
John Gronouski will be free to champion
the President’s cause and he will do so
I am sure very ably indeed.

I have known John Gronouski for
many years. He has an excellent repu-
tation in Wisconsin, He will do a thor-
ough, competent, and intelligent job as
Postmaster General.

As a topflight economist he will be
able to give the President invaluable ad-
vice as a member of the Cabinet. I en-
thusiastically support the nomination of
John Gronouski to be Postmaster Gen-
eral.

Mr., MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
join the distinguished Senator from Wis-
consin in supporting the nomination of
John Gronouski. I had an opportunity,
about a week ago Sunday, to have quite
a long conversation with Mr. Gronouski,
following the announcement that the
President had selected him for the nom-
ination to be Postmaster General.

I probably had a better chance to get
his views than most of those who have
known and respected him for a long time.
I have never found a man so knowledge-
able about the job that he was about to
take over, and so knowledgeable about
the Government and administration in
the Government, and how it should be
handled.

I second what the Senator from Wis-
consin has said about Mr. Gronouski.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Sena-
tor from Washington.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, the peo-
ple of Michigan, particularly in the
academic field, have come to know and
respect Mr. John Gronouski. As a mem-
ber of the faculty of Wayne State Uni-
versity, he has distinguished himself in
the academic field. The President has
indeed made a wise selection, and I am
proud to second his nomination.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, dur-
ing the consideration of the nomination
of Mr. Gronouski by the Post Office and
Civil Service Committee, all of its mem-
bers were intensely interested in the
viewpoints expressed so lucidly by Mr.
Gronouski. He well understands the
problems he will face. This effort en-
tails for exacting duties. There are al-
most 600,000 eivilian workers in the De-
partment which he will head.

I was impressed with his earnestness.
I believe the vigor of his body and the
keenness of his mind will help Mr. Gro-
nouski to discharge his obligations in the
Department.
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Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Sen-
ator from West Virginia. I was most
impressed at the hearing, which was an
unusual hearing, by the fact that every
member of the Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice Committee was present. Few hear-
ings have unanimous attendance for any
purpose. It was a great tribute to John
Gronouski.

Mr, JOHNSTON. Mr. President, at
the committee hearing yesterday, all the
members of the committee—and I am
sure I can speak for all of them—were
very much impressed by the way John
Gronouski answered all the questions
that were put to him. He impressed the
committee with his frank statement:

I have not had experience in this particu-
lar field but I am going to give it close study
before I act in that particular field.

The Senator from Wisconsin brought
out the fact that Mr. Gronouski is a
Democrat, when the Senator from Wis-
consin introduced Mr. Gronouski to the
committee. However, in the discussion,
Mr. Gronouski made it plain that he
would abide by the civil service laws
now on the statute books.

I realize that when I say that it means
a great deal to everyone. It does not
mean that a Postmaster General will do
anything that is not right. The laws on
the statute books protect individuals in
the civil service. There are a great many
positions that are not in the civil serv-
ice. In certain instances, in the policy-
making field, there exists the right to
appoint outside the civil service laws.
Some people do not realize that fact. At
least to a certain extent that has some-
thing to do with party lines.

I have not forgotien that when the
Republicans were in control they estab-
lished regional offices throughout the
United States. Prior to that time they
had maintained that it would be neces-
sary to enact a law before regional of-
fices could be established. However, it
was done in this way. Accordingly,
many persons who were not civil service
employees were blanketed into positions.
They are still in those positions. The
appointments to policymaking positions
ought to be left entirely to those who are
in charge of the administration at the
time.

There are some things that an admin-
istrator has a right to do and still live
within the laws of the United States. I
was impressed by Mr. Gronouski’s state-
ment. '

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President,
throughout the years the Senate has
confirmed the nominations of many men
for positions in the Post Office Depart-
ment. I was especially impressed by Mr.
Gronouski’s views, because his will be a
difficult office to fill.

I was impressed by the cut of his jaw;
and even more deeply impressed by his
experience as a member of the Tax Com-
mission of Wisconsin. I have no doubt
that he will be an excellent administra-
tor.

Mr. Gronouski is also an economist
and professor, well grounded in the facts
of the American economy. As Post-
master General, he will have an obliga-
tion to use his knowledge of the way our
economy works.
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He has a proper viewpoint of the func-
tion of the Post Office Department as not
only a business institution, but a service
institution, as well.

His ideas concerning modernization
and mechanization, which afford great
benefits, are that modernization and
mechanization should not take place
merely for the sake of gaining of a “tag
line.” He impressed every member of
the committee.

I am heartily in favor of the confirma-
tion of the nomination of Mr. Gronouski.
I am sure the Senate will approve his
nomination unanimously.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I
would not wish to let this opportunity
pass, when so many members of the
committee from the majority side are
speaking in behalf of the newly ap-
pointed Postmaster General, without
speaking on behalf of the Republican
side of the committee, whose member-
ship voted unanimously to report his
nomination.

I was impressed with Mr. Gronouski’s
knowledge of the administration of State
operations, which should be helpful fo
him in his administration of the Post
Office Department. After all, the Post
Office Department, an administrative
agency, is a huge operation. I feel that
Mr. Gronouski will be an outstanding
Postmaster General. Senators on this
side of the aisle will be glad to work with
him. I was pleased when he stated that
although he was appointed as a Demo-
craf, he expected to conduct his office as
an administrator. 1 appreciate that
statement very much.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, this
administration has had a wonderful
record in its handling of the mails. It
has greatly increased the efficiency and
quality of service of the Post Office De-
partment. No one could have observed
the work of the predecessor of Mr.
Gronouski, Postmaster General Ed Day,
without being impressed with his dedi-
cation, ability, cooperativeness, and con-
stant striving to increase the efficiency
of the postal service, which he succeeded
notably in doing.

Mr. President, I have, for half a cen-
tury, variously as a newspaperman and
as a Government official, observed the
conduct of our postal service. There
have been some outstanding Postmaster
Generals, But, it is my reasoned opin-
jon that none of the men who preceded
Mr. Day exceeded him in ability and
accomplishment. He has set a high
standard for those who will follow him
and left a challenge to equal his superla~-
tive performance.

I am confident that Mr. Day’s succes-
sor, Mr. Gronouski, will strive to con-
tinue the fine record of service and
performance which has characterized
the Post Office Department during this
administration, and I wish him all
success.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
RisicoFF in the chair). The question
is, Will the Senate advise and consent
to the nomination of John A. Gronouski,
of Wisconsin, to be Postmaster General?

The nomination was confirmed.
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
that the President be immediately noti-
fied of the confirmation of the
nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the President will be noti-
fied forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate resume the considera-
tion of legislative business.

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

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his
secretaries, and he announced that on
September 23, 1963, the President had
approved and signed the following acts:

B, 330, An act to amend chapter 85 of title
88, United States Code, to provide that after
the expiration of the Eorean conflict veter-
ans’ education and training program, approv-
al of courses under the war orphans’ educa-
tional assistance program shall be by State
approving agencies; and

B. 1952. An act to extend and broaden the
authority to insure mortgages under sections
809 and 810 of the National Housing Act.

REPORT OF HOUSING AND HOME
FINANCE AGENCY—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following message from the
President of the United States, which,
with the accompanying report, was re-
ferred to the Committee on Banking and
Currency:

To the Congress of the United States:

Pursuant to the provisions of section
802(a) of the Housing Act of 1954, I
transmit herewith for the information of
the Congress the 16th Annual Report of
the Housing and Home Finance Agency
covering housing activities for the calen-
dar year 1962.

JoHN F, KENNEDY,
TaE WaITE HOUSE, September 24, 1963.

APPOINTMENT BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
announces the appointment of the Sena-
tor from California [Mr. KucHEL] as an
alternate delegate to attend the 1963
NATO Parliamentarians’ Conference, to
be held in Paris, France, on November
4-9, 1963.

REPORT OF FINAL SETTLEMENT OF
CLAIMS OF CERTAIN INDIANS
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the

Senate a letter from the Chief Commis-

sioner, Indian Claims Commission,

Washington, D.C., reporting, pursuant to

law, on the settlement of the following

claims of certain Indians, which, with
the accompanying papers, was referred
to the Committee on Interior and In-

sular Affairs: 4
The Kaw Tribe of Indians on the re-

lation of Keenan Pappan and Felix Mc-
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Cauley, petitioners, against the United
Stat;s of America, defendant, Docket
No. 36,

Robert Dominie, Waunetta Dominic,
Levi McClellan, and Grace Mulholland,
as the representatives and on behalf of
all members by blood of the Ottawa Tribe
of Indians, petitioners against the United
States of America, defendant, Docket
No. 40.

Robert Dominic, Waunetta Dominic,
Levi MeClellan and Grace Mulholland,
as the representatives and on behalf of
all members by blood of the Ottawa
Tribe of Indians, petitioners, against the
United States of America, defendant,
Docket No. 40-A.

Robert Dominic, Waunetta Dominic,
Levi McClellan, and Grace Mulholland,
as the representatives and on behalf of
all members by blood of the Ottawa
Tribe of Indians, petitioners, against the
United States of America, defendant,
Docket No. 40-B.

Robert Dominic, Waunetta Dominie,
Levi McClellan, and Grace Mulholland
and on behalf of all members by blood
of the Ottawa Tribe of Indians, pefition-
ers, against the United States of Ameri-
ca, defendant, Docket No. 40-C.

Robert Dominic, Waunetta Dominic,
Levi McClellan, and Grace Mulholland,
as the representatives and on behalf of
all members by blood of the Ottawa
Tribe of Indians, petitioners, against the
United States of America, defendant,
Docket No. 40-D.

Robert Dominie, Waunetta Dominic,
Levi McClellan, and Grace Mulholland,
as the representatives and on behalf of
all members by blood of the Ottawa
Tribe of Indians, petitioners, against the
United States of America, defendant,
Docket No. 40-E.

Robert Dominie, Waunetta Dominic,
Levi McClellan, and Grace Mulholland,
as the representatives and on behalf of
the members by blood of the Ottawa
Tribe of Indians, petitioners, against the
United States of America, defendant,
Docket No. 40-G.

The Cherokee Nation, et al., petition-
ers, against the"United States of Amer-
ica, defendant, Docket No. 43.

The Uintah Ute Indians of Utah, peti-
tioners, against the United States of
America, defendant, Docket No. 44.

The Uintah Ute Indians of Utah, peti-
tioners, against the United States of
America, defendant, Docket No. 45.

PETITION

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a resolution adopted by the
Board of City Commissioners of Fargo,
N. Dak., relative to the death of the late
Senator Estes Kefauver, of Tennessee,
which was ordered to lie on the table.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiclary, without amendment:

8.1287. A bill for the relief of John Jo-
seph (also known as Hanna Georges Yous-
sef) (Rept. No. 511);

5.1838. A Dbill for the relief of Hannah
Robbins (Rept. No. 512);
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S.1881. A bill for the relief of Lydia Anne
Foote (Rept. No, 513);

H.R.1280. An act for the relief of Jan
Koss (Rept. No. 514);

H.R. 2303. An act for the relief of Elizabeth
Kolloian Izmirian (Rept. No. 516);

H.R.3648. An act for the relief of Fiore
Luigi Biasiotta (Rept. No. 515);

H.R.3762. An act for the relief of Anna C.
Chmielewski (Rept. No. 517);

H.R. 4075. An act for the relief of Nori-
yuki Miyata (Rept. No. 518); and

H.R. 7022, An act for the relief of Margue-
rite Lefebvre Broughton (Rept. No. 519).

By Mr., EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, with an amendment:

5. 1096. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Susanna
Griin (Susanne Roth) (Rept. No. 520);

S.1341. A bill for the relief of Gabriel Ke-
renyi (Rept. No. 521); and

5.1488. A bill for the relief of Alessandro
A. R, Cacace (Rept. No. 522),

REMOVING CERTAIN LIMITATIONS
ON WAR RISK INSURANCE UNDER
TITLE 12, MERCHANT MARINE
ACT, 1936—REPORT OF A COMMIT-
TEE—INDIVIDUAL VIEWS (S. REPT.
NO. 523)

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, from
the Committee on Commerce, I report
favorably, with an amendment, the bill
(S. 927) to remove certain limitations
with respect to war risk insurance issued
under the provisions of such title, and I
submit a report thereon. I ask unani-
mous consent that the report be printed,
together with the individual views of the
Senator from Ohio [Mr, LauscHE].

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report
will be received and the bill will be placed
on the calendar; and, without objection,
the report will be printed, as requested
by the Senator from Alaska.

PROBLEMS OF THE DOMESTIC
TEXTILE INDUSTRY—REPORT OF
A COMMITTEE—SUPPLEMENTAL
VIEWS (8. REPT. NO. 524)

Mr, PASTORE. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the Committee on Com-
merce, made by its Special Subcommittee
to Study the Textile Industry, on the
problems of the domestic textile indus-
try, together with the supplemental
views of the senior Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. CoTToN].

I ask unanimous consent that the re-
port be printed, together with the sup-
plemental views.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report
will be received and printed, as requested
by the Senator from Rhode Island.

REPORT ON DISPOSITION OF
EXECUTIVE PAPERS

Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Joint Select
Committee on the Disposition of Papers
in the Executive Departments, to which
was referred for examination and rec-
ommendation a list of records trans-
mitted to the Senate by the Archivist
of the United States, dated September
16, 1963, that appears to have no per-
manent value or historical interest, sub-
mitted a report thereon, pursuant to law.
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BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. BURDICK:

8. 2167. A bill to amend the provisions of
title 18 of the United States Code relating
to offenses committed in Indian country; to
the Committee on the Judiciary,

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

By Mr. HRUSEA:

S.2168. A bill providing for the negotia-
tion of international agreements limiting the
exportation of beef and veal to the United
States; to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

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

By Mr. MAGNUSON (by request) :

S. 2169. A bill to amend the act of Febru-
ary 26, 1944, as amended (16 US.C,, sec. 631a
et seq.) for the purposes of alding in the
administration of the Pribilof Islands, in
Alaska, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce. .

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

By Mr. EAS’

8.2170. A bill for the reuet of Mary Lane

Laycock; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr, HARTKE:

8.2171. A bill for the relief of Dr. Richard

A. Lim; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey:

8.2172. A bill to authorize the issuance of
a special postage stamp in commemoration
of the 200th anniversary of Rutgers, the
State university; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. DOMINICK:

S.2173. A bill to amend the Tariff Act of
1930 and the act of February 13, 1011, to
eliminate those provisions which require pay-
ment to the United States for overtime serv-
ices of customs officers and employees; to
the Committee on Finance,

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

By Mr. MANSFIELD (for himself and
Mr. METCALF) :

S.J. Res. 121, Joint resolution to designate
the lake to be formed by the waters im-
pounded by the Canyon Ferry Dam, Mont.,
“Lake Townsend"”; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

RESOLUTION
PUBLIC ADDRESS SYSTEM IN SEN-
ATE CHAMBER
Mr. JAVITS (for himself, Mr. WiL-
r1ams of Delaware, Mr. SMATHERS, Mr.
HumpurEY, Mr. CrLarxk, Mr. RANDOLPH,
and Mr. Boees) submitted a resolution
(S. Res. 202) to provide a suitable elec-
trical public address system in the Sen-
ate Chamber, which was referred to the
Committee on Rules and Administration.
(See the above resolution printed in
full when submitted by Mr. Javirs, which
appears under a separate heading.)

AMENDMENT OF PROVISIONS OF
TITLE 18, UNITED STATES CODE,
RELATING TO OFFENSES COM-
MITTED IN INDIAN COUNTRY
Mr. BURDICE. Mr. President, I have

today introduced, for appropriate refer-

ence, a bill to amend section 1153 of
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title 18 of the United States Code to
make statutory rape of girls under 16 a
crime on Indian reservations when In-
dians are involved.

John O. Garaas, U.S. attorney, Fargo,
N. Dak., has alerted me to a defect in
the law which should be corrected.

Section 1153 of title 18, applying only
to Indians on reservations, lists rape
as one of the major crimes. However,
as a result of several Federal court in-
terpretations, the definition of rape in-
volves only common law rape, req
force and no consent.

On the other hand, section 1152 of
title 18, making the general law of the
United States applicable to Indian coun-
try, takes in statutory rape as a crime,
but it excludes offenses committed by
one Indian against another Indian.

The effect is that an Indian, charged
with having relations with a non-Indian
girl under 16, can be charged with statu-
tory rape, which could lead fo a punish-
ment of up to 15 years. For the same
offense involving an Indian girl under
16, an Indian, subject to the jurisdiction
of the tribal courts, could not receive a
sentence exceeding 6 months.

My bill, in correcting this inconsist-
ency, would give Indian girls the same
protection under the law as non-Indian
girls receive on reservations.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
at this point in the REcorbp.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill will be
printed in the RECORD.

The bill (S. 2167) to amend the pro-
visions of title 18 of the United States
Code relating to offenses committed in
Indian country, introduced by Mr, Bur-
DICK, was received, read twice by its title,
referred to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, and ordered to be printed in the
REcorbp, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and ‘House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
first paragraph of section 1153 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
immediately after ‘“rape,” the following:
“carnal knowledge of any female, not his
wife, under sixteen years of age,”.

MEAT IMPORTS AND THE AMER-
ICAN CATTLE INDUSTRY

Mr. HRUSEKA. Mr. President, on sev-
eral previous occasions it has been nec-
essary to protest against the impact of
the rising volume of meat imports on
domestic livestock prices.

On March 14 of this year I called the
attention of the Senate to the high level
of imports and the collapse in cattle
prices which had occurred since the be-
ginning of the year. Since then, the vol-
ume of meat imports has continued to
grow. During the first 6 months of this
year, imports of red meat reached an all-
time high of 651 million pounds, com-
pared with 552 million pounds during
the corresponding period of 1962, an in-
crease of 18 percent.

This upward trend of imports is noth-
ing new. The increase to date this year
is merely a continuation of a consistent
trend of many years’ standing. Annual
imports of all meat were an average of
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329 million pounds during the period
1951 to 1955, and 613 million pounds dur-
ing 1956 to 1960; in 1962 they amounted
to 1,253 million pounds. In other words,
they have been doubling about every 5
years.

In the past when we have protested
these rising imports, we have been told
by the Secretary of Agriculture that im-
ports of meat have had very little effect
on domestic livestock prices. As evi-
dence, it was pointed out that during the
very period when imports were increas-
ing last year, fed-cattle prices were also
rising.

That argument can hardly be used this
year. As imports increased, prices fell.
The monthly average price for choice
steers in Chicago fell from $30.13 a hun-
dred in November of last year to $22.61
in May. They recovered a little during
the summer; the monthly average for
July was $24.72, but they have trended
down again since then.

In fact, prices so far this month—Sep-
tember—have been lower than for any
other September, except one, since price
controls on cattle were taken off in 1946.
According to the latest figures I have,
choice steers in Chicago averaged only
$24.19 during the first week in Septem-
ber and $24.20 during the second week,
the week ending September 12.

At these prices, cattle feeders are cer-
tainly still losing $25 or $50 a head.

Imports are no longer merely a minor
irritant; they have come to provide a
steadily increasing share of our beef sup-
ply. In 1962 imported cattle and beef
added up to the equivalent of more than
10 percent of domestic production. Sec-
retary Freeman has contended that these
imports, being primarily manufacturing
beef, have no significant effect on fed-
cattle prices, but it is well known that
substitution by consumers of one meat
product for another has important effects
on the prices of both.

No amount of explanation can escape
this striking relationship—that prices
have fallen to near postwar lows, while
imports have climbed to record heights.
It would seem that it is time for some
changes to be made in our Government
policies on meat imports.

Last year Congress enacted Public Law
87-488 to deal with the problem of dis-
ruptive imports of cotton textiles. By
that act the President was given broad
authority to impose quotas on imports of
various textile products in connection
with international agreements control-
ling the trade in textiles. At that time
the senior Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. MunpT] and I proposed an amend-
ment mandating similar agreements
regulating the importation of beef and
certain other products. The Hruska-
Mundt amendment was rejected because
of administration pressure, but the dis-
cretionary authority remains in the
President to do what the Hruska-Mundt
amendment would have made manda-
tory. The authority is contained in sec~
tion 204 of the Agricultural Act of 1956,
which provides:

The President is authorized to negotiate
agreements with foreign governments in an
effort to limit the export to the United
sta“t.es of agricultural commodities or prod-
ucts.
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It is clear that much of our problem
is directly traceable to our liberal trade
policy, our policy of low tariffs and no
quotas. On the principal classification
of meat imports—beef and veal, fresh,
chilled, or frozen—we slashed the duty
in half in 1948, The rate is now only 3
cents a pound, a nominal figure, and
there are no guotas or other quantita-
tive restrictions.

The National Livestock Feeders Asso-
ciation has formally called upon Am-
bassador Christian Herter, the Presi-
dent's Special Representative for Trade
Negotiations, to initiate negotiations for
an international agreement governing
the trade in meat. This request is con-
tained in letters and memoranda from
Mr. Don F. Magdanz, executive secre-
tary-treasurer of the National Live-
stock Feeders Association, to Ambassa-
dor Herter, which were inserted in the
Recorp on August 23—pages 15713-
15718. When the bill which became
Public Law 87-488 was before the Senate
last year, we received many assurances
that assistance similar to that given to
cotton textiles would be forthcoming for
the livestock industry when the time of
necessity arrived. That time has now
arrived. The livestock industry needs
help. We are entitled to expect the same
consideration that other industries here
received.

Such an agreement might involve
quantitative limitations and it may be
argued, of course, that quantitative lim-
jtations and such devices are in conflict
with the beautiful dream of a world in
which all trade is free from restraint
and all nations prosper thereby. The
trouble with that argument is that such
a dream world seems to recede farther
and farther from us.

The fact is that while we have been
relaxing our controls over competitive
imports, other countries have been tight-
ening theirs. And in most cases, other
countries have not limited themselves to
the use of simple tariffs; they employ all
manner of nontariff barriers—gquotas, li-
censing systems, variable import fees,
and the like—to regulate the volume of
imports.

That statement can now be docu-
mented in statistical terms. The Depart-
ment of Agriculture has just completed
a study entitled “Agricultural Protec-
tion by Nontariff Trade Barriers.” This
study makes careful measurements, for
each of the principal commercial na-
tions of the free world, of the extent of
nontariff trade barriers on agricultural
products, and of the value of the farm
production that is protected in each of
the countries by the use of such methods
of regulating imports.

The press release accompanying this
publication states:

The study shows that all our major trading
partnera pmt.lce a m;tm- deg'ree of agri-
cultural protectionism nontariff bar-
riers than does the United States.

That is particularly true with respect
to meat and livestock products. Of the
countries analyzed, only the United
States and Canada refrain entirely from
the use of all protective devices, other
than tariffs, on livestock and meat.

All the other countries use some form
of nontariff trade barrier against at least
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part of their livestock and meat im-
ports—generally almost all of such im-
ports, Thus, Italy, Greece, Austria,
Denmark, Portugal, and New Zealand
exercise nontariff controls to protect 100
percent of their domestic livestock and
meat production. For France, West
Germany, Netherlands, Norway, and
Switzerland, the corresponding figure is
about 95 percent. For Australia and
Japan, it is over 50 percent; for Belgium,
46 percent; and for the United Kingdom,
34 percent. As previously stated, only
the United States and Canada, among
the countries studied, refrained from the
use of that type of trade controls on im-
ported meat and livestock.

One fact is particularly striking.
Even such countries as Australia and
New Zealand, larger exporters of meat
themselves who presumably would like to
have other countries remove their trade
barriers, do not hesitate to provide
sweeping profection against imports for
the benefit of their own producers.

One thing is clear enough from this
study. No other country is anxious to
permit imports of livestock and meat
which would inflict injury on its own
domestic producers. If we were finally
to give our cattlemen some protection,
we would not be peculiar. On the con-
trary, we are peculiar in the fact that
we do not.

As a matter of fact, our rising imports

may be partly because meat export sur-
pluses produced by such countries as
Australia have virtually no place else to
go. They are virtually excluded from
most other potential foreign markets by
quotas, variable import fees, and the like.
Partly as a result, the American market
has become a sort of international dump-
ing ground for any meat, particularly
beef, which is not permitted info any
place else.
. At least, it is a fact that during the
last few years U.S. imports of meat have
bounded upward while the imports of
most other countries have not. During
the period from 1956 to 1960 our aver-
age annual imports of all meat, con-
verted to a carcass weight basis, amount-
ed to 890 million pounds. In 1962, this
figure was 1,850 million pounds, just more
than double. For all the rest of the
world comparing the same dates the in-
crease was only from 5,138 million
pounds to 5,496 million pounds, a gain
of less than 7 percent.

In a recent publication of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, the following sig-
nificant sentences appear:

The United States has become the
major market for Australian beef. Large
exportable supplies of beef, lamb, and
mutton should be available from Austra-
lia for the next few years as the result
of increasing livestock numbers there.

So we are threatened in effect that
imports will grow still larger during the

next few years.

Just why should it always be the United
States which accepts the duty of provid-
ing a market for the export surpluses of
foreign countries? We certainly have
the feed grains and surplus grasslands
to produce enough beef to fill our own
needs completely, if we were allowed to.
Many other countries have greater need
and use for imported beef than we do.
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It seems time to begin applying a rule
of reason to the regulation of our inter-
national trade in meat. Our farmers
have been told repeatedly that if we hold
down or reduce our barriers against im-
ports, other countries can be persuaded
to do likewise and thus foreign markets
for our surpluses can be developed. That
is not so important for the cattle indus-
try, but it could be of great importance
for our producers of wheat, feed grains,
and various other products. The plan
does not seem to be working. Foreign
markets for farm products are closing
down, not opening up.

With respect to meat, it is clear that
other countries have not been persuaded
to abolish the protection they give their
own producers against foreign competi-
tion. I believe it is time that we begin
to give the American cattle industry the
same kind of protection that livestock
producers in other countries receive
from their own governments. Our
cattle feeding industry has suggested
that this be done through the instru-
mentality of an international agreement,
just as was done for the cotton textile
industry.

The mechanics are simple. The Pres-
ident would instruct the State Depart-
ment to collaborate with the Secretary
of Agriculture to determine practical
and definite quotas or limits on the
quantity of meat and livestock that we
would permit to be imported. These
instructions would necessarily be by way
of a firm and strict mandate, Mr. Presi-
dent. It is well known that Secretary of
Agriculture Freeman has maintained
right along that such imports, even at
the annual rate of 1% billion pounds,
have no harmful effect on the market.
For example, during a Senate Appropria-
tions Committee hearing on March 21 of
this year, in answer to a question from
me, he said:

I would not want to overstate this, but it
would be our best judgment that the im-

ports have not had any significant impact at
all on the present price situation.

Such an unsympathetic attitude can
be overcome only by orders from the
President who appointed him and whom
he serves.

A similar reluctance may be expected
from the State Department, which is
likewise openly and notoriously of the
same general attitude—against protec-
tion for our domestic cattle industry.

However, both Departments and their
respective Secretaries should be instruct-
ed to set their technical staffs to work,
to determine, by study and by consulta-
tion with livestock men and others in
the meatpacking industry, the practical
bases for an international agreement
with other countries limiting the quanti-
ties of meat that will be shipped to our
shores. The major meat exporting na-
tions would hardly be in position to op-
pose a reasonable agreement, since they
know we have the ultimate power to
regulate our own international com-
merce in meat, if we choose. Similar
agreements limiting our imports of cot-
ton textiles were effected with most of
the low-wage nations which were abus-
ing the right of entry for their products
into the United States by pricing their
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wares far below the prices for American
products based on American wage scales.

As to any nation which might refuse
to enter into such an agreement govern-
ing meat, quotas should be placed on
imports from such nation by executive
action. That is exactly what was done
for cotton textiles last year through en-
actment of Public Law 87488 to which
I have already referred. When that law
was under consideration, Senator MuNDT
and I were assured by Senators from
cotton-raising and cotton-processing
States of their sympathy and support for
similar action to apply to livestock, meat,
and meat products imports. Thus, we
are assured of legislative backing if only
the executive department through the
President and his proper Cabinet officers
will take the lead that is necessary.

If the administration does not con-
sider that the best way, then let us find
some other way, but let us address our-
selves to this serious problem promptly.

At the conclusion of my remarks I ask
unanimous consent that there be printed
in the Recorp statistical tables to illus-
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trate the points made, including the fol-
lowing: An article from Foreign Agri-
culture of September 2, 1963, a publi-
cation of the Department of Agriculture,
entitled “U.S. Meat Imports Continue
Above 1962,” which includes a compari-
son of imports during the first 6 months
of 1962 and of 1963; a table showing im-
ports by annual averages or years from
1951 through 1962; average prices of
choice steers during August and Sep-
tember from 1946 to 1963; a table com-
paring imports of cattle and beef, lambs
and mutton, with domestic production;
a table showing the extent of protection
given the livestock and meat industries
by other principal countries; and a
table showing the frend in imports and
exports of the principal countries.
There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:
[From Foreign Agrkiglél}re magazine, Sept 2,
U.S. MeaT IMPORTS CONTINUE ABOVE 1962
U.S. imports of nearly all types of red
meat were higher in the first 6 months of
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1963 than during the same period in 1962,
Beef and veal imports, at 401 million pounds,
were 21 percent above the first half of last
year; the major beef item (boneless) was 20
percent above the previous year at 407
million.

Pork imports for the first 6 months were
up about 3 percent, with a 6 percent gain
in canned ham imports being partially off-
set by declines in other types of pork.

Imports of both mutton and lamb were up
sharply in the month of June and for the
first 6 months showed increases of 18 and
95 percent, respectively.

Although wool imports showed some de-
cline in the month of June, total dutiable
and duty-free wools were 15 percent higher
for the January-June period.

There was some increase in imports of
bovine hides and skins in June; however,
imports for the first 6 months were generally
below last year. Sheep and lamb and goat
and kid skin imports continued below the
previous year in June and in the first 6
months. Both Morocco and India have
placed restrictions on the exportation of
certain types of goat skins.

Imports of live cattle were down sharply
in June, but for the year as a whole thus
far, are down just 3 percent.

TaBLE 1.—Livestock products: U.S. imports of selecled items, June 1963, with comparisons

June January-June June January-June
Commodity Commodity
1062 1963 1962 1963 1962 1963 1062 1063
Red meats: 1 1 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1 1
Beol and veal: el T | e nds || Wool (cean basis): Do | s | gt
Fresh and frozen, bonein.....__.__ 1,220 1, 136 7,830 9, 571 Boiisn i e USRS I SR [ 8, 8, 376 66, 168 69, 200
Fresh and frozen, boneless____.__.| 57,485 | 68,502 | 339, 660 407, 339 Duty R L 13, 164 11,160 | 65,867 83, 185
Canned, ineluding corned - - 9, 306 7,485 | 36,799 51, 846
Plcklad and cured_____ - 74 67 301 288 Total, Woolisi oo Coscsmapazianuoaiatan 21, 064 19,536 | 132,035 152, 475
Veal, fresh and frozen 991 1,437 9, 244 9,148 1 1,000 1,000 000
Or.har meats ... 3,065 1, 585 13 364 12,915 Hidrl!§ (illtld skins: m;s p!!“:" pimefr pim"n
3] B i . - T
Total, beef and veal............. 72, 131 80,162 | 407,198 491, 107 5 | PR R LRI 106 118 % 383
Buff; o 34 40 323
Pork: Kip 54 95 369 553
Hams and shoulders. 12,148 9,392 66, 093 70, 207 Sheep and Iamb ....................... 2,782 1, 608 19, 160 15, 571
Other pork ..o S il 620 5,070 48, 182 37,189 Goat and ki 1,278 1,127 8, 165 7,541
Horse. 55 58 289 245
Total, pork. 17,777 14,462 | 104, 275 107, 486 5 ARG ST AR | BT AR R 58 20 868 634
Mutton._. 2,517 4,012 35, 342 41, 677
Lamb i 445 1,170 5, 507 10, 894 Number | Number | Number | Number
Live eattle % ... o LA (RS S AN 45,521 | 32,304 | 537,753 | 520,051
Total, redmeat_ o oao..._._.] 92,870 100,706 | 552,412 651, 164
Variety meats iy 136 169 1, 065 1,236

! Other meat, canned, prepared,

or preserved.
2 Fresh or frozen; hams, shouldu-s. bacon not cooked; sausage, except fresh; prepared

and preserved.
i Includes cattle for breeding,

July of 1963, 114,000,
July of 1962, a year-

tion by the Meat Inspection Division, U.8, Departmmt of A
pounds for all meats, co
-year increase of 14 percent for that mmth

culture, show, for

pared with 100,000,000 pounds for

Source: U.8. Department of Commerce,

Note.—Data on meat and meat food products i

d when offered for importa-

TasLe 2.—Livestock, meat, and meat products: U.S. imports, product weight basis; averages 1951-55 and 1956—60; annual, 1958-62

Averages
Commodity 1958 1959 1960 1961 19621
1951-56 195660
Million Million Miilion Miltion Million Million Million
Beef and veal: pound, pound; pound. pound, pound, pound. pound.
Fresh or frozen, bsel i 30.8 30.1 58.9 80.1 14.7 26.1 18.8
Fresh or frozen, carcass 1.9 10.0 13,5 16.1 15.3 16. 5 25.5
mem‘bommmdm: 182 228 26,9 45,2 383.9 521.5 810.1
Pickled or cured beet. 33.4 6.6 6.1 7.1 .9 .9 .6
C d beel 100.3 90. 5 113. 4 T 76.5 95.2 84.0
Other beef and veal, prepared or preserved. . . ceeececereceaeccemnane 4.2 56.9 *141 4 206.2 2.3 .9 2.1
Total, beef and veal. 206.8 425.9 619.2 T22.4 512.6 689, 1 07TLO
Por
Freshorl'mun 7.2 38,8 5L1 48.4 38. 4 36.8 40.5
Hams, shonl and bacon 3, 84.2 105. 9 11 108.8 118. 5 119. 4 137.0
Othurpork.p or salted 5.9 14.1 19.2 15.8 12,7 15.2 4.6
Bansage, except fregh .6 L3 1.3 L9 L7 17 1.8
Total, pork. 117.9 160.1 182.7 174.9 17L.3 172.9 203.9
Lamb, mut and goat:
Fiouh o e Mk 3.4 6.2 6, 9.5 2.4 10.9 13.1
Fresh or frozen mutton and goat .7 20.8 17.2 47.3 37.3 4.9 66.0
Total, lamb, mutton, and goat 4.1 27.0 24.0 56.8 40.7 G5.8 78.1
Total, red meat 328.8 613.0 B26.0 054.1 733.6 017.8 1,253.0
Variety meats, edible: Fresh or frozen... 1.5 1.3 2.1 2.3 1.8 2.0 3.1

See footnotes at end of table.
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TaBLe 2.— Livestock, meat, and meat products: U.S. imports, product weight basis; averages 1951-55 and 1956-60; annual, 1958-62—Con.

Averages
Commodity 1958 1059 1960 1061 10621
1951-55 1956-60
o S Miltion Mitlion Million Million Miltion Mittion Million
"mmmw O R ED{: © &gyl ol 5 WP £ T
~Other, natural_ 5.0 10.5 1.4 10.1 & 10. 6 o 1.9 rad
Tallow i s 0 3.0 2.6 1.9 4 3 1.0 2.0
Hides and 3 Million pieces| Million pieces| Million pieces| Million pieces| Million pieces| Million pieces| Million pieces
Cattle, calf, and kip 7. 3.2 2.1 1.6 21 2.2 2.6
Goat and kid 20.6 2.2 19.5 25.4 19.2 14.7 14.4
Sheep and lamb !, 2.4 28.3 26.6 34.3 21.7 27.9 2.5
Horsa 4 4 B . B 4 .4 .5
Pig *. .5 .8 .8 1.3 .8 .4 16
Total, bides and Skins. . . covnun s oncia i S cnn e s 57.0 53.8 49.0 64.6 50.2 45.0 466
S Miltion Million Million Miltion Miltion Million Milion
Apparel 5 R A P N el T ms| @] ™Mes| s ™l s
Carpet. A 114.9 146.3 1225 191. 5 153.9 157. 4 143. 5
Total, wool e B e S IRl L o e b2 A e e S A 205. 5 L1 180.7 202.1 232 U7 200.3
Thousand ™ d Th d Th d Th d Thousend Thousand
Livestock: head head head head head head head
Cattle 195.6 682.3 1,152.4 708. 8 663.2 1,042.7 1,250.0
Sheep and lamb, 4.9 3.2 30.8 7.5 40.8 L0 2.8
Hogs 1 12.3 ag 9.1 2.4 12 32 3.3
1 Preliminary. "Ineludes buffalo hides.
3 Mostly cured and salted boneless beef from Argentina. # Ineludes hair sheep and cabretta skins.
1 Incl d hams and should * Includes wild plg skins.
4 Not available. % 200-pound equivalent.
! Less than 50,000 pounds. .
# Includes edible and inedible tallow, oleo oll and stearin, animal oils and fats n.e.c., Bource: F agricultural circular, “ Livestock and Meat,” FLM 8-63, July 1063,
stearin acid, animal fats and greases n.e.c. and animal oils. Foreign Agricaltural Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture.

TasLe 3.—Slaughter steer prices: Average cost per 100 pounds of sales oul of 1st hands of choice grade steers, Chicago, August, September,
and annual, 1946-63

Year August | September | Annual Year Angust | Beptember | Annual Year August | Beptember | Annual
$20.73 $10,58 $10.32 $23.02 §32. 53 $33.18 || 19588, ..coc e $20.11 $26.70 $27.42
.27 20.43 28,22 25.28 25, 87 24.14 || 1950. 2 27. 56 27.62 27.83
- 36.02 34.49 30. 96 24,08 25. 00 24,66 25.07 24, 80 26. 24
20, 50 28,22 26. 07 2.8 22.60 23.18 24.13 24,34 24.65
20.97 30. 32 20. 68 25. 81 27.27 22.30 28.19 29,85 27.67
85,85 86,68 35. 96 25.63 24.98 23.83 24,60 124.20 224.28

|

: “Livestock and Meat Statistics, 1062,” U.8. Department of Agrieul
s issues of Livestock-Meat-Wool Market News, 1963, U.B. Departmen

%
:
:
i

1
3

A

TasrLe 4.—U.S. imports of caltle and beef, lambs and lamb and mutton compared with production, 1950-62

CATTLE AND CALVES AND BEEF AND VEAL LAMBS AND LAMB AND MUTTON
Imports | Imports

Imy Imports

Live animals Meat “prhw Live animals Meat | as a per-

Year produc- | centage Year produe- | centage

Meat | Total? | tion? | ofpro- Meat | Total? | tion? of pro-

Meat duction Meat duction

Number | equiv- Number | equiv-
alent 1 alent t
1,000 Million | Million | Million | Million 1,000 Million | Million | Million | Million

head pounds Percent head pounds | pound: ds | pounds | Percent
438 157 348 10, 764 4.7 g 3 3 ] 597 1.0
220 9 484 575 9, 896 5.8 14 7 7 521 3.3
138 47 429 476 10, 819 4.4 (U] ( 6 6 048 .9
177 62 271 13, 2.4 1 ( 3 3 720 4
71| 35 232 267 | 14,010 L8 1 El 2 2 734 .3
200 93 229 322 15, 147 2.1 8 D 2 2 758 -3
141 43 211 254 | 16,004 1€ 3 0] 1 1 741 1
703 221 305 616 15,728 3.9 18 1 4 b 07 Ay 4
1,126 340 909 1,240 | 14,518 86 40 1 41 | ’g 688 6,1
G688 191 1,063 264 14, 8.6 76 2 104 738 14.4
045 163 715 938 15, 5.9 50 1 87 88 768 1L5
1,023 250 1,087 1,287 186, 34 7.9 1 ® 101 101 832 12.1
1,232 280 1,445 1,725 16, 311 10. 6 21 1 143 144 8509 17.8

1 Estimated at 53 percent of the live weight of all dutiable imports of cattle and for 1 Total i
%wmﬂm  Less .
1 % other processed meats have been converted to their carcass weight # Less than 500,000 pounds.
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TasLe 5— Livestock and meat: Proportion of the value of domestic production protected against imporls by nontariff trade barriers
ted coundiries
[In millions of dollars]
Country Total value | FProtected Percent Country Total value | Protected Percent
value value
France 2,479 2,365 95.0 || Portugal 102 102 100.0
West Germany. 2,340 2,231 95.0 || Bwitzerland 242 232 95.9
Netherlands. 475 452 95.2 || United Ki 1, 356 456 8.7
Italy 1,136 1,136 100.0 || ©: d i) 0 0
Belgium. 341 156 45,7 || Australia. 531 883 72.1
Greece 109 100 100. 0 h.ew Zeal 3z 311 100.0
Austria 310 310 100.0 (| Japan__..______ 618 356 57.4
D k 560 560 100.0 Unlted Btates_ 9,255 [} 0
Norway. 112 106 4.6

iled from data in *“Agricultural Protection by

Nontariff

Source: Compi Trade
publication for precise statements of coverage and of use of terms, limitations orthe dnta and original sources
TasLe 6.— All meat: Principal exporiers and imporlers; average, 1951-565 and 1956-60; and annual, 1960, 1961, and 1962

» EBS-Fom;n-m, September 1963, U.8. Department of Agriculture. Bee that

[Tn millions of pounds]
Average, | Average, 1060 1961 1562 Average, | Average, 1960 1961 1962
1051-56 1956-61 1051-56 | 19566-61
Exporting countries Importing countr.es:

i AL 1471 726 501 867 1,149 United Kingdom. ... 2,743 3,414 3,512 3,200 3,385
TR R SR T 802 1, 369 983 980 1,197 United St 462 890 1,048 1,327 1,850
[ e = e i o 712 913 1,032 1,043 1,134 ermany, West... 129 245 253 284 367
Now Zealand . .- .. T4 954 1, 060 1,043 Loe2)l Italy.._....... 84 280 360 144 275
nee. 127 163 266 352 451 1A I e . 4 342 212 139 169
etherlands__.______ 27 374 454 382 3 Canada. 54 7 00 131 13L
ngoslavin. o 22 127 198 251 301 Spain 12 5 30 26 127
Ireland 168 181 241 309 292 Belglum-Luxembourg. ... 42 58 68 M ™
136 103 163 113 152 Others. 573 719 820 1, 052 M3

68 58 112 92 107
140 145 115 1n2 103 Total 4, 643 6, 028 6,403 6,477 7,346

677 B62 1,067 P80 916

S ORARE o et ] 4,338 5, 975 6,272 6, 524 7,237
1 Year ending June 30, Source: Publimtlom of the Foreign Agricultural Service, U.S, Department of

~—All ment converted to
Hlk' mutton snd hmh goat and h

to careass welght equivalent. Ineludes beef and veal,
except live animals; edible variet mant.

Agricul

orsemeat,
rabbit and poull.ry meat, Figures for individual years 1960-62 are pre

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I also
introduce, for appropriate reference, a
bill “providing for the negotiation of in-
ternational agreements limiting the ex-
portation of beef, veal, mutton, and lamb
to the United States”, and I ask that the
bill be printed in the REcorp.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill will be
printed in the REcorb.

The bill (S. 2168) providing for the
negotiation of international agreements
limiting the exportation of beef and
veal to the United States, introduced by
Mr. HrUSKA, was received, read twice by
its title, referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
President is authorized and directed, pur-
suant to section 204 of the Agricultural Act
of 1956, as amended, to initlate negotiations
for an agreement or agreements with foreign
countries in an effort to limit the export to
the United States of beef, veal, lamb, and
mutton and products thereof, and for that
purpose to exercise the powers granted to
him by the said section 204,

ADMINISTRATION OF PRIBILOF
ISLANDS

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, by
request, I introduce, for appropriate
reference. a bill to amend the act of Feb~
ruary 26, 1944, as amended (16 U.S.C.,
sec. 631a et seq.) for the purposes of
aiding in the administration of the Prib-

ilof Islands, in Alaska, and for other
purposes. I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp a letter from
the Assistant Secretary of the Interior,
requesting the proposed legislation.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Tte bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the letter will be
printed in the RECORE.

The bill (S. 2169) to amend the act of
February 26, 1944, as amended (16 U.S.C.
sec. 631a, et seq.) for the purposes of aid-
ing in the administration of the Pribilof
Islands, in Alaska, and for other pur-
poses, introduced by Mr. MaenusoN, by
request, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Commerce.

The letter presented by Mr. MAGNUSON
iz an follows:

U.S. DEPARTMENT
OF THE INTERIOR,
OFFICE OF THE merut
Washington, D.C., September 3, 1963.
Hon. LywooN B. JOHNSON,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. PresmeENT: Enclosed is a draft
of a proposed bill “to amend the act of
February 26, 1944, as amended (16 U.S.0,,
sec. 631a, et seq.) for the purposes of alding
in the administration of the Pribilof Islands,
in Alaska, and for other purposes.”

We request that this bill be referred to
the appropriate committee for consideration,
and we recommend that it be enacted.

The Pribilof Islands situated in the Bering
Sea approximately 300 miles off the Alaska
coast are a Government reservation
set aside in 1869 for the protection of the
Alaska fur seal herd and for other purposes.
Under the provisions of the act of February

26, 1944, as amended (16 U.S.C., sec. 63la,
et seq.), popularly known as the Fur Seal
Act, the Secretary of the Interior through
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, admin-
isters these islands primarily to conserve and
manage the fur seal population and to pro-
vide for the welfare of the native inhabitants.
There are approximately 650 Aleuts residing
on the islands of Saint Paul and Saint
George. Most of these natives are descend-
ants of Aleutian Islands’ natives transported
to the Pribilof Islands by the Russians during
the period of Russian ownership of Alaska to
exploit the fur seal herd which inhabits the
rookeries of the islands.

Since the act of July 1, 1870 (16 Stat. 181),
the United States has long recognized an
obligation to provide for these native in-
habitants. This obligation is recognized and
continued in the present Fur Seal Act. Sec-
tion 7 of the act provides that in harvesting
the fur seals and curing the skins the Secre-
tary shall employ the native inhabitants at
a fair rate of compensation to be fixed by
the Secretary. In addition section 8 of the
act provides:

“The Secretary shall have the authority to
establish and maintain depots for provisions
and supplies on the Pribilof Islands and to
provide for the transportation of such pro-
visions and supplies from the mainland of
the United States to the islands by the
charter of private vessels or by the use of
public vessels of the United States which
may be under his control or which may be
p].nced at his disposal by the President. and
he likewise shall have authority to furnish
food, shelter, fuel, clothing, and other neces-
sities of life to the native inhabitants of the
Pribilof Islands and to provide for their
comfort, maintenance, education, and pro-
tection.”

This congressional authorization in section
8 of the Pur Seal Act does not stem from any
treaty, or tribal right, but is merely a gra-
tuity based upon moral and humanitarian
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considerations. In carrying out this obli-
gation, this Department has constructed and
presently maintains schools, homes, public
buildings, stores and shops, recreational fa-
cilities, water, sewer and electric facilities,
and a hospital. Education, medical and den-
tal services, and welfare assistance are also
provided. In short, the Pribilof Islands Res-
ervation has been administered as a vir-
tually autonomous community under the
supervision of the Secretary of the Interior.

In addition to providing for the native
inhabitants of these islands, section 6 of the
Fur Seal Act provides: “The Pribilof Islands,
including the islands of Saint Paul and Saint
George, Walrus and Otter Islands, and Sea
Lion Rock, in Alaska, are declared a special
reservation for Government purposes. It
shall be unlawful for any person other than
natives of the said islands and officers and
employees of the Fish and Wildlife Service
to land or remain on any of those islands,
except through stress of weather or like un-
avoidable cause or by the authority of the

Becretary.

_Under this sectlion this Department has
occasion to furnish supplies, fuel, lodging,
and other services to contractors and other
persons, including tourists.

Previously, it has been the practice to
withhold payment for rent, food, supplies,
and other services from the pay of the Aleut
natives in Government employ. The wage
plan also included provision for allowances
to the natives in kind. However, we are
now converting the jobs in the fur seal in-
dustry to regular classified and wage board
positions and eliminating the make-work
jobs which were a part of our welfare pro-
gram. The volume of groceries and other
services provided the natives on a payroll
deduction basis has been reduced, because
of the limited tenure in the number of the
full-time positions caused by this change in
the employment policy. Consequently, a
greater volume of cash transactions has re-
sulted. Accordingly, we must be authorized
to credit the cash receipts to our appropria-
tion in order to offset the cost of purchasing
the merchandise delivered to the islands for
resale. In the case of seasonally unemployed
natives and other persons, the supplies and
services are furnished for cash and as pro-
vided in section 3617 of Revised Statutes
(31 U.S.C., sec. 484) the moneys are covered
into the Tre as miscellaneous receipts
and are not avallable for this continuing
program activity.

Our proposal is designed to permit the
Becretary to credit the amounts received for
the furnishing of goods and services to the
natives and other persons to the appropria-
tion which is made for the execution of the
fur seal pr and the management of
the Pribilof Islands. It is estimated that
the amount of such repayments for fiscal
year 1964 will be approximately $60,000 and
will increase in succeeding years to approxi-
mately $100,000. The enactment of this
proposal, however, will not create a need
for an additional appropriation.

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that
there is no objection to the presentation of
this draft bill from the standpoint of the
administration’s program.

Sincerely yours,
Frank P, BRIGGS,
Assistant Secretary of the Interior.

AMENDMENT TO THE TARIFF ACT
OF 1930 AND THE ACT OF 1911

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr, President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to amend the Tariff Act of 1930 and the
act of 1911, This amendment would
allow private aircraft flyers, and trans-
port vehicles engaged in foreign com-
merce, such as airlines, steamships, and
railroads, returning to the United States
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on weekends, holidays, and at night to
receive regular custom service without
extra charges.

I have always been at somewhat of a
loss to determine why people traveling by
automobile, ferry, train, or even on foot,
receive regular custom service without
extra custom charges, but people who
travel by private aircraft, commercial
airline, steamship, or railroad must pay
special charges on weekends and holi-
days, and after 5 p.m. For this reason,
I am introducing this remedial legisla-
tion.

The Customs law under the Tariff Act
of 1930, provides that no merchandise,
baggage, or passengers arriving in the
United States from any foreign port
shall be unloaded on a Sunday, a holiday,
or at night, except under a special li-
cense granted by the Collector of Cus-
toms. Before any such license to load
or unload is granted, owners of private
or commercial aireraft, vessels, and other
vehicles must agree to pay the compen-
sation of Customs officers assigned to
duty on Sunday, a holiday, or at night.
The Bureau of Customs estimates that
payments to customs employees of the
Government by the private flyers and
the U.S. transport industry in 1962
amounted to $6 to $8 million. We think
the extra charges are unjust and inequi-
table, and in many cases excessive.

The Bureau of Customs justifies these
extra customs charges on the ground
that people traveling by private aircraft,
commercial airline, ip, or rail-
road are not specifically exempt per-
sons; that it has no discretionary au-
thority in the application of the statute;
that its job is to enforce expressed con-
gressional intent. The legislative his-
tory behind the Tariff Act of 1930, how-
ever, shows no congressional intent to
require extra customs charges of people
traveling by private and commerecial air-
line, steamship, or railroad. On the
contrary, the legislative history is such
that the possible exemption of such
people was not even considered by Con-
gress. These overtime laws were en-
acted in an era when the small air-
craft’s future as a common means of
transportation was unknown., They
were enacted in an area when the future
significance of transportatior and for-
eign commerce to our Nation’'s economy
probably was not fully visualized. In
fact, current customs overtime require-
ments are based on a statute which is
over 50 years old. Today, when more
and more people are flying and utilizing
small aircraft as a common means of
transportation; when approximately 80
percent of today’s total aviation travel
in the United States is conducted by
private aircraft; and when more and
more people are using commercial air-
lines, steamships, and railroads for
transportation and foreign commerce, it
seems to me the law should be amended
to meet the need for full-time inspection
services without special charges. This
travel and commerce will undoubtedly
increase as time goes by, and it seems to
me that it is inequitable to require only
one group to pay for the cost of neces-
sary governmental services.

The existing tariff law was enacted in
a day and age when travel by private
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aircraft was not a common mode of
transportation. In that day and age,
Congress did not comprehend that the
private flier would become as common-
place as the automobile driver.

The existing tariff law was also
enacted in order to discourage foreign
commerce transactions at other than so-
called regular 8-to-5 business hours
then established, and because inspection
personnel work schedules could not be
predicted in view of the unpredictable
operating schedules of transport com-
panies then in operation. Our trade poli-
cies, public service demands, and trans-
portation systems and techniques have
changed in the last 50 years.

Many public service functions of both
private industry and our Government are
now required 24 hours a day, 7 days a
week. In light of what I have said, this
is particularly true with regard to pri-
vate aircraft travel and the transporta-
tion business. Although the 40-hour
week is the general rule for employees of
both private industry and Government,
both have found it better and desirable
to rotate and schedule employees on
work shifts covering days, nights, week-
ends, and holidays. We have all seen
such scheduling work, and our country
prosper under it.

Presently, we find the Bureau of Cus-
toms closed down 60 days a year and at
night in many cases unless private par-
ties enter labor contracts with Govern-
ment custom employees for what is con-
sidered a special service. This condition
is allowed by laws which assume that pri-
vate aviation travel and our interna-
tional transportation system can like-
wise shut down and stop on Sundays,
holidays, or at night. It is inferred from
these laws that our Government has no
publiec service obligations and duties with
respect to private aviation travel or for-
eign commerce except during so-called
regular business hours, Monday through
Saturday. The truth of it is that the
public services which the Bureau of Cus-
toms provides are necessary 24 hours a
day, T days a week for the benefit of the
people returning to the United States by
private aircraft, commercial airline,
steamship, or railroad. This inspeetion
service is performed in the national in-
terest, and not in the inferest of one
portion of the public. We are all affect-
ed by foreign travel and commerce, It
seems fair that we should all bear such
an inspection expense just as we do for
returns to the United States by automo-
bile, ferry, train, or by foot, on a Sunday,
a holiday, or at night. It seems to me
that remedial legislation has been long
overdue.

I ask that the bill be appropriately re-
ferred, and be printed at this point in the
Recorp, and also that the bill be held at
the desk until the close of business on
October 1, to enable other Senators who
may wish to join in cosponsoring the bill
to do so.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill will be
printed in the Recorp and held at the
desk, as requested by the Senator from
Colorado.

The bill (S. 2173) to amend the Tariff
Act of 1930 and the act of February 13,
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1911, to eliminate those provisions which
require payment to the United States for
overtime services of customs officers and
employees, introduced by Mr. DOMINICK,
was received, read twice by its title,
referred to the Committee on Finance
and ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
section 451 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19
U.B8.0C. 451) is amended to read as follows:
“Spc. 461. Same—ExcEPTIONS; EXTRA CoM-

PENSATION FOR CERTAIN OVER-
TIME SERVICES.

“(a) The provisions of sections 450 and
452 of this Act shall not apply to the owner,
operator, or agent of a highway vehicle,
bridge, tunnel, or ferry, between the United
States and Canada or between the United
States and Mexico, nor to the lading or un-
lading of merchandise, baggage, or persons
arriving in or departing from the United
States by motor vehicle, trolley car, on foot,
or by other means of highway travel upon,
over, or through any highway, bridge, tunnel,
or ferry. At ports of entry and customs sta-
tions where any merchandise, baggage, or
persons shall arrive in or depart from the
United States by motor vehicle, trolley ear,
on foot, or by other means of highway travel
upon, over, or through any highway, bridge,
tunnel, or ferry, between the United States
and Canada or between the United States
and Mexico, the collector, under such regu-
lations as the Secretary of the Treasury may
prescribe, shall assign customs officers and
employees to duty at such times during the
twenty-four hours of each day, including
Sundays and holidays, as the Secretary of the
Treasury in his discretion may determine to
be necessary to facilitate the inspection and
passage of such merchandise, baggage, or per-
sons, Officers and employees assigned to
such duty at night or on Sunday or a holiday
shall be paid compensation in accordance
with existing law as interpreted by the
United States Supreme Court in the case of
the United States v. Howard C. Myers (320
U.S. 661). As used in this section the term
‘ferry’ shall mean a passenger service op-
erated with the use of vessels which arrive
in the United States on regular schedules at
intervals of at least once each hour during
any period in which customs service is to be
furnished as above provided.

“({b) Upon a request made by the owner,
master, or person in charge of a vessel or
vehicle, or by or on behalf of a common
carrier or by or on behalf of the owner or
consignee of any merchandise or baggage,
for overtime services of customs officers or
employees at night or on a Sunday or holi-
day, the collector shall sufficient
customs officers or employees if avallable to
perform any such services which may law-
fully be performed by them during regular
hours of business. Any customs officers or
employees so assigned shall be entitled to
rates of compensation fixed on the same
basis and payable in the same manner and
upon the same terms and conditions as in
the case of customs officers and employees
assigned to duty in connection with lading
or unlading at night or on Sunday or a
holiday.

“{c) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to impair the existing authority of
the Treasury Department to assign customs
officers or employees to regular tours of duty
at nights or on Sundays or holidays when
such assignments are in the public interest."

(b) Section 5 of the Act entitled “An Act
to provide for the lading or unlading of
vessels at night, the preliminary entry of
vessels, and for other purposes”, approved
February 13, 1911, as amended (19 U.S.C,
267, 261), is amended—
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(1) by striking out the second sentence
thereof, and

(2) by striking out “, the sald extra com-
pensation to be paid by the master, owner,
agent, or consignee of such vessels” in the
third sentence thereof.

Sec. 2. The amendments made by this Act
shall take effect at twelve o'clock noon of
the first Monday following the 30th day
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

PUBLIC ADDRESS SYSTEM FOR
SENATE CHAMBER

Mr., JAVITS. Mr. President, I submit,
for appropriate reference, on behalf of
myself, the senior Senator from Delaware
[Mr. WiLLiams], the Senator from Flor-
ida [Mr. SmateERS], the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HvmMPHREY], the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Crarxl, the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Ran-
porre], and the junior Senafor from
Delaware [Mr. Bocesl, a resolution to
provide for the installation of a publie
address system within the Senate Cham-
ber. The resolution, a revival of a similar
effort which I made in 1957, would locate
a microphone at the desk of the Presid-
ing Officer and of each Senator.

A debate which took place on Monday
of last week, in which a Senator claimed
to have been misquoted by the press be-
cause his remarks on the Senate floor
were not heard, highlighted an issue of
Senate procedure which has long been
of interest to me: the fact that, unlike
the House of Representatives, which for
many years has had a public address
system in its Chamber, the Senate has
no such system. The result is that often
interesting and vigorous debate on the
Senate floor is completely missed by the
many visitors in the Visitors’ Gallery and
even heard only partially, if at all, by
members of the working press in the
Press Gallery. In this age of electronics,
it is anomalous that the Senate should
labor under such a disadvantage.

Certainly there is room for a small
microphone at each Senator’s desk, and
the controls could be easily applied. One
place that readily comes fo mind is the
little used inkwell, which recalls the
days when quill pens were still used on
the Senate floor. The inkwells are orna-
mental but not useful now. :

When I first came to the Senate in
1957, as a member of the Committee on
Rules and Administration, I made an
effort to bring about the institution of
a suitable public address system in the
Senate Chamber. The committee asked
the Architect of the Capitol to study
the feasibility of the plan. The staff of
the committee made a survey of the then
96 Members of the Senate and found that
a considerable number were interested in
the change; also, a considerable number
were opposed to any change, principally
because of technical difficulties which I
think, with the greatly improved state of
the art of electronics, can now be en-
tirely eliminated.

This would be a helpful small step for-
ward to bring Senate procedures more
into line with the space age. I hope the
support with which the idea was greeted
on the Senate floor a week ago will re-
sult in early action by the Committee on
Rules and Administration.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu-
tion will be received and appropriately
referred.

The resolution (S. Res. 202) was re-
ferred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration, as follows:

Resolved, That (a) to insure that debates
of the Senate may be heard in all parts of
the Senate chamber and in the galleries
thereof, the Commitiee on Rules and Ad-
ministration is authorized and directed to
take such action as may be required for the
installation and operation within the Sen-
ate chamber of a suitable electrical public
address system, including a microphone
placed at the desk of the presiding officer
and at the desk of each Senator.

(b) To the extent authorized by law, the
expenses incurred for the installation and
operation of such public address system may
be defrayed from the contingent fund of the
Senate.

Mr. JAVITS subsequently said: Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the resolution I submitted earlier today
to provide a suitable electronic public
address system in the Senate Chamber
may lie on the table until the close of
business on Friday, September 27, for
cosponsorship by other Senators.

I take the opportunity to call the at-
tention of the Senate to the fact that the
resolution has been submitted, and to say
to Senators who are interested in this
modernization of the Senate, so that we
may be heard—which is a pretty simple
modernization—that I was stimulated
to submit it by the situation in which
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. ROBERT-
son] found himself, in which he was not
heard. The resolution is cosponsored by
Senators Winriams of Delaware, SMATH-
ERS, CLARK, HUMPHREY, RanpoLPH, and
Boces, and I hope that other Senators
will join in the sponsorship of the reso-
lution. It does have extensive sponsor-
ship, and therefore there is hope that it
may receive early action. It is the kind
of resolution which should have the in-
terest and sponsorship of Senators who
are interested.

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

NOTICE OF MOTION TO SUSPEND
THE RULE—AMENDMENT OF
AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATION
BILL

Mr. JAVITS submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move to
suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (H.R. 6754)
making appropriations for the Department of
Agriculture and related agencles for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1964, and for other
purposes, the following amendment; namely:

On page 33, line 2, delete the period and
insert a semicolon and the following:

“Provided further, That no part of the
funds appropriated under this title for the
Farmers Home Administration shall be used
in any State in which the participants in, or
beneficiaries of, the programs of the Farmers
Home Administration are segregated, or
otherwise discriminated against, on account
of race, creed, or color.”

Mr. JAVITS also submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him fo
House bill 67564, making appropriations
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for the Department of Agriculture and
related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1964, and for other purposes,
which was ordered to lie on the table and
to be printed.

(For text of amendment to, see the
foregoing notice.)

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATION BILL, 1964—AMEND-
MENT

Mr. RIBICOFF submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him,
to the bill (H.R. 6754) making appro-
priations for the Department of Agricul-
ture and related agencies for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1964, and for other
purposes, which was ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed.

PROTECTION OF RIGHTS OF PUBLIC
TO INFORMATION — ADDITIONAL
COSPONSORS OF BILL

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the name of
the junior Senator from Utah [Mr.
Mossl be added as a cosponsor of S.
1666, a bill to clarify and protect the
rights of the public to information.

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

NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINA-
TION OF FRANK KOWALSKI TO BE
A MEMBER OF THE SUBVERSIVE
ACTIVITIES CONTROL BOARD

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, I desire to give notice that a pub-
lic hearing has been scheduled for
‘Thursday, October 3, 1963, at 10:30 a.m.,
in room 2228, New Senate Office Building,
before the Subcommittee To Investigate
the Administration of the Internal Se-
curity Act and other internal security
laws, on the nomination of Frank
Eowalski, of Connecticut, to be a mem-
ber of the Subversive Activities Control
Board, for term expiring August 9, 1966.

At the indicated time and place per-
sons interested in the hearing may make
imsu?htrepresentations as may be per-

ent.

REA INTEREST RATES

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, there
is pending now on the Senate Calendar
H.R. 6754, the Depariment of Agricul-
ture and related agencies appropriation
bill for 1964, which I assume will be
called up for consideration in the very
near future. I note that this bill con-
tains a loan authorization for the Rural
Electrification Administration in the
sum of $495 million. This exceeds the
1963 appropriation by $15 million.
Frankly, in view of the fact that more
than 98 percent of the rural homes in
this country already have electric serv-
ice, I cannot see the need for this large
sum. I would like to see it substantially
reduced and believe that this is one place
in which the President could reduce his
budget. In the hearings held in the
House committee on this bill and when
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it was considered by the Senate commit-
tee, there were brought to light numer-
ous occasions where the Rural Elec-
trification Administration made loans in
substantial sums for purposes of ques-
tionable nature and legality. It is my
opinion that if the REA would confine
its activities to the program intended
by the Congress, this authorization of
$495 million could be substantially re-
duced.

Hidden behind this $495 million au-
thorization is a very substantial windfall
to the REA in that the Federal Govern-
ment will be paying approximately 4
percent. on its long-term borrowings and
at the same time will be loaning this
$495 million at a rate of 2 percent, which
amounts to an approximate $10 million
subsidy to the REA for this particular
appropriation alone. The interest paid
and to be paid by the Government on
money borrowed during the same fiscal
year that the money was advanced to
REA borrowers, computed on the basis
of the same number of years as the ad-
vances with interest at the average an-
nual rate paid by the Government on
marketable securities having a maturity
of 10 years or more, exceeds the inter-
est received and to be received by the
Government from the REA borrowers
during the period of their loans by $863,-
613,000. Adding to this amount the
administrative cost of making and su-
pervising the electrification loans ap-
proved from the creation of the REA in
1935 through June 30, 1962, which
amounted to $112,957,000, gives a total
loan subsidy of $976,570,000 on advances
made through June 30, 1962. This loan
subsidy is presently increasing at a rate
of approximately $100 million a year, and
has now passed the billion-dollar mark.

Recently in an address supporting the
pending tax cut bill, which is anticipated
to increase our current $7.4 billion defi-
cit by an additional $2.2 billion for fiscal
1964, the President pledged a tighter rein
on Federal expenditures reducing the
deficit estimate for the current year and
promising to keep next year's deficit to
a handful of billions instead of bucket-
fuls. I commend the President for this
attitude and wish him complete suc-
cess. I will support him on reduction
and curtailment of unnecessary expendi-
tures; I point out that here is an oppor-
tunity in this bill to substantially reduce
Federal expenditures in a method that
should have been taken long ago.

A moment ago, I stated that the loan
subsidy for the REA since 1936 has passed
the billion-dollar mark. I ask unani-
mous consent that there be inserted in
the Recorp at this point a table showing
the interest subsidy accruing to REA
borrowers during the period of their
loans.

On Monday, September 16, and
Wednesday, September 18, I filed with
the Senate two different motions to sus-
pend the rules in order that I might in-
troduce and call up amendments to H.R.
6754 dealing with interest rates for REA
loans. It is my intention to request con-
sideration of at least one of these two
motions and amendments when the bill
is called up for consideration.

It has been said by some and ques-
tioned by many more that an increase in
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the interest rate charged the REA on its
borrowings from the Treasury would
place the REA program in great jeop-
ardy. I want to point out that this fear
is greatly exaggerated. The increased
interest payable due to increasing the
rate on new loans to REA borrowers from
the subsidy level of 2 percent per year
to a rate equal to the cost for the money
to the Government could be absorbed
by most of the REA borrowers without
financial bhardship. The effect of the
increase on individual borrowers would
vary as does the effect of increases in any
of the borrowers’ other expenses, such
as labor and materials.

The 1961 Annual Statistical Report of
Rural Electrification Borrowers, REA
Bulletin 1-1, the latest issue available,
contains a table of composite revenues
and expenses reported by REA borrow-
ers for the calendar year 1961. This
table shows that 962 borrowers paid $52,-
578,598 in interest on their long-term
debt. It also shows their operating reve-
nues as $707,477,112 and net margins as
$93,684,695 for the calendar year 1961.

From these official data, it can be com-
puted that only 7.43 percent of the op-
erating revenues of the REA borrowers
was used to pay interest on long-term
debt, and that after interest payments
and all other expenses the REA borrow-
ers had net margins, “profits,” equal to
13.24 percent of their operating revenues,
which is more than 134 times their in-
terest payments.

It is worth noting that if the bor-
rowers could expand their services and
improve their finanecial positions from
1941 through 1943 when they were pay-
ing from 21.52 to 16.61 percent of the
operating revenues as interest, they cer-
tainly should be able to continue to give
good service and expand, and, at the
same time, pay the Government an in-
terest rate comparable to what the Gov-
ernment pays for its borrowings.

Even if my equalization interest rate
amendment is adopted, rural electric co-
operatives would still enjoy a tremendous
tax subsidy. According to information
from the 1961 Annual Statistical Report
of Rural Electrification Borrowers, U.S.
Department of Agriculture, and the 1960
Statistics of Electric Utilities in the
United States—Privately Owned—issued
by the Federal Power Commission, the
rural electric cooperatives’ tax per dollar
of revenue amounted to 3.2 cents, while
the tax per dollar of revenue paid by pri-
vately owned class A and B electric
utilities was 22.8 cents, resulting in a tax
subsidy differential in favor of the REA
of 19.6 cents per dollar of revenue.

Mr. President, in econclusion, I reiter-
ate that I think that the REA has been
a great benefit to our Nation and ifs
economy. I would like to see it continue,
but since its principal mission has been
fulfilled, it should now carry its own
weight. It can do so and it should do

50.

I have filed two notices indicating that
I contemplate offering amendments to
the Department of Agriculture appro-
priation bill. One amendment would
raise the interest rate charged by the
Rural Electrification Administration
from 2 to 3 percent. The other amend-
ment, if adopted, would raise the interest
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rate from 2 percent to a sum equal to the
average rate paid by the Federal Gov-
ernment for borrowing money.

The argument is being made that as
a prerequisite to cutting taxes, expenses
should be reduced. In my opinion, this
is one field in which that can be done.

I repeat my statement: I have filed
two notices with the Senate, indicating
that I contemplate offering amendments
to change the substantive law through
an appropriation bill. One amendment,
if adopted, would raise the interest rate
charged by the Federal Government to
Rural Electrification cooperatives from
2 percent to a level equal to the average
rate paid by the Federal Government for
borrowing money. If I am unsuccessful
in having that amendment adopted, I
shall then press for a second amend-
ment, which would raise the interest rate
from 2 to 3 percent. This is one
field in which we can effect a saving and
thus justify a tax reduction.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp tables revealing operating reve-
nues and interest on long-term debt as
reported by REA borrowers for the
cf.lendar year 1941 through 1961, ineclu-
sive.

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

TasLE A—Interest subsidy accruing to REA
borrowers during the period of their loans

Interest | Interest
Ty Advances| rato rato Interest
Fiseal year | to REA | charged | paid by | subsidy
borrowers by Govern-
REA | ment
Percent | Percent | Thousands
3.00 277 $6
2,7 2.88 443
2,88 2,73 1,100
2.78 2,60 2,105
2.69 2. 46 2, 668
2.46 2.48 3,248
2,48 2,57 2,827
2,57 2,67 T42
2,67 2,26 871
2,00 225 2, 206
2,00 2. 375 - 7,812
2,00 2,875 15, 929
2.00 | 2.375 20, 635
2,00 2,375 26,923
2.00 2. 875 24,021
2,00 2.875 22, 460
2,00 2. 875 10, 070
2.00| 3.25 0, 076
2,00 3.26 52, 522
2. 00 3.00 35, 862
2.00 3.00 35, 404
185, 2, 00 3. 00 42, 651
205, 33 2,00 4. 50 71,838
2,00 4.00 100, 603
222, 2.00 4.25 120, 161
2.00 4,25 98, 099
1962, . oo oa] 105, 2,00 4,00 93, 034
Total._| 3,960, 104 863, 613

BOURCES AND NOTES
Advances to REA borrowers: Rural Electrification

Administration,

Interest rate charged by REA—rate charged borrowers
on loans, as vided for in Rural Electrification Act;
Fisecal year 1 computed by Rural Electrification
Administration, Fiscal year 1945-62, 2-percent rate
specifically provided for in Rural Electrification Act,
as amended,

Interest rate paid by Government—average rate paid
on marketable securities having & maturity of 10 years
:?er(ulﬂfiﬁ:ps dmot mm?Mnds issued for advance
Fiseal year 1045-57, Troasury De
nearest 14 of 1 m Fiscal year 1958-60 and 1062,
computed from . i MWt data and rounded
to nearest % of 1 percent. Fiscal year 1961, no bonds
having a maturity of 10 years or more were issued during
fiscal year 1961 for cash or in reiunt;l‘{gf maturing secu-
rities; accordingly, the average in rate paid during
the preceding dy-a:u- 1960) was used.

Detail may not add to total due to rounding.
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TasLE B.—Operating revenues and interest
on long-term debt as reported by REA
borrowers

i Percent of
erest on | operating
Calgndar year | Operating | long- revenue
revenue debt ! required
to pay

interest

$35, 022, 071 | $7, 535, 166 21.52

46,027,322 | 8,784,262 18.72

55, 687, 614 | ©, 232, 811 16, 61

64,042,574 | 8,750,278 13. 66

73,102,430 | 7, 607, 266 10. 27

80, 089,822 | 8, 675,204 9.74

114, 787, 708 | 11, 063, 861 9.63

151, 434, 500 | 14, 803, 674 0.78

196, 717, 304 | 20,132, 708 10, 23

241, 342, 540 | 26, 110, 181 10, 82

285, 113, 614 | 30, 828, 444 10. 81

, 407, 35, 104, 683 10. 95

362,977, 101 | 38, 060, 530 10. 49

, 144, 564 | 40, 307, 061 9,90

, 625,847 | 42,330, 282 9.42

491, 184, 729 | 43, 561, 023 8,87

523, 783, 014 | 45, 283, 356 B.66

563, 204, 46, 814, 538 8.31

617, 730, 445 | 48, 702, 270 7.88

663, 788, 978 | 50,938, 764 7.67

707,477,112 | 52, 578, 598 7.43

1 For the years 1941-51 this item was reported as “Inter-
est expense’.

Source: Annual statistical reports “Rural Electrifica-
tion Borrowers* published by Rural Electrifieation
Administration,

RESOLUTION ON DEATH OF
SENATOR KEFAUVER

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, all Sen-
ators in the Senate were deeply sad-
dened by the sudden death of our
esteemed colleague, Senator Estes Ke-
fauver.

I understand that a date will soon be
set aside by the majority and minority
leaders on which we may pay tribute in
the Senate to the memory of Senator
EKefauver and I, therefore, shall not
speak at length today. .

A very moving tribute to Senator Ke-
fauver was adopted earlier this month
by the Fifth Constitutional Convention
of the Connecticut Labor Council, AFL—
CIO, and T believe one part of this reso-
lution sums up very well the impact his
life and his death has had on so many
of us:

All of America and all of the organized
labor movement of this country is both
the richer because of his lifetime service
to the United States and the poorer bhecause
of his sad and untimely death.

On behalf of my distinguished col-
league from Connecticut, Senator Risi-
corFrF, and myself, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have this resolution printed at
this point in the Recorp.

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

ResoLUTION oN EsTES EKEFAUVER

Whereas death has taken from our midst
Senator Estes Kefauver, of Tennessee, & man
who served his country with unusual dedica~-
tion, tremendous devotion, and unequalled
patriotism; and

Whereas Estes Kefauver was a true hu-
manitarian, a firm disciple of democracy, a
defender of consumer interests, and a warm
and abiding friend of labor; and

Whereas all of America and all of the or-

labor movement of this country is
both the richer because of his lifetime service
to the United States and the poorer because
of his sad and untimely death: Now, there-
fore, be it
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Resolved, That this Convention of the Con-
necticut State Labor Council express its great
admiration for the contribution which Estes
Kefauver made to the commonwealth of the
American people, and to the level of per-
formance of the U.S., Senate, and its sorrow
at the foreshorte of his illustrious
career; and that copies of this resolution be
sent to the family of Senator Eefauver, and
to our two Senators from Connecticut for
transmittal to the U.B. Senate.

GEN. FRANCIS S. GREENLIEF,
DEPUTY CHIEF, NATIONAL GUARD
BUREAU

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, the re-
cent appointment of Brig. Gen. Francis
S. Greenlief, of Hastings, Nebr., as dep-
uty chief of the National Guard Bureau
is a well-merited recognition of this fine
officer’s service to the National Guard.

He follows another Nebraskan, Maj.
Gen. Butler B. Miltonberger into the top
ranks of the Guard. General Milton-
berger, who is now retired and living in
North Platte, Nebr., was the first chief
of the National Guard Bureau after
‘World War II

Interestingly, General Greenlief who
began his military career as a private 23
years ago, served under General Milton-
berger’s command in that war and won
a Silver Star for gallantry at St. Leo
France.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp some
biographical notes on General Green-
lief’s career.

There being no objection, the bio-
graphical notes were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

General Greenlief began his military career
in Company G, 134th Infantry as a private
in July, 1940, and entered active Federal
Service with that company on December 23,
1940. He completed the Infantry Officer
Candidate School at Fort Benning, Ga., and
was appointed a second lieutenant on August
25, 1942, His first assignment as an officer
was with the 2d Student Training Regiment
at Fort Benning, Ga., and he was promoted
to first lieutenant on July 18, 1943, while
in that assignment. In February 1944, he
was assigned as a platoon leader in Company
L of the 134th Infantry at Camp Butner,
N.C., and left with that unit for the Euro-
pean Theater of Operations in May 1944. On
July 30, 1944, he became commanding officer
of Company L and was promoted to captain
on August 21, 1944, His combat service was
with that unit and he participated in the
Normandy, Northern France, Rhineland, and
Ardennes campaigns. In July 1945, he was
assigned as commanding officer, Company D,
422d Infantry. In August, 1945, he arrived
back in the United States and was released
from active duty at Fort Benning, Ga., on
January 5, 1946.

Following World War II, General Greenlief
was in business in Hastings, Nebr., for 2 years.
He remained a Reserve officer unassigned, un-
til November 3, 1947, when he rejoined the
134th Infantry Regiment, Nebraska Army Na-
tional Guard. From February 1948 to Feb-
ruary 1949 he was S-3 of the regiment. Dur-
ing this time from June 1948 he served as
assistant adjutant general of Nebraska until
appointed staff assistant for the 34th In-
fantry Division in 1949. On February 12,
1949, he was promoted to major and was
assistant chief of staff and assistant G-4 of
the 34th Infantry Division, promoted to
lieutenant colonel on September 21, 1953, and
to colonel on July 1, 1957. He successively
filled the positions of G—4 and chief of staff
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of the 34th Infantry Division until he re-
turned to active duty in the National Guard
Bureau.

In addition to the Silver Star, General
Greenlief was awarded the Bronze Star, the
Purple Heart with three oak leaf clusters, the
Combat Infantry Badge, the Croix de Guerre
Avec Et de Vermeil, and the European-
A:rm-mddle Eastern Campaign Medal
with four bronze stars

While & student at the University of
Nebraska, he was a guard on Nebraska's 1940
Rosebowl football team.

General Greenlief, who is a graduate of the
Army's Command and General Staffl College
at Fort Leavenworth, Kans., has dedicated all
his adult life to the professional career of
a soldier, both In active Federal service and
a full-time guard status.

General Greenlief was born in Hastings,
Nebr., on July 27, 1921 the son of a World
War I guardsman, no He married
Miss Mavis Burt in 1941 They now have
six children and reside at 5101 North 10th
Street, Arlington, Va. His mother, Mrs.
Florence Prewett, lives in Hastings, Nebr.

PRESIDENT EKENNEDY OWES NA-
TION CANDOR IN FEDERAL EM-
PLOYMENT FIGURES

Mr., HRUSKA. Mr. President, if the
President of the United States has one
overriding obligation it is to be candid
with the American people.

President Eennedy has been consider-
ably less than candid in his repeated as-
sertion that Federal civilian employ-
ment has been growing at a rate slower
than the national population.

He made this statement at a press con-
ference last April 24. At the time I
pointed out that since he took office the
population growth had been 3.36 per-
cent while civilian employees in the ex-
ecutive branch had increased by 5.65
percent.

Now, Mr. President, in last week’s
radio and television plea for support of
the tax bill, Mr. Kennedy again said:

Those who are opposed to this bill talk
about skyrocketing Federal employment
when, in fact, we have steadily reduced the
number of Federal employees serving every
1,000 people in the country. In fact, there
are fewer Federal civilian employees today
than there were 10 years ago.

The President is correct in the last
statement, but he improperly takes credit
for the fact that in each of the Eisen-~
hower years, there was a reduction in the
number of Federal civilian employees.
In all, the Eisenhower administration
reduced the number by 201,000.

Mr. Kennedy, in 2% years, has come
close to wiping out that reduction; he
has added, as of July 31, the last date
for which figures are available, 166,383
new jobs.

But it will not be long before the Ken-
nedy administration will have surpassed
the record set by President Truman. In
his appropriations request for this fiscal
year, the President is asking for a total
of 2,582,320 Federal civilian employees
in the executive branch. This represents
28.000 more jobs than were filled when

Mr. Truman left office, and 230,000 more
g:an when General Eisenhower left of-
ce.

President Kennedy argues that a
growing population requires and justifies
a growing Federal payroll. Inthe Eisen-
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hower years, this country had a popula-
tion increase of more than 20 million, but
nonetheless, the Republican administra-
tion was able not only to hold the line,
but actually to reduce the total civilian
employment by more than 200,000 jobs.

Instead of talking about what has
happened in the past 10 years, President
Kennedy should confine himself to what
has happened in his administration.
The facts are not hard to determine.
Each month the Joint Commitiee on the
Reduction of Nonessential Federal Ex-
penditures publishes a complete report,
based on information supplied by Mr.
Kennedy's own departments and agen-
cies.

Taken with Census Bureau estimates,
these figures show that the population
growth since Mr. Kennedy came to office
has been 3.9 percent while civilian em-
ployees in the executive branch have
increased by more than 7 percent.

As to the President’s comparison of the
number of employees per 1,000 popula-
tion, the actual facts are these: When he
came to office, there were 1.29 employees
perool,ooo. Now, the figure is 1.33 per
1,000,

These figures are available to the
President. In addressing the Nation, he
should not blur the facts. Mr. Kennedy
talks about the past 10 years instead of
the period for which he is responsible.
The American people have a right to
expect more of him.

ADDRESS BY SENATOR MOSS BE-
FORE UTAH RETIRED TEACHERS
ASSOCIATION

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, my
colleague the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from Utah [Mr, Moss] since coming
to the Senate has consistently supported
programs recognizing the need for im-
provements in education. Last Tuesday
in Salt Lake City he addressed the Utah
Retired Teachers Association with re-
marks I believe should be called to the
attention of all and I therefore ask
unanimous consent that his speech be
printed in the Recorp.

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

SPEECH OoF SENATOR FrANK E. Moss, oF UtaH,
ANNUAL MEETING OF UTAH RETIRED TEACH~
ERS ASSOCIATION, SALT LAKE CrIry, UTAH,
SEPTEMBER 17, 1963

It is with great personal pride and satis-
faction that I speak to you here today—
as the son of Jimmy Moss, who dedicated
his life to the highest ideals of your teach-
ing profession—and I thank you for inviting
me to participate in your annual meeting.

I have only the highest pralse for the re-
tired teachers who have contributed so much
to the building of fine citizens, in a role
second only to that of the parent, and at so
little pay.

I know most of you must struggle now
to make both ends meet. I hardly think
this is the way a great nation should treat
its retired teachers. Among the problems
facing you and all other retired citizens is
the high cost of medical care which sky-
rockets year by year.

We must provide a program of health in-
surance under social security—a pay-as-you
go plan—so that our retired citizens will
not be haunted by the specter of medical
and hospital expenses that could exhaust
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their income and rob them of the dignity
of self-support.

In the Senate last week we passed the
Health Professions Education Assistance Act
of 1963. Opponents of the health insurance
legiglation did not fight this bill. I feel it
is inconsistent for an tion to say
“We take Federal money to aid us in build-
ing our medical schools but oppose hospital
care for the aged,” which is one of the
largest costs in retirement, r

Social security is just llke the hospitaliza-
tion which we propose—it is financed
through a national pool. At the time social
security was provided by act of Congress,
its opponents sald grass would grow on
Broadway. I was on Broadway a short time
ago and if Broadway needs anything today
it is a blade of grass.

From the Broadway of today let me flick
back the pages of history and remind you
it 1s most appropriate that you meet here
on this 17th day of September, when we
mark the 176th anniversary of the signing
of the Constitution of the United States.

The delegates to the Constitutional Con-
vention, in a period from May to September
1787, forged a system of government which
has been—and is—the beacon light of free-
dom to the people of the world.

Here in Utah most of us are proudly
Mormon, but that Constitution gave us full
religions freedom here as well as through-
out the Nation. We live by and we respect
the Constitution of these United States be-
cause it offers us the shield of freedom.

Without that Constitution, without the
Government that has developed because of
it, without the great tradition of English
common law, we would again be subject to
oppression. We fight oppression because it
is morally wrong. We fight it lest we, too,
become oppressed by an unseeing majority.

To paraphrase Sir Walter Scott: “This is
my own, my native State.,” Its outlook on
freedom, the individual, and upon life and
labor is my heritage and has molded my life
and dreams. I am proud and honored to
represent the State of Utah in the US.
Senate.

In a deep, historic sense, I am in the Sen-
ate because the people of Utah are indis-
solubly joined with all the people of this
Nation. And while I represent Utah, I am
called upon to deal with problems that af-
fect the whole Nation because it 1s the Sen-
ate of the United States. In the world of
today, there is no problem—no matter how
seemingly remote—that does not affect Utah.

Like most of this Nation, Utah was settled
by refugees. Like earlier settlers in the East,
ours were religious refugees. There was one
difference between us and the earlier re-
ligious refugees. Our pioneers fled intoler-
ance within this Nation. Most of us know
the meaning of persecution because we are
descended from men and women who braved
the wilds to live and work together according
to deeply held beliefs.

Who among us has not said proudly to
himself, “I am an American”? Who among
us would voluntarily relinquish his U.S. cit-
izenship? This, indeed, is valued almost
above all else. In this, we are typical Amer-
icans—we are either refugees from hunger
or oppression, or descendents of these refu-
gees—and we are the envy of the world. I
know this because I have gone abroad on
Benate study missions to Afriea, South Amer-
ica, and southern Asia to look into problems
affecting the people of this Nation—of the
State of Utah.

Originally Salt Lake City was an isolated
local community., It was a ommunlty in
which all shared the work and in which none
was permitted to go hungry. Today the
community is national. What is sown in
Utah affects Massachusetts and the reverse
is equally true. As never before, this is “one
nation indivisible.”

A few days ago, I had a visit from an
easterner who arrived in my office rested and
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tanned from a 2-week holiday spent at Amer-
ica’s second national seashore—on Cape Cod
in far-off New England. This is in an area
also viewed as typical of America; on the
Cape ere still exist the lovely old New
England communities settled as far back as
the early part of the 17th century.

Cape Cod is beautiful beyond description
in a way far different from the grandeur of
our West. It has a sweep of a different or-
der, but like the West it offers to the soul
escape and freedom. The great beach on
the lower cape still stretches unsullied for
miles along the roaring Atlantic and along
Cape Cod Bay. It was here that the great
American philosopher Thoreau came 125
years ago to seek renewal. He then declared
that from the great beach a man could look
out into the infinity of the ocean and put
all of America behind him.

Things are much changed from the days
of Thoreau but the need of man to escape
into the vastness of nature remains. On
Cape Cod, we have had an example of the
evil which man can do to nature. In that
part of the cape near the summer white
house at Hyannis Port, the commercial
jumble has become almost a jungle of neon-
lighted motels, amusements, restaurants and
the like—with the beaches all but closed off
to the thousands who come to seek the sun.

With commercial blight threatening the
outer beach, it was necessary to act by law
if this priceless national resource was to be
saved for the whole Nation. As a member
of the Senate Interior Committee, I became
involved. I am happy to report to you in
Utah that the great dream of a national sea-
shore in Massachusetts is becoming a reality
in the hands of the National Park Service.

We held hearings on Cape Cod a few years
back before a bill was passed. Opinion was
divided about the big Federal Government
moving in to establish a park. But the mas-
sive Federal Government was a responsible
Government which managed to reconcile
property rights with national interest.

But what is this to us here in Utah? In
the first place, America grows ever smaller.
Some of you, I hope, will visit Cape Cod
National Seashore. But even if you do not,
your children may well see this great na-
tional possession which now will remain in-
tact for posterity. After all, this has become
an America on wheels, and one where the
supersonic plane of tomorrow promises a
journey of an hour from Salt Lake to Boston.

But much more is involved. Here in
Utah, we also have great resources for to-
morrow's seeker of space and freedom and
for those who will come to see pur grandeur.
There is sound economiec reason to set aside
a portion of this grandeur as a national park
which, like a magnet, will draw tourists from
all over to this State.

Utah will need the support of other States
to make this dream come true. I am
pleased to be able to report to you that the
seed sown in Massachusetts will yet flower
in Utah. This year again, the Senate has
approved my canyonlands national park bill,
and I am hopeful that we will get a bill in
the House before we adjourn the present
session. We are, Iindeed, ‘“one Nation,
indivisible.” .

One of our great songs is “America, the
Beautiful.” Here, the poet sings of our spa-
cious skles, our purpled mountains, our ala-
baster cities, and our fruited plains, But
there is a greater message within this beauti-
ful ballad. I guote that message because I
?hink it most fitting for this annual meet-
ng:

“And crown thy good with brotherhood
From sea to shining sea.”

Brotherhood—this is the core of our Amer-
ican dream and our spiritual beliefs. Our
greatest resource is our people. Without
brotherhood and respect for each other, our
harvests will turn bitter and sere. Without
brotherhood, democratic nationhood cannot
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long endure. Without a strong and demo-
cratic America, our whole world will vanish,
even unto Utah.

Without brotherhood, there would be no
Utah. The early pioneers who came here
worked together for the common good. It
was cooperative labor that built the first irri-
gation systems. Out of need, there grew com-
mon bonds, Out of these bonds, there grew
out local communities and our State.

Utah has a great potential. As with so
much of our West, the key is water. With
adequate water, the independent and hard
working people of this area can create here
a new zlon—a land of bounteous agriculture
and of industries based upon the products
of the land. With water, recreation facilities
can be built and tourism can be stimulated.

Completion of Strawberry and Deer Creek
and Wanship and Echo Reservoirs, to name a
few, has given us a foretaste of what can be
accomplished. But more water is needed to
bring our State to full flower. That water
is on its way, thanks to a practical but far-
sighted Natlonal Government dedicated to
the belief that men are brothers who must
work together for the common weal.

Those who fulminate against the Federal
Government have forgotten the true mean-
ing of nationhood. That meaning was ex-
pressed by Abraham Lincoln, the great and
tragic father of the Republican Party. Gov-
ernment, Lincoln said, has the obligation to
do for people what they cannot do for them-
selves.

Who among us has the resources to bring
the waters of the upper Colorado to the
rescue of our arid lands? What
among us in this Beehlve State has the es-
sential resources? What single State can
take on the project which involves a river
system that refuses to respect State lines?

Obviously, development involves the pow-
ers and the resources of us all—the power
and resources of Federal Government. Here
is need for an investment by all of the people
to bring benefits to this area. Should the
people of New York complain? Should the
New Jersey taxpayer deny the concept of the
Nation-State? Or is it true that what bene-
fits Utah will add to the store of the Nation’s
wealth and well-being?

Through the democratic process—some-
times painfully slow and sometimes found
wanting—the representatives of the people
of the whole Nation have authorized the
upper Colorado River project, of which the
central Utah project is part.

The central Utah project will bring great
improvement to this area without radical up-
heaval. The project, now in the planning
stage, will capture and utilize fully Utah’s
share of Colorado River waters. The Bonne-
ville unit alone, the first of four, will provide
waters to irrigate several hundred thousand
acres of now arid land. It will create beauti-
ful recreation areas, add to our electric power
potential, provide greater fire protection, im-
prove our timber stands, add to our grazing
lands, and increase our share of wildlife.
With water, there will come more roads and
improved access to our national forests,

The future now is brighter for Utah, and
because of our gain, the Nation's horizon has
been lifted. We can look forward to more
and greener fields, better homes and commu-
nities and greater opportunity for ourselves
and our children. We have joined the world
at large in the great and ongoing revolution
of rising expectations.

There are some among us who nonetheless
decry the rise of our modern democratic Na-
tion. To hear these Jeremiahs, such works
as the central Utah project are turning free
Americans into wards of an all-powerful and
omnipotent state. To listen to those who
weep at yesterday's wailing wall, we have all
sold out for a mess of pottage.

I point'the finger of scorn at small minds
who so lack faith in our Government by the
people. I call their rantings and their rav-
ings a calumny upon the American people
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and on the independent citizens of this State.
I brand these bitter men false prophets and
doomsayers.

More water for Utah means greater indi-
vidual opportunity. It means a chance for
higher living standards. It requires none
among us to sell his soul for the opportuni-
ties gained.

Modern democratic government has the
obligation to establish a setting in which the
individual ciftizen may reach out for the
stars. This is what Abraham Lincoln meant.
He asked only that government shall act to
help people help themselves. This is the
essence of modern democracy. The po-
litical party that denies this philosophy is
doomed to sterility.

In one thing all Americans are typical.
We believe that there must be ever greater
opportunity for ever greater numbers of our
people. We believe that action by govern-
ment to establish the greatest good for the
greatest number is consistent with freedom.
Any government which fails to act according-
1y will, in the longer run, fail its citizens and
must ultimately fail freedom itself,

There is a price for freedom and in this
modern day of H-bombs and massive defense,
that price is not insignificant. The price is
our taxes. In the ultimate, it is taxes about
which the complainers grumble most—not
any real loss of freedom. I say that if exist-
ing taxes are the price of maintaining this
free Nation, the value received is well worth
the tax.

Federal taxes, indeed, may be too high for
the best interests of the economy, but they
take mno more proportionately from our
pocketbooks than they did a decade ago.
Perhaps we complain because we are a free
people. Griping, after all, is a great and
wonderful American custom.

Taxes were shaped by a war economy and
because of the cold war they have remained
high'» I am among those Senators who seek
a tax cut that will benefit chiefly the av-
erage citizen. I believe that such a tax cut
will generate more business, more income
than before, and ultimately more tax rev-
enue. I am for this kind of tax cut because I
feel that it will be good for America.

But we would be fools to believe that in
this modern world we can abolish taxes and
go back to the “good old days.” Now, I am
not one who sneers at the old days and old
ways. They had honest values valid for their
times. But the old days were not always so
good. And sometimes in times past, our
citizens failed the Nation when we placed the
interests of the few over benefits for the
many.

Let’s go back only 50 years to a day when
child labor was still the rule, when men still
worked 60 hours or more every week and
when the great Triangle Shirtwaist fire
shocked the Nation. A few here may re-
member that fire which symbolized all that
was evil in the sweatshop. machine
girls were locked in a plant, and forced to
work. When fire broke out, many were
burned to death. This was part of the “good
old days.”

Fifty years ago—not long in a nation’s
history—the poet sang in bitter complaint:

“The golf course lies so near the mill
That almost every day,

The working children may look out
And see the men at play.”

Few of us want to go back to that. In
the past 50 years, we have wiped out child
labor. Today, we still have problems of
school dropouts and of youth unemploy-
ment. But thank the good Lord, we no
longer have 8-year-olds working as breaker
boys in coal mines. Few workers or intelli-
gent employers want to go back to such a
yesteryear.

Let's travel back to a closer yesterday, only
three decades ago. You need be only as old as
I to remember. The song was “Brother Can
You Spare a Dime"” and on the street corners
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of our cities the apple vendors stood helpless
beneath the summer sun or in the freezing
cold of winter,

In the good old days, the role of Govern-
ment was passive. Yes; we subsidized the
railroads from - the national purse. But
rarely did Government intervene to help the
people—not even in the panic of 1807.

Things have changed and, on the whole,
for the better. We now have a national
commitment to full employment. We re-
gard Government as a positive force through
which we take enlightened action against
adversity.

Enlightened government that acts to pro-
vide opportunity for people to be free and
independent is the real issue of our day.

We are faced abroad by the Communists
of both Soviet Russia and Red China. The
latter are still relatively powerless and their
bellicose talk can be discounted. But the
Soviet has become a major world power in-
tent upon beating us in a peace race, or
otherwise.

I am startled when I hear a call for the
dismantling of our Pederal Government. I
cannot understand the small men of little
faith who would reduce this Nation to an
impotent confederation. I am even more
startled when I hear these same men call for
meeting the Communist challenge by de-
stroying our time-tested institutions. I won-
der sometimes whether they, like Alice,
haven't gone through the looking glass into
a world of never-never.

The call of these men of small faith for
yesteryear's solutions to today's massive
problems is llke the yearning we, who have
grown up, sometimes have for our lost youth.
Yet we know that you cannot grow back-
ward and most of us accept our maturity.
Those who fail to accept manhood become
pathetic creatures more worthy of our pity
than our censure. I truly pity those Amer-
jcans unable to sccept the reality of today’s
world. I understand their search for a yes-
terday that existed mostly in lost dreams.
But I deny the validity of their ent
of hatred that views even Dwight D. Eisen-
hower as “soft" on communism.

Anarchy is the altermative to responsible
and strong democratic government of, by,
and for the people, offered to America by the

right. Worse, 1t is a denlal of broth-
erhood. It holds that we are not our broth-
ers’ keepers. It separates Americans, one
from another. It will lead only to class
hatreds and misery if its proponents are
successful.

For myself, I have faith in this great mod-
ern America that we have created. I do mot
belleve that the American people will be
seduced by the smallminded who would
turn backward. I belleve flirmly that as a
united pecple bound together by the demo-
cratic process we can move forward to an
even better and freer America.

I belleve that in this better America, the
local community and State government will
plan key roles, I believe that the tie that
must bind us all, however, is the Federal
Government. I belleve that it is the role of
all govermment to increase opportunity so
that free men need not cower in fear. I
hope, and I firmly believe, that the people of
this Nation will be true to themselves and
will not permit the tles that bind these
United States of America to be cut asunder.

As a member of the special Senate Com
mittee on Aging, and as chairman of the
Bubcommittee on Housing for the Elderly, I
take special pride in your Wasatch Manor
undertaking to provide housing for retired
teachers and other senior citizens.

Last year the Subcommittee on Housing for
the Elderly examined the adequacy of the

supply of decent housing suitable for older
persons, held hearings and reported that of
the 17 million Americans over 65 years of age
(and they expect this figure to be 24.5 mil-
lion by 1980) several million have unsolved
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critical housing problems, that the incomes
of the elderly are low, and that the elderly
have limited liquld assets.

Your association is to be commended for
recognizing this critical need and for mobiliz-
ing community resources to meet the prob-
lem. Today I had hoped to be able to re-
port to you final approval of your amended
application by the community facilitles ad-
ministration. Asmost of you no doubt know,
your original application could not be ap-
proved.

After conferences which I had with offi-
clals in Washington, suggestions were made
as to how the plans might be altered to make
the project feasible. The revised plans are
now in the reglonal office undergoing engi-
neering and ‘technical review. If the re-
vised plans meet the former objections, I
am certain the project will be approved
quickly when it reaches Washington again.

In the meantime, I am delighted to report
to you that those familiar with your appli-
cation have mentioned frequently to me that
they are pleased with the type of
tion and the people behind this project
They are impressed with your sincerity and
want to be helpful.

The president of your Salt Lake group re-
cently made inquiry of me regarding the
possibility of establishing and maintaining a
counseling center—possibly at the Univer-
sity of Utah—where senior citizens might go
for financial and legal advice. I was indeed
happy to report to him that bills have been
introduced in both the House and Senate
which would do precisely that—provide
grants establishing counseling centers for
the aged—and House hearings are being held
this very week in Washington for 3 days on
this legislation,

I am honored to be before a gather of
people like you who have devoted your liv
to making better citizens, and I consider it
disgraceful that teachers are so little appre-
ciated in this country that they have to fight
g0 hard for adequate pay.

We have speclal problems in Utah—jyes.
But these problems do not stop at the bor-
ders of Utah. It is a problem in Wyoming;
it 1s a problem in North Carolina; it is a
problem in Maine. This problem sooner or
later must be looked upon as a mnational
problem.

I am proud to tell you that I have con-
sistently supported Federal aid to education.
I assure you there is no Federal attempt to
take control of local school boards. But I
believe our teachers must have a volce in
that control. Somehow we must equate local
control and cost sharing. I understand you
do not want to control the schools—you only
want better schools. In this respect I think
Utah teachers are exerclsing initiative in the
good old American way.

I intend to continue to fight for better
teachers, better schools, and better pensions
for retired teachers. You should have not
only better pensions for those who retire in
the future, but there should be some means
of adjusting present pensions so that as liv-
ing costs increase your pensions will not
buy less,

Despite the claims of those who are trying
to frighten us with the threat of inflation,
prices have remained stable for the last sey-
eral years. The fact is that since 1957 over-
all prices have risen only 7 percent—and
much of that 7 percent reflects the increas-
ing cost of medical and hospital care.

Those in retirement are rightly concerned
with inflation as it hits them hard. If I
see any indication of inflation becoming a
threat, I shall call for an investigation into
service charges.

And so, in conclusion, let me emphasize
again that we live in a day of rising expec-
tation. The future is bright for the State
of Utah, and for the Nation as a whole. A
great Federal water project will soon bring
more water for thirsty acres here in the
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heartland of Utah, This means new farms
and new farm income. We have the prospect
of new recreation areas around the lakes to
be formed back of the dams, and the pros-
pect of a spectacular new national park in
southeastern Utah—canyonlands—which will
bring many visitors and more tourist dollars
into the State. You who are retired will
have the leisure to enjoy these features. Be-
cause of these gains in Utah, the whole Na-
tion will benefit.

I am confident that in the years ahead the
people of America will continue to act
through enlightened government to provide
greater opportunity for greater numbers of
people—that we will continue to work to-
gether in brotherhood, and in nationhood,
for the commeon good of us all.

WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON
MENTAL RETARDATION

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the
White House Conference on Mental Re-
tardation held last week at Airlie House,
in Warrenton, Va., brought together
some of the Nation’s leading experfs in
this field. Over 225 delegates designated
by Governors of all 50 States, attended
the 2-day conference, the main objec-
tives of which were to explain Federal
mental retardation programs, to stimu-
late statewide planning for mental re-
tardation programs, and to encourage
interagency cooperation.

I ask unanimous consent to include in
the Recorp at this point a release from
the office of the Special Assistant to the
President for Mental Retardation to-
gether with the text of an address, de-
livered at the conference by the Honor-
able Wilbur J., Cohen, Assistant
Secretary, Department of Health, Edu-~
cation and Welfare.

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

MENTAL RETARDATION

The Nation’s leaders in mental retardation
programs, including over 225 delegates desig-
nated by the Governors of 50 States, are due
to attend the 2-day White House Conference
on Mental Retardation which begins Thurs-
day morning, September 19, at Airlie House
in nearby Warrenton, Va.

The main objectives of the conference will
be to explain Federal mental retardation
programs, to stimulate statewide planning
for mental retardation programs, and to en-
courage interagency cooperation.

The conference was announced by the
President in a telegram sent to the Gover-
nors last July in which he stated that “a
meeting to coordinate and plan a concerted
attack on the problem of mental retardation
would seem to me desirable and of great ben-
efit to the whole Nation.” It has been or-
ganized by Dr. Stafford L. Warren, the Presi-
dent’s special assistant on mental retarda-
tion. -

Most of the delegates have major respon-
sibilities for mental retardation programs
and servicez at the State level. They repre-
sent State agencies with mental retardation
programs such as State lganolu of pub‘lio
health, mental health, ed ti
rehabilitation, labor and amployment. wel-
fare, and institutions.

. Dr. Warren, referring to the unanimous

of the Governors to his invitation
to appoint delegates to the conference,
termed it “an appropriate tribute to the sig-
nifieance of the conference,” and an indi-
cation of the Nation’s determination to act
in such a way that the long tradition of ne-
glect of the mentally retarded will be re-
placed by forceful programs.
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The conference will open on Thursday
morning with statements by Dr. Stafford L.
Warren, and by the Honorable Anthony J.
Celebrezze, Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare.

Conferees will hear addresses by Sargent
Shriver, executive director, Joseph P. Ken-
nedy, Jr., foundation; by Dr. Leonard W.
Mayo, chairman, President’s Panel on Mental
Retardation; by the Honorable Terry Sanford,
Governor of North Carolina, and by Dr.
George Beadle, president, University of Chi-

They will attend a panel discussion on “The
National to Combat Mental Retar-
dation,” at which the Honorable Wilbur J.
Cohen, Assistant Secretary of Health, Edu-
catlon, and Welfare, will speak, and group
meetings discussing the roles of State agen-
cies in serving mentally retarded persons and
their familles, and the importance of agency
and professional teamwork in mental retar-
dation.

Dr. Luther L. Terry, Surgeon General of
the Public Health Service, will be chairman
of the final session of the conference at which
five sclentific papers will be presented on
“The Cioal of Prevention,” on Friday after-
noon, September 20.

THE NaTioNAL PROGRAM To COMBAT
MEeENTAL RETARDATION
(By Wilbur J. Cohen, Assistant Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare)

One of President Kennedy’'s earliest com-~
mitments to the American people was for a
national action program to combat mental
retardation. It has been a memorable ex-
perience to me to see so much enthusiasm,
so much zeal on the part of so many people
brought to bear on one common cause.

THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF CHILD HEALTH
AND HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

The first step in this overall program was
the establishment of the National Institute
of Child Health and Human Development
within the National Institutes of Health.
This new Institute was recommended to
President Kennedy by the special task force
on health and soclal security he appointed
shortly after he was elected.

This recommendation was greeted with
strong support and some doubts In a few

because it was deslgned to “have
a profound impact on the medical care and
practice in this Nation by emphasizing the
care of the whole individual rather than the
Tragmentation of the patient into particular
diseases.”

It took 21 months to touch all the bases
necessary to obtaln enactment of the mee-
essary legislation. In October 1962, Presi-
dent Kennedy approved the legislation es-
tablishing the new institute.

The new institute has officlally been in
operation since early this year, Its director
is Dr. Robert A. Aldrich who was, until the
beginning of this year, the chairman of the
Department of Pediatrics of the Medical
School, University of Washington. He will
provide the bold and imaginative leadership
necessary to make the institute a dynamie
force in advancing our understanding of the
factors that affect normal and abnormal
human development.

The program of the new institute will pro-
vide the opportunity for investigators from
a variety of disciplines to make studies that
will advance our understanding of basic life
processes and the biology of reproduction,
development, and senescence. It will stimu-
late and provide assistance to investigators
from universities and other research settings
who wish to study such problems as con-
genital malformations, mental retardation,
and prematurity, and the processes of aging.
‘The sciences which underlie such studies are
represented In medical, blological, and be-
havioral and social sclences.

An initial staffing of NICHD has been ac-
complished. This nucleus has identified
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projects which are being supported by other
institutes of NIH which could be given a
more meaningful focus within a larger pro-
gram of research on human development.
The research areas being considered involve:

1. Problems relating to human reproduc-
tion and fetal development. In this area
NICHD will support studies of reproductive
physlology, embryogenesis, gestation, placen-
tal and uterine physiology, and the growth,
development, and physiology of the repro-
ductive organs.

2. Factors Involving the birth process,
adaptation of the newborn to an external en-
vironment, and problems of the mother and
newborn. Here, support will be glven to
studies on the initiation of labor, obstetrical
delivery, perinatal care, prematurity, respira-
tory distress of the newborn, physiologic
adaptation of the newborn infant, obstetrical
problems in the mother attendant upon
birth, toxemia of pregnancy, lactation, and
maternal and infant behavioral relationships.

3. Normal human growth and development
and special child health problems, The
study of normal aspects of human growth
and development will be encouraged. In-
cluded will be studies on the growth and
differentiation of the infant and child; ma-
ternal and paternal factors affecting child
growth and development; factors causing ab-
normal conditions such as mental retarda-
tion, congenital malformations, Inborn
errors of metabolism; normal development
of physiologic systems; intellectual develop-
ment; nutrition and body composition; and
the process of maturation. Studies of in-
tellectual development and of the deter-
minants, Including maternal attitudes, which
produce both intellectual deficit and intel-
lectual excellence will be supported.

4. The final research area will be the in-
vestigation of the root processes of aging in
early life. emphasis will be placed
on the basic biological, behavioral, and medi-
cal aspects of aging.

During this fiscal year—1964—the insti-
tute proposes a number of other activities.
It plans to establish a number of specialized
information centers designed to provide focal
points for informational and consultant serv-
ices related to research in maternal health,
child health, mental retardation, and the
fleld of aging.

In another major activity, the profes-
sional staff of the institute will utilize scien-

areas

During the fiscal year 1964 several other
program areas also will be Re-
ceiving foremost attention will be research
training. The support of research training
in developmental biology (including both
pre- and postdoctoral programs) will be en-
larged. This is a basic field for the execution
of research in human development, and, as
pointed out by the President's Panel on
Mental Retardation, it is a crucial fleld for
research in mental retardation. It also is
planned to enlarge the postdoctoral research

in obstetrics, pediatrics, behavioral
development, and teratology, with emphasis
on fundamental investigations, Cross-disci-
plinary research training, such as pediatric
training for meurologists, behavioral science
training for pediatricians etc., to deal with
the special childhood problems (i.e., congeni-
tal disorders, prematurity, mental retarda-
tion) will be encouraged.

In the research grant area, high priority
will be given to the support of research in
the following four programs:

1. A program of research relating to pre-
mature labor and the development of pre-
mature infants. The problem of prematu-
rity is intimately related to the occurrence
of mental retardation.
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2. A program on the biological and be-
havioral factors associated with the men-
tally retarded.

3. A research correlating the in-
terrelationships” of the maternal environ-
ment, physical environment, the placenta,
and the fetus.

4. A research program in developmental

p "

Finally, in 1964, the NICHD will initiate
the development, in conjunction with out-
standing universities, of a small number of

training in human development. Initially,
these centers will provide a focus for the
broadly based research and activi-
ties Involving a number of scientific disci-
plines. Emphasis will be on developmental
abnormalities that result in mental retarda-
tion and on perinatal biology.
THE REPORT OF THE PRESIDENT'S PANEL

This has been an exciting and productive
period in the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare. We immediately acti-
vated and strengthened the Departmental
Committee on Mental Retardation to review
all the Department's programs. We helped
set in motion a nationwide search for the
outstanding persons to become members of
the President’s Panel on Mental Retarda-
tion, We allocated staff to work with Dr.
Leonard W. Mayo and the Panel as the re-
port evolved.

ently, we were ready to move
ahead when the Panel's report was submit-
ted to the President. It was studied inten-
sively by Secretary Celebrezze and by all the
key officials in the Department.

The report recommended a broad attack
on all aspects of the problem focusing not
only on research in specific causes of mental
retardation but on root problems in social,
economic, and cultural environments which
have damaging implications, Altogether,
more than 90 recommendations were made—
nearly all of them, in one way or another,
invol responsibilities of the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare,

THE PRESIDENT’'S MESSAGE

The development of the legislative propos-
als Involved a tremendous number of peo-
ple—within the Department, in the execu-
tlve branch, in Congress, and in voluntary
agencles, But within a matter of weeks we
had welded together all interests of the De-
partment and a comprehensive program had
been developed and was presented to the
President for his consideration.

The Presldent’s ringing call for action in
his unprecedented message to Congress of
February 5, 19063, dealing with mental re-
tardation, the progress of the emming legis~
lation—these are part of the history of
1968, a most significant year in mental re-
tardation progress.

And now new pages In the American his-
tory book are about to be recorded—a new
story of better prospects for the millions of
men, women, and children who are mentally
retarded.

After I review some of the highlights of
the mew program, I will introduce to you
my distingulshed colleagues who will tell
you about the impact of the President's pro-

in areas of thelr specific concern—
health, education, welfare, and wvocational
rehabilitation.

8. 1576—THE HILL-HARRIS BILL

We are very optimistic about the passage
of the Mental Retardation Facilities Con-
struction Act of 1968, 8. 1576, now awaiting
conference action. It contains four major
provisions:

First, grants would be provided for the
construction of centers for research on men-
tal retardation and related aspects of human
development. This would be a program to
establish at first three and eventually several
more great research centers where interdis-
ciplinary collaboration of investigators
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would cover a wide range of subjects. Up to
75 percent Federal matching funds for a cen-
ter would be available within the total
amount authorized and appropriated. The
ultimate goal of this research effort can be
stated simply and dramatically: The pre-
vention of mental retardation.

It is anticlpated that in the new research
centers there would be interdisciplinary col-
laboration of investigators working in such
fields as genetics, biochemistry, neurophysi-
ology, brain chemistry, biology, embryology,
epidemiology, virology, neurology, and psy-
chology. Their efforts would range, for ex-
ample, from studies seeking a greater under-
standing of the processes in cell division that
cause abnormalities to clarification of the
effect of specific neurohormones on brain
function and studies of the effect of drugs
on fetal development.

Second, grants would also be provided for
the construction of university-afiliated fa-
cilities for the mentally retarded which
would (1) provide, as nearly as practicable,
a full range of inpatient, and outpatient
services; (2) ald in demonstrating provision
of specialized services for diagnosis, treat-
ment, training, or care; and (3) aid in the
clinical training of physicians, and other
specialized personnel needed for research,
diagnosis, treatment, training, or care.

A third provision calls for the construc-
tion of facilities to serve the mentally re-
tarded. This, too, would be a program to
help the States construct, expand, and equip
the kind of community-oriented facilities
now so desperately needed. They would be
especially designed for the diagnosis, treat-
ment, education, training, or custodial care
of the mentally retarded, including facil-
ities for specialized personnel. And
they would be designed to meet the diverse
and changing needs of the mentally retarded
at all stages in their lives—their physical,
mental, social, educational, and vocational
needs.

A fourth provision of S. 1576 would provide
a special program for the of teach-
ers of the mentally retarded and other hand-
icapped children. Because of a lack of
qualified teachers, only about one-fourth of
our 1'% million school-age mentally re-
tarded children have access to the special
education they need if they are to progress.
Altogether, the President’s panel estimated,
about 75,000 speclal teachers are needed to
meet the distinctive educational problems of
the mentally retarded—and at present we
have only 20,000 of these teachers.

A fifth provision also would provide oppor-
tunities for us to reach new goals—one that
would provide funds for research and dem-
onstration projects in the education of
mentally retarded and other handicapped
children. These are particularly needed in
urban slum areas and in depressed rural
areas.

Culturally deprived children, growing up
with little if any help from their home and
neighborhood environment, must look to
their schools for the help they need, for the
hand-up to productive lives as adults. These
children need all the help our society can
give them—and in many new ways we are
trying to improve their lot and help them
get off to a better start in life. But the
plight of a child who is both culturally de-
prived and mentally retarded is particularly
heartbreaking, and I am hopeful that this
research and demonstration program will
give us new insights and educational goals.

Let us all hope that 8. 1576 will soon be-
come the law of the land, for this nation-
wide. —pronser.l drive involving research,

tment, and ed tion would represent a
trmenduua forward thrust in our efforts to
combat mental retardation.

H.R. 7544—THE MILLS-RIBICOFF BILL

I am optimistic, too, about the passage of
the Maternal and Child Health and Mental
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Retardation Planning Amendments of 1963,
which passed the House on August 27, and
are now pending in the Senate Committee on
Finance. These amendments contain five
proposals: (1) Grants to the States for plan-
ning comprehensive action to combat mental
retardation; (2) project grants for maternal
and infant care; (3) increases in maternal
and child health services; (4) increases in
crippled children’s services, and (5) funds
for research relating to these last two pro-
grams.

The proposal to provide grants to the
States for planning comprehensive action to
combat mental retardation would authorize
a one-time appropriation of $2.2 million for
grants to assist the States to plan for and
take other steps leading to comprehensive
State and community action to combat men-
tal retardation. Such grants would be used
to determine what action is needed to combat
mental retardation in the State, to assess
the resources available, to develop public
awareness of the problem and of the need
for combating it, and to coordinate State
and local activities relating to prevention,
treatment, and amelioration.

To be eligible for grants a State would be
required, among other provisions, to assure
consideration of all services essential to plan-
ning for comprehensive State and community
action, including those in the fields of edu-
cation, employment, rehabilitation, welfare,
health, and the law, and services provided
through community programs for and insti-
tutions for the mentally retarded. Grants
would be awarded on a selective basis to
States agencies presenting acceptable pro-
posals for this broad interdisciplinary plan-
ning activity.

The project grants for maternity and in-
fant care would authorize the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare to carry out
a S-year program to assist the States and
comimunities in providing necessary health
care to prospective mothers who are unlikely
to recelve such care, elther because they are
from families with low income or for other
reasons. These grants would be available
to the State health agency or, with the con-
sent of such agency, to the health agency of
any political subdivision of the State. The
grant would not exceed 75 percent of the cost
of any project.

The grants would enable health depart-
ments to provide comprehensive maternity
care to selected high-risk patients and to
improve greatly the quality and adequacy
of care for these mothers and their bables
by paying for their care in hospitals equipped
and staffed to provide services of high qual-
ity for mothers suffering from complications
of pregnancy,

This program would help to reduce the

incidence of mental retardation caused by
complications associated with child!
Of paramount importance would be efforts t,o
decrease the number of premature births
among which there are notably larger num-
bers of children born with handicapping
conditions, including mental retardation.

Other provisions of the maternal and child
health amendments would be a raising to
$50 million over a T-year period of the pres-
ent $25 million ceiling on both the maternal
and child health and crippled children’s
programs. Additional funds under these
programs would support more services to
mentally retarded children. The bill also
would provide grants for research relating
to maternal and child health and crippled
children’s services.

THE VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION ACT AMEND-
MENTS OF 1963—THE HILL-GREEN BILL

The amendments to the Vocational Reha-
bilitation Act (S. 988, HR. 5194) include
several proposals to assist in the rehabilita-
tion of additional numbers of the handi-
capped to productive and sa lives. Of
particular interest to the fleld of mental re-
tardation is one that would extend the pe-
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riod of time that a vocational rehabilitation
agency would be allowed to establish voca-
tional rehabilitation potential.

In the case of mentally retarded persons
and other persons with disabilities especially
designated by the SBecretary, the period could
be extended to 18 months. During this time
a more adequate evaluation of the real capac-
ity of the mentally retarded could be under-
taken. Their eligibility for more and com-
plete help toward self-sufficiency and em-
ployment could be determined.

Another amendment to the Vocational Re-
habilitation Act would authorize a 5-year
program involving Federal assistance to plan,
build, equip, and initially staff rehabilitation
facilities and workshops,

SUMMARY

These, then, are the highlights of the
President’s bold new approach to the prob-
lems of mental retardation,

As we embark upon our important work
now and in the years ahead, I think we can-
not emphasize too much the urgent need
that we coordinate all mental retardation
activities. There is need at all levels of
government—Ilocal, State, and Federal. There
is great need for all the professions—ob-
stetrics, pediatrics, neurology, psychlatry, ed-
ucation, rehabilitation, and many other dis-
ciplines to define their own roles and to work
together to contrlbute most effectively to
what the President’s panel has called the
continuum of services.

And, as we go along, let us do everything
we possibly can to generate more public
awareness and interest in the problems of
mental retardation. Whenever possible, let's
do a real selling job not only on our national
program but on the problems that make this
program a necessity for America.

How many people, do you think, are aware
of the great variations that lie between pro-
found retardation and moderate retardation?
And how many people are fully aware that in
many ways, the mentally retarded require
help throughout their lives—through child-
hood, adolescence, adulthood, and old age—
that their special needs change according to
their age and degree of retardation. And the
needs are many: for education, rehabilitation,
employment, health, legal protection, family
and residential care, and a variety of com-
munity services.

Let's talk about these things. When the
true dimensions of the problem are fully
understood, when the opportunities for cre-
ative and rewarding careers in this field are
apparent, we will be in a better position to
attract bright young men and women as
teachers and other professional workers so
urgently needed. And mentally retarded
people will undoubtedly become the benefi-
ciaries of the services of more volunteer
workers in communities throughout the Na-
tion. They, too, are needed.

Another thing that needs to be emphasized
is that mental retardation and mental illness
in most instances are separate problems,
There is, I am sure, much misunderstanding
on this point, and we are making every effort
to make the difference crystal clear. It
would benefit our efforts to combat both
mental illness and mental retardation if we
can get more general public understanding
that mental illness, involving problems of
personality and behavioral disorders, usually
manifests itself in young and older adults
after a period of relatively normal develop-
ment, whereas mental retardation is usually
a condition resulting from prenatal abnor-
malities and manifests itself during the new-
born or early childhood period.

There is always a deficit in intellectual
function in mental retardation, but mental
illness may or may not involve such a defect.
If there is such an involvement, it is not usu-
ally of the nature and degree found in mental
retardation.

These two problems are related in that they
frequently occur in the same patient and
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frequently involve some of the same kinds of
professional skills to diagnose or assist the
patient. On the other hand, each problem
does occur independently of the other, and
adequate professional skill to deal with one
problem does not'assure competency to deal
with the other. The ability to clearly distin-

between these problems in a given pa-
tlent and deal with each appropriately is
often the crux of good care.

What we have been able, in the past, to
accomplish for the mentally retarded is but
prolog to the great accomplishments we
can attaln In the years ahead. Let us ac-
cept with pride and humility our new and
more responsible roles in the great human
drama now unfolding as our society em-
barks upon & new highroad for the mentally
retarded.

I want to emphasize again the vigorous
determination of this administration to find
the causes of mental retardation, to advance
programs of prevention, and to provide more
and better services to all mentally retarded
persons and their families. In our efforts,
we trust that councils and associations such
as yours will gain encouragement and that
your hopes will in turn lend strength to our
determination and help us achieve our com-
mon goals.

These goals have been established, and
the actions necessary to attain them have
been painstakingly measured and defined.

Now it is up to all who care about the
mentally retarded to be steadfast, to be per-
sistent—and we shall be successful.

SHOULD AMERICA'S FARM ABUN-
DANCE SERVE COMMUNISM OR
FREEDOM?

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, yester-
day in a short statement to the Senate,
I expressed myself as having grave mis-
givings about the wisdom of current com-
ments which in summary say, “‘since
Canada is supplying Communist Russia,
Castro, and the rest of the Communist
world with wheat, why should not the
United States also lift its self-imposed
restrictions against trading with the
enemy and seek to make a profit on our
surplus food stocks by selling them to
Communist countries?”

Some metropolitan newsmen and com-
mentators have been suggesting that
there is a great demand in the Farm Belt
to ship our foodstuffs to Red Russia and
Red China. They have tried to picture
the American farmer as a selfish Shylock
desiring to get his pound of flesh while
the getting is good, regardless of the con-
sequences to peace and freedom. Mr.
President, I suggest these urbanized re-
porters and editorializers take another
look at both the heart and the heartland
of the United States.

Our farmers recognize the inconsist-
ency of a free world policy whereby we
alone attempt to blockade the Commu-
nist world and refrain from supplying
it with the sinews of war—one of the
most important of which is still an abun-
dance of food—but they expect some-
thing better from our President and our
State Department than a capitulation to
greedy motives that induces some of our
allies to play for the quick profit instead
of to plan for the ultimate success and
security of freedom. They expect posi-
tive leadership from high places in Amer-
ica which will induce our friends in the
free world to follow our example in re-
straint of trade to Communist countries.
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In other words they expect the United
States to lead the world rather than to
follow every wrong policy practiced by
our associates. Ap t of com-
munism will bring no better dividends
for peace and freedom today than it did
to Chamberlain and the free world while
appeasing Hitler and Nazli Germany.
Certainly all the lessons of recent history
cannot have been forgotten by President
Kennedy, Secretary Freeman, and Sec-
retary Rusk.

There was an era of our American his-
tory when the international bankers of
New York and the manufacturers of
munitions were described as America’s
“merchants of death,” They were ac-
cused at times of putting their desire for
personal gain and temporary profits
above the desire to protect America from
war and to preserve continuing peace
and freedom. It is most refreshing,
therefore, to note in the September 23
issue of Barron’s Financial Weekly a
front page editorial in opposition to the
resumption of American trade with the
Communist bloe. It is headed “Trade
With the Bear?” I ask unanimous con-
sent that it appear at this point in the
body of the Recorb.

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

[From Barron's Financial Weekly,
Sept. 23, 1963 ]

TrADE WITH THE BEAR?—IN DeArING WITH
Moscow, THE UnITED STATES MUusT Nort SELL
FreEpoM BHORT
Ottawa last week sent economic and polit-

ical shock waves around the globe by join-
ing Moscow in one of the largest trans-
actions on record. By next July, the Domin-
ion promised to deliver at its ports 228 mil-
lion bushels of wheat and flour, valued at
$500 million. The Soviets, in turn, agreed to
make payment in dollars; they also under-
took to ship the grain, some to their bearded
comrade in Cuba, the bulk to their home-
land, For Canada, which In recent years
has sold large amouts of wheat to Red China,
the latest deal—if the Russlans honor its
terms—represented a giant step toward
closing the gap between imports and exports.
For the United States, sitting on a huge sur-
plus of wheat and pondering its balance-of-
payments dilemma, it appeared to open
sweeping new commercial vistas. Before
the week was out, many an influential voice
was ralsed, in the Senate and elsewhere, urg-
ing that this country also step up its trade
with the bear.

The commercial prospects are glittering.
Before embarking on any such course, how-
ever, the administration should think long
and hard. For the Russian purchase of
grain is a momentous development indeed.
To begin with, despite the glowing eyewit-
ness accounts of recent naive Western visi-
tors (including some who should have known
better), it is a sorry commentary on the
state of Soviet farming. Historically an ex-
porter of wheat, the U.S.8.R. has been com-
pelled to seek its bread from those whom it
has threatened to bury. Moreover, the
Kremlin’s bitter harvest—the fifth In a row
by the way—demonstrates once again that
no matter how rich a nation's resources, its
agriculture can flourish only in a free cli-
mate. Finally, if the United States decldes
to come to the aid of its enemies, it should
at least be hardheaded enough to exact a
heavy political price. In the global strug-
gle between freedom and slavery, gold or
dollars are inadequate coin.

The magnitude of the Soviet plight is
dramatized by the impact which it has had
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upon world markets. Wheat and rye futures
on the Chicago board of trade moved up
strongly last week Iin the belief that ear-
marking so much of the Dominion supply
may open other export outlets to U.S. grain.
Ship charter rates rose almost overnight by
as much as one-fourth, brightening the out-
look of tramp operators in Britain, Holland,
Scandinavia and Greece. The Canadians,
for their part, are likely to find the capacity
of their flour mills taxed, the traffic load of
their railroads doubled and port and stor-
age facilities tied up for months to come.
The most awkward bottlenecks of all will
probably show up when the flood of wheat
begins to pour into the U.SS.R. For that
country’s rail network is geared mainly to
handle domestic traffic; its milling facilities
are located mostly at interior points, close
to farming areas. When the Communists
start shuttling cargoes of wheat to and fro,
something 1s bound to give. As to the quid
pro quo, never before has the Kremlin had
to pay for food imports on such a scale—a
fact which the London gold market already
has begun to reflect. :

That the news of the Soviet Union's stag-
gering shortfall came as such a bolt from the
blue refiects little credit on many a supposed
expert in the United States, or on Washing-
ton officlaldom. Just 6 weeks ago, Mr. Ros-
well Garst, breeder of hybrid corn, onetime
host to Premier Khrushchev and frequent
visitor to the U.S.8R. asserted that since
1955 Communist farmers had cut the lead of
their U.S. counterparts from 30 years to a
mere 8. “The world,” he said, “may be star-
tled at the crop yields in eastern Europe
this year.,” Secretary Freeman, no critic of
the managed farm economy, on his recent
return from an 18-day tour of the Soviet
Union, concluded brightly that “total pro-
duction has risen considerably. They have
the ability to feed their people.” Days later
came the bombshell of the Canadian deal.

The notable intelligence failure suggests
that Agriculture Department officials com-
prehend the evidence of their own eyes no
better than they do the true roots of produc-
tive capacity, whether at home or abroad.
The truth is that Soviet agriculture is badly,
and chronieally, undernourished. Even Ni-
kita Ehrushchev, who year after year prom-
ises his people that food shortages soon will
be a thing of the past, complains that his
underlings are proving inefficient and urges
all those who till the soil to redouble their
efforts. To be sure, this year's crops were set
back by summer weather which, even by Rus-
sian standards, was unusually hot and dry.
Yet far more significant were mismanage-
ment and misdirected energies, the hallmark
of communism,

The Premier’s exhortations for an all-out
drive to improve production down on the
farm will yield little fruit until the faithful
party members in charge learn a few things
about modern agriculture. Much of Mos-
cow's farm machinery, for instance, today is
idle for lack of spare parts. The Soviets, too,
still are notoriously backward in the output
and use of fertilizers. Nor have they kept
pace with the growing U.8. practice of using
ground water and portable systems of alu-
minum and plastic pipe to irrigate individual
farms. What the Soviet man with the hoe
lacks, above all, is the education and initia-
tive of his American counterpart, and ag-
gressive manufacturers and salesmen to tell
him what technical ingenuity has wrought
for his benefit. American farming, in short,
is a vital part of the free en system;
the Soviet version is just another deadly as-
pect of a sterile slave society.

Under the circumstances, the West clearly
has the superior bargaining power. Yet
those industrialists, Cabinet officers, and Con-
gressmen who last week called on America
to be realistic about “changed world condi-
tlons” apparently are guite willing to yleld
that advantage without seeking a quid pro
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quo. The Iimpulsive Senator HUMPHREY,
Democrat, of Minnesota, was the first to urge
that the United States revise its “outdated”
policies. Senator McGovesN, Demo-
crat, of South Dakota, promptly echoed his
sentiments: “We desperately need to broaden
our markets, and this is an opportunity to
do s0.” On both sides of the aisle, other
legislators (a majority from wheatgrowing
States) took up the cry. Barron’s emphati-
cally disagrees. If this country wants to do
business with the Communists, in grain or
in any other commodity, it should insist on
getting something of value in return—the
razing of the Berlin wall for example, or the
evacuation of Red troops from Cuba. Ad-
dressing himself to a different question, Sen-
ator GoLDWATER, Republican, of Arizona,
stated the principle eloquently: “The argu-
ment impresses me, and I share with those
who made it, a bewllderment at why it aids
freedom to salve the wounds of tyranny.”
More than a century ago, certain basic
differences between the contrasting ways of
life were pointed up with uncanny pre-
science by that keen observer, Alexis de
Tocqueville: “The American battles the ob-
stacles of nature; the Russian those of man.
The former combats the wilderness and
savagery; the latter, civilization with all its
implements. American conguests are won
with the laborer's plowshare; the Russian
triumphs with the soldier's sword. To at-
tain his ends, the American relies upon per-
sonal interest and allows free scope to the
unguided energy and commonsense of in-
dividuals. The Russian somehow concen-
trates the power of soclety in one man.
The method of the former is freedom; of
the latter, servitude.” Surely this critical
moment in history is no time for Ameri-
cans, in pursuit of a quick dollar, to
strengthen the cause of servitude and betray
the freedom which is their birthright.

Mr. MUNDT. But, Mr. President, it
is not only Barron's Financial Weekly
which now sounds a stern note of cau-
tion to those who would engage us in a
race with the free world to see which
nation might most effectively stoke the
fires of war and supply Communist Rus-
sia and China with the supplies they
most badly need. From the very heart
of America’s farm belt an editorial ap-
peared last week in a newspaper dedi-
cated to our farming interests and serv-
ing a great farming population which
carried the self-explanatory heading,
“No Justification for Selling Wheat to
Russia or Bloc Nations.” It was written
by the editorial staff of the Daily Plains-
man of Huron, S. Dak., a great newspa-
per published in the tradition of a great
newspaper family in our State. It ap-
peared under a two-column heading on
the editorial page of the September 20
issue of the Daily Plainsman. I ask that
this editorial also appear in the body
of the REcorp as a part of my remarks,

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

[From the Huron (8. Dak.) Plainsman, Sept.
20, 1963]
No JUSTIFICATION FOR SELLING WHEAT TO
Russia oR Broc Natiows

Some may turn to the Holy Bible for justi-
fication of the sale of wheat by the United
States to Russia and the Soviet bloc na-
tions—"If thine enemy hunger, feed him.”

Others consider the prospect of such sales
in terms of hard dollars, dollars which the
United States sorely needs in the face of a
deteriorating balance-of-payments picture:
The deficit for 1962 was $2.2 billion and, at

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the current rate, the balance-of-payments
deficit is $3.2 billion annually.

And then there are those who shout that
the United States should not help mend the
Soviets’ Achilles’ heel—when Ehrushchev
has declared “I will bury you.”

Agriculture is the admitted No. 1 prob-
lem that has confronted Nikita Ehru-
shehev since he took over as master of the
Communist world a decade ago.

This same problem is also given as one
of the reasons Khrushchev has sought the
test ban treaty.

Russla needs a breather in Its drive to
military supremacy. It needs a breather to
devote a greater portion of its national re-
sources to domestic needs—and certainly the
greatest domestic need is food,

Harrison Salisbury, a New York Times
Russian affairs expert, wrote after a study
of the Soviet agriculture last year:

“On the domestic front, Mr. KEhrushchev
has one great weakness—the failure to solve
the Soviet food problem. Despite his most
energetic efforts and the investment of enor-
mous funds, energy and time, Soviet agricul-
ture has not responded. There are periodic
meat gqueues, milk shortages and egg
famines."

Under Khrushchev's T-year plan for agri-
culture, unveiled in 1958, agriculture pro-
duction was to rise 70 percent by 1965. To
meet this schedule, production should have
risen 20 percent by 1961,

But what has really happened on the
Russlan farms since 19587

The 1961 and 1962 wheat harvests in Rus-
sla were 1156 million tons, up from the 100
million tons harvested in 1959 and 1960.
Indications are, according to Department of
Agriculture estimates, that less than 100
million tons will be harvested this year. If
this is an accurate estimate, then it means
that for 5 consecutive years the Soviets have
had poor harvests. The last good crop year
was in 10568 when the harvest was 125 mil-
lion tons.

The flutter over prospective sale of wheat
to Russia came about after Canada an-
nounced this week a half-billion-dollar sale
of wheat to Russia. Canada will sell to
Russia over a 3-year period 198 million
bushels of wheat and the flour equivalent
of 29.5 million bushels. The Russians in
turn will ship to that thorn in the side of
the Western Hemisphere, Cuba, 16.5 million
bushels.

Jolly good friends those Canadians are.

One of the ridiculous factors about this
talk of selling wheat to the Russians is
that no query has been received by the
United States about such trade, Is is pos-
sible that this deal, which the New Frontier
can be expected to start promoting, is a
part of a plan by the Eennedy administra-
tion to get the Russlans out of Cuba before
the 1964 elections? There is a rumor in
Washington that Eennedy and his New
Frontiersmen are considering a $10 billion
loan to the Russians (with doubtful repay-
ment) in exchange for the removal of Soviet
troops from the Caribbean before November
1964.

Trouble on the farms in Russia—and un-
derproduction or hunger means trouble on
the farms—is trouble for Ehrushchev.
Hunger dims Khrushchev's popularity and
darkens the enthusiasm for communism.
The roly-poly Russian leader himself has
sald: “A dry spoon scrapes the tongue.”

Ehrushchev has some problems to fulfill—
promises he made to the peasants and the
city folks—about what Russians would be
eating in the 1960's. These have
sounded hollow to the Russians who must
pay allegiance to Ehrushchev—Russians who
have learned to depend upon a bread and
potatoes diet. -

In 1958 Ehrushchev boasted that by 1970
the average Russian would have 50 percent
more food than the average American—a

September 24

boast that, based on Soviet agricultural ac-
complishments in the past 5 years, makes
KEhrushchev look like a phony braggart.

But what better way to increase Khru-
shchev's popularity with his people, what
better way to inject new:life into the Soviet
citizenry's acceptance of communism, than
to help fill their stomachs?

Observers of the Soviet agricultural scene
have sald that the real reason the farm prob-
lem has been chronic in Russia is that not
enough capital investment has been directed
to the farms,

Edward Crankshaw, British commentator
on Soviet affairs, wrote in the New York
Times magazine about a year ago: “Not
enough capital investment has gone into
agriculture, either in cash or in brains. And
the reason for this is that it cannot be
spared. It is needed for other things—above
all, the development of Russla's war econ-
omy."”

And is there any reason to think that in
12 months things have changed? Does the
signing of the test ban treaty, which pos-
sibly may become the loop that will go
around the free world's defense neck, indi-
cate a lessening of defense preparation in
Russia?

Khrushchev needs food to satisfy the peo-
ple. He needs food to get maximum per-
formance from his industrial workers—for
can an undernourished worker maintain the
tempo of a modern-day production line?

There is no evidence that the Russlans
have veered from their 20-year plan which
places emphasis on the production of steel,
coal, and oil, all necessary to wage war.
There is no evidence that the Russians have
reduced their headlong drive for space su-
premacy. And there is no evidence that the
agriculture sector of the Soviet economy is
recelving the capital nor brains to make it
produce what is needed for a fully powerful
nation.

Khrushchev has some of the fates of na-
ture against him when it comes to solving
the agriculture problem. The greater part
of the Soviet Union's 504 million acres of
tilled land lies farther north than Nova
Scotia. In areas of Russia where the grow-
ing season is long, moilsture is insufficient;
and in areas where moisture is sufficient, the
growing season is short. Russian farmers
are lucky, observers say, to get two bumper
crops out of five plantings.

With such an unpredictable agriculture,
Ehrushchev and his friends in the Presidium
certainly welcome the Canadian gesture—
the sale of wheat,

Three midwest Senators—Senator GeorGe
McGoverN, Senator HuserT H. HUMPHREY
of Minnesota and Senator MiuToN R. YoUNG
of North Dakota—all urged this week a new
look at U.S. policy on wheat exports to
Russia.

“I'm for feeding the people, even if they
read Karl Marx,” HUMPHREY said,

With the Canadians and the Australians
already selling to the Soviets and their bloc
nations, the arguments runs that the United
States might as well get a chunk of the
wheat business.

But is it right, when the United States is
footing the bulk of the defense bill for all
of the free world, that allies like Canada and
Australia should undercut the defense effort
with wheat sales to the Communists?

Proponents of the sale of wheat argue
that the sale of wheat has no bearing on the
defense efforts of either the free or Soviet
world, but this argument is hardly
acceptable.

No nation ever fought a war on an empty
stomach. Russia would be ill-prepared to
fight a war with its food problems. If the
United States helps fill those Russian and
bloe nation stomachs, then our enemies can
only be stronger.

Dealing with the Russians and their bloc
friends would be an easy way to solve two
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pressing problems facing the New Frontier—
the problem of farm surpluses, and the prob-
lem of dollar deficiencies in the world trade.

But this expedient solution would certainly
be costly to the freedom and security of the
United States and the Western World in the
long run.

DEATH OF SENATOR KEFAUVER—
RESOLUTION

Mr. BURDICE. Mr. President, the
mayor and Board of City Commissioners
of Fargo—North Dakota's largest city—
recently adopted a resolution expressing
their heartfelt sympathy at the untimely
passing of Senator Estes Kefauver..

: t?: Mayor Lashkowitz said in his
etter:

We, here in Fargo, N. Dak., felt particu-
larly close to Senator Eefauver because of
his many visits over the years in which he
established strong and enduring friendships.
We also recall with deep appreciation the
efforts that he exerted in behalf of our city
ir 19567 when our community was stricken
with the great tornado disaster that year.

Mayor Lashkowitz went on to say in his
letter transmitting the resolution:

Benator Kefauver has left an indelible mark
upon those who were privileged to know him.
American history will record him as one of
the genuine humanitarians of our time, a
man who placed principle above political
expediency in all of his public actions,

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the resolution be inserted at
this point in the REcorb.

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

DEATH OF SENATOR EEFAUVER—RESOLUTION

President Lashkowlitz offered the following
resolution and moved its adoption:

“Be it resolved by the Board of City Com-
missioners of the City of Fargo:

“Whereas the Honorable Estes EKefauver,
distinguished senior U.8. Senator from the
State of Tennessee, has passed on to his
eternal rest, unexpectedly shocking and sad-
dening the entire Nation and freemen every-
where; and

“Whereas the Honorable Estes Kefauver,
during his lifetime, distinguished himself as
the foremost fighter for good clean govern-
ment and was renown as a fighter for the
rights of the individual human being without
regard to race, color, or creed; and

“Whereas the Honorable Estes Eefauver
waged a courageous lifelong battle against in-
justice and human suffering and fought con-
tinually for a better society for all mankind;
and

‘“Whereas the Honorable Estes EKefauver,
during the course of his distinguished career
visited the city of Fargo, N. Dak.,, on many
occasions and had earned the admiration, re-
spect, and friendship of many citizens of our
city including Mayor Herschel Lashkowits,
who in 1952 earnestly fought to advance Sen-
ator Eefauver to the Presidency of the United
States and received the Honorable Estes
Eefauver at a historic gathering in the Red
River Valley near Buxton, N. Dak,, at which
nearly 30,000 people were in attendance, at
which time Senator Kefauver convinced the
people of this area of his knowledge and un-
derstanding of our problems and of his deep
interest and concern for the well-being of
this area; and

“Whereas in the year 1957, Senator Estes
Eefauver earnestly and devotedly took the
floor of the U.S, Senate championing the
cause of disaster-stricken Fargo in its re-
covery efforts following the tornado disaster
of 1957; and
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“Whereas Senator Estes Kefauver at all
times responded to the needs of those in dis-
tress wherever the call may emanate and
served nobly, courageously, and at great
sacrifice to his own health and personal com=-
fort; and

“Whereas it is the considered feeling of the
Fargo City Commission that Estes Kefauver
has earned himself a secure niche in the his-
tory of our country as a great American
statesman who served his beloved Nation and
the cause of mankind with rare devotion and
was indeed the very embodiment of the
essence of American patriotism and was
rightfully recognized as a friend of all man-
kind in the continuing human struggle for
a better soclety for each and every individ-
ual human being no matter where he lives:
Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the Fargo City Commis-
sion does hereby express their deep and pro-
found sorrow and sadness upon the untime-
ly passing of that great American statesman,
the Honorable Estes Kefauver, who had en-
deared himself to the people of this area and
the city of Fargo by his many acts of friend-
ship and loyalty as manifested throughout
the years; and be it further

“Resolved, That this expression of sorrow
upon the passing of our beloved friend, the
Honorable Estes EKefauver, be spread upon
the permanent minutes of the Fargo City
Commission, and that certified copies be for-
warded to the family of our dear friend, the
Honorable Estes Kefauver, and that coples
be furnished to the presiding officer of the
U.8. Senate, the congressional delegation of
the State of North Dakota for introduction
into the CONGRESSIONAL REcoOrD, and also to
the Governor of the State of Tennessee and
the two U.S. Benators from the State of
Tennessee, with the request that this resolu-
tion be called to the attention of the Ten-
nessee Legislature and the press, radio, and
television of the State of Tennessee.”

Second by McCannel, On the vote being
taken on the question of the adoption of the
resolution oners Markey, Oakey,
Lashkowitz, and McCannel all voted aye.

Absent and not voting: Commissioner

en.

The acting vice president declared the res-
olution to have been duly passed and
adopted.

HERSCHEL LASHEOWITE,
Mayor and President, Board of City Com~
missioners, Fargo, N. Dak.

Attest:
M. C. FREMSTAD,
Deputy City Auditor.

ORGANIZATION AND OPERATION OF
THE SENATE

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, re-
cently the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
TaLmapGe]l, and the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Crark] appeared on the
NBC-TV Network Show, “Today.” Ina
very fine and lively fashion they dis-
cussed the organization and operation of
the U.S. Senate, the committee assign-
ments and the seniority system. Their
timely discussion is worthy indeed and
should have wider circulation.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy
of these remarks be inserted in the Rec-
ORD as in the morning hour.

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

ORGANIZATION AND OPERATION OF THE SENATE

Huca Downs. The U.S. Senate has re-
peatedly been described as the most exclu-
sive club in the world—in fact, to some it is
known as the club, or the inner sanctum.
Last February, Pennsylvania's Democratic
Senator JoserH CLARK rose on the Senate
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floor to denounce this group. He defined it
as the bipartisan Southern Democratic
Repubucunmdmemtlve coalition, which
he alleged ran the Senate—he called it the
establishment. The Senate establishment, he
said, is almost the antithesis of democracy,
what might be called a self-perpetuating
oligarchy, Well, some of BSenator CLARK'S
colleagues insisted the establishment exists
only in the mind of the Senator from Penn-
sylvania—and not in reality. =

Georgia's Senator HERMAN TALMADGE takes
this stand, and our Washington correspond-
ent, Martin Agronsky, has asked Senator
Crark and Senator TALMADGE to examine the
establishment concept for us this morning.
Martin?

Mr. AcroNsKY. Good morning, Hugh.
Senator TAvLmApnce, let’s begin with your
examination of the establishment. Does it
exist—or how do you think of it?

Senator TALmADGE. No, it doesn't exist.
It reminds me of an old song or poem that
I heard many years ago—"The other day
upon the stair, I saw a man who wasn't
there; he wasn't there again today—gee, how
I wish he would go away.”

Of course, we have 100 Members of the
Senate. We're all pald the same salary. We
have the same opportunity to speak; we
have the same opportunity to vote; we have
the same opportunity to make motions, and
every Senator has an equal voice in the Sen-
ate. Now that’s not to mean that some Sen-
ators do not have more influence than others,
The Senate, of course, is like everything else.
The more your judgment or your integrity
is respected, the longer your length of serv-
ice, the greater your knowledge—that Sena-
tor is likely to be more influential than the
Senator who has been there a very short pe-
riod of time. And I would suspect that it
varies from issue to issue. In the Senate,
for instance, perhaps Chairman FULBRIGHT
of the Foreign Relations Committee would
probably be the most influential Senator with
reference to treaties, I would suspect
that Senator RusserLL would be the most
influential Senator with reference to matters
relating to the armed services. And to mat-
ters relating to urban affairs in the cities, I
would suspect that our friend here, Senator
Crarg, is one of the most influential Mem-
bers of the Senate.

Senator CLARE. HErMAN, I'm interested at
what you say, and of course, needless to say,
I disagree with it. I'm reminded of what
Pavr DoucrLAs said about the establishment,
He reminded us of the medieval king who
was sald to have a very fine suit of clothes,
and everybody was supposed to say to the
king, “My, what a magnificent suit of
clothes,” One day a little boy stood up and
sald, “Why the king is naked—he hasn't got
any clothes on at all.” And I feel that way
about the establishment. When you give it
visibility, it becomes clear that it exists.
Who is it—it's largely the chairmen of the
most important committees, all Democrats,
of course, and the ranking Republican mem-
bers—the senior members. They come pretty
close to running the important committees
of the Senate—Appropriations, Finance,
Armed Services, Foreign Relations. They're
losing their control, because through the
Democratic steering committee, which makes
the committee assignments, and the Repub-
lican committee on committees which makes
the assignments of the Republican Senators,
they can put their dwindling troops where
they'll think they'll do the most good, but
they haven't got enough strength any more
to control all of the committees, so those of
us who are Eennedy men, or liberals, and
there are some fine liberals in the Republi-
can Party, are gradually creeping up on the
establishment, and taking over.

But it still rules the roost in those im-
portant areas where it can kill the program
of the President of the United States,
through its wundemocratic action, which
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1gnores party platforms, which to my way

f thinking lgnores the wishes of the con-
stituentg of many of the members of the
establishment, and thus creates what I have
called an oligarchy with slight overtones of
plutocracy.

Mr. Acronsky, All right, Senator CLARK,
could we make it a bit more visible? Who
are they?

Senator TaLmapce. I would suspect, if I
may have a word at this point——

Mr. AcronskY. Yes, indeed, Senator TaL-
MADGE.

Senator Tarmapce. I would suspect that
Senator Doucras is also gazing upon the
stair. Now the foremost exponent of this
philosophy which my friend JoE espouses,
and he wrote some remarks in Joe's book,
“Senate Establishment,” is the great liberal
professor, James MacGregor Burns. He ap-
peared on “Meet the Press” last December,
and he sald the basic thing wrong with our
political gystem is that our Government was
set up to be a divided Government with in-
ternal checks. On that same program, he
says today it Is imperative that we have a
strong national government, but we still
have the old constitutional checks.

Finally, when Professor Burns was asked
bluntly if he wanted to give all power to
the President, his reply was that he wanted
to improve the Congress. In other words his
idea was Congress should not say, “No,” it
should only say, “Yes.” It should not be
called an equal; it should be subordinate and
amenable. Now the legislative power Is vest-
ed in the Congress of the United States, and
I think that is where it properly belongs, and
I favor the retention of that power in the
Congress, and I think that this attack is an
attack against constitutional and represent-
atlve government itself.

Senator CLAarRK. I have no quarrel with the
first part of your statement, Herman, but my
good Iriend, my point is that if you are
going to have a system of checks and bal-
ances, and whether we like it or not, we've
got it under the Constitution, each of those
checks should be reasonably democratic, at
least the legislature. And my gquarrel with
the establishment is that it has destroyed
democracy in the Senate, and it has substi-
tuted oligarchy. Now, Martin, you asked me
a minute or two ago who is the establish-
ment—we have to distinguish between the
establishment and the bipartisan coalition,
which in many—but not all—instances have
the votes for the measures which they pro-
pose. The establishment, to my way of
thinking, are the leaders of the bipartisan
coalition. I suppose the most outstanding
one is my good friend, and HeErRMAN'S col-
league, RicHARD RUsSSELL. He is really the
uncrowned king of the establishment.

Mr. AcroNsky. How does he exercise his
powers—an uncrowned king?

Senator CrLarx, Well, Dick is on pretty
nearly all the important committees in the
Senate. He is on the Steering Committee, he
is on the Policy Committee, he is on the
Appropriations Committee, he is on the
Armed Services Committee, and then he sits
in, in this very informal way, which we have
in the Senate—there is nothing overt, there
is nothing in writing, but they all confer to-
gether, to agree on sort of a policy. I am
on the Steering Committee.

Mr. AcroNSKY, Well, doesn’t he use his in-
fluence then, to persuade the other Senators,
and if they wish to reject his influence,
couldn’t they?

Senator CLark. Yes, of course, they could.
But he has with him a number of people—
most of them from the South—in the Re-
publican Party, many of them from the Mid-
dle West, who have the same philosophy
which he has. This is a philosophy which
glorifies the status quo. This is a philosophy
which is opposed to change. This philosophy
has brought together with it through the
device of seniority in the one-party States,
a group of very conservative people who feel
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the way he does. My objection to it is, not
that they feel that way—that’s their right—
not that they get reelected, if they get re-
elected, God bless them—but that they exer-
cise an undue influence on the practices, the
rules, the procedures of the Senate, so that
the welght of thelr vote is vastly more than
the weight of mine.

Senator TALMADGE. What Jog's saying in
effect is that the Senators don't exercise good
judgment., Now each Senator votes his con-
victions on a partlicular Issue. The so-called
coalition changes every time there’s a new
issue before the Senate. I don't recall any
time that the Democratic Party has ever
voted as a unit in the Senate except on the
organization of the Senate. I don't recall
that at any time the Republican Party has
voted as a unlt in the Senate except in the
area of civil rights. And they've done that
on two different occasions. Now if there is
an establishment in the Senate, JoE must be
the chalrman of the board, because he's on
six different committees, Banking and Cur-
rency, Labor and Welfare, Rules and Admin-
istration, Special Committee on the Aged,
Joint Committee on the Library, and the
Steering Committee. Now I don’'t know
another Member of the Senate that’s on six
different committees—there may be, but I
don't recall offhand. Now, I agree with what
Senator CLARK has sald with reference to my
distinguished colleague, Senator RUSSELL, in
part. He's been in the Senate 30 years. He's
made it his life’'s work; he's dedicated, he
studies all the time; he works at his job—he
knows the rules of the Senate better than
anyone. He doesn't speak idly when he gets
on the floor of the Senate. I think people
have confidence in his judgment, and he has
great persuasive powers.

But to have persuasive powers in the Sen-
nate doesn’'t mean that you are chairman of
an oligarchy. It means that Senators accept
your judgment to a greater degree than they
do other Senators.

Senator Craex. Let me make two com-
ments, if I may, Herman. In the first place
you can't vote your convictlons unless you
get a chance to vote, and Senator RuUSSELL
and your colleagues who are opposed to the
whole civil rights program have been very
effective through the use of the filibuster,
to prevent us, who would like to vote on that
question, from ever really voting on the
merits. You just talk and talk and talk
until we give up. Now earlier this year, 56
Senators went on record as being in favor
of changing that fillbuster rule which the
establishment uses to prevent a vote on the
merits, and yet because of peculiar rules of
the Senate, for which the establishment is
largely responsible, we never got a chance—
we 56 to change that rule.

Now let me say another word, more or less
in a lighter vein, about your suggestion
that I'm the chairman of the board. These
committees I serve on are what I think are
known in the local argot as turkeys—nobody
really wants to serve on them.

Senator TaLmapce, Not by any means.

Senator CrAarkx. Please, I know you're going
to let me finish here. When we came to the
steering committee this year, we couldn’t
get anybody to volunteer to go on Banking
and Currency—it was a vacancy—we had to
shanghai young Tom McINTYRE and put him
on there. He wouldn't volunteer. Nobody
wanted to go on Labor and Public Welfare;
we had to take the President’s brother,
Teppy EENnNeEDY, by the ears and say you're
going to go on where your brother used to
serve, Rules and Administration is a place
nobody wants to go. The Speclal Committee
on the Aging I'm resigning from, because,
frankly, I don't think I can help very much,
and the Joint Committee on the Library—
boy, boy, boy, that sure influences national
policy.

Senator TaLmADGE. You are still ex-
tremely—I think those are very nt
committees, Now we have had an opportu-
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nity to vote on your philosophy in the Sen=-
ate. You've made a series of speeches,
critical of the Senate to face matters up
in the Democratic conference, and even on
the floor of the Senate. And in the early
part of the year when we were organizing
the committees, you had a resolution to pack
the Finance Committee, to increase the num-
ber from 17 to 21. Your vote lost on the
floor of the Senate by 68 to 17. In other
words, 75 percent of the Democrats voted
against you, and 90 percent of the Republi-
cans. You had a resolution to pack the Ap-
propriation Committee—your point of view
lost 70 to 12. Eighty-nine percent of the
Democrats voted against you—89 percent of
the Republicans voted against you. Now
that, I think, clearly indicates that the Sen-
ate itself, both Democrats and Republicans,
certainly don't accept your view on this
matter.

Senator CLarRE. What you say, HErMAN, is
factually and entirely correct. I don't like
that word “pack”™ because it goes back to
the Supreme Court controversy. I prefer the
word "unstack.” I wanted to unstack those
committees which are presently stacked,
agalnst the President of the United States
and his programs. What I proposed in terms
of increasing the size of the committees is to
restore them to a size which they had a good
many years ago when they were unstacked,
and where the President had a fair shake,

However, I must say this. You're quite
right about the vote. I took a bad licking.
I like to think of it as the first battle of
Bull Run.

Mr. AGRONSBKY. Senator CrLark, may I ask
you this. You said in your first speech, you
referred in your first speech, to the 1913 so-
called revolution of the U.S. Senate, in which
a majority of the Members of the Senate
overturned the seniority system, got rid of
all the committee chairmen that they didn’t
like, restacked the committees—if you want
to put it that way—and ran the Senate as
they wished. What is there to prevent you
this afternoon, going to the Senate of the
United States, finding men of minds like
your own, and doing exactly that this after-
noon, if you could convince a majority.

Senator CLARK. One very important thing,
Martin. I haven't got the votes. Some day
I will have, and it may come as early as
January of 1965, when in my opinion, Pres-
ident Kennedy, having been reelected, will
find that he must intervene in this Senate
fracas, in order to assure that his program
gets a falr shake, else he will go down in
history as the President who couldn’t get his
legislative program through. All we need
to win is the leadership—not the establish-
ment. We need the majority leaders—we've
got the whip, It would be useful if we could
Bl

Senator TALMADGE. That's SBenator Hom-
PHREY——

Benator Crark. Yeah. If we could get the
President pro tempore, but I'm afraid we
won't—if the leadership had been with me,
in January, I would have won. I'm distin-
guishing between the leadership, but Mans-
FIELD Opposed me.

Mr, AcRONSKY. You are separating the
President pro tempore, who is the Vice Pres-
ident of the United States, LyNpoN JOHNSON,
from the liberal——

Senator CLARK. No, CARL HAYDEN.

Mr. AcroNsKY. I see what you mean.

Senator Crarx, That is a separate office,
Martin,

Senator TaLmance. Of course what JoE was
saying, in effect, the seniority system is all

. We ought to disregard it, after al-
most 200 years in the history of our Republic.
I disagree with that. The seniority system of
course Is not perfect, but it is the best sys-
tem we have. I think the longer a man
serves in the Senate, the more knowledgeable
and the more influential he becomes. I think
that is true if he is working in a business.
I do not think a man that takes a job for
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NBEC today is as qualified to run the business
as the man who has had the job for 30 years.
I think a man who has lived in a community
for a long period of time is probably more in-
fluential than one who moves in there to-
morrow. It is not perfect by any means, but
there is no system that could be devised that
would be perfect.

Senator Crarx, I think that you have—I
am sure inadvertently somewhat misstated
my views about the seniority system. I have
no serious objection to the seniority system.
Actually the establishment ignored it nine
times in January, in order to put junior Sena-
tors, most of whom were in favor of the fili-
buster rule against cloture, in important
committee positions, and ignored an equal
number of Senators who had voted for clo~
ture, who needed the positions for their re-
election campaigns, but they did not get the
jobs. Now, seniority, I think is fine, in the
ordinary course, but I say seniority ought to
be disregarded when those who would benefit
by it are not really Democrats at all, in the
sense that they follow the national platform,
in the sense that they will support the suc-
cessful Democratic candidates for Presidency,
but who either opposed him in the election,
or refused to support his program when they
got back to the Senate.

Senator TaLmapGe. May I quote a famous
liberal, at this point—chairman of the
Democratic conference, majority leader of
the U.8. Senate. When Senator CLARK con-
cluded his series of speeches, the majority
leader sald, “The Senator from Pennsylvania
is within his rights when he tilts his lance
and charges at the windmill of evils he per-
ceives which exist in the Senate.”

Mr. AcrOoNsKY. Well, gentlemen, I am
afraild we are going to have to continue this
debate on the floor of the Senate, and thank
you both very much. Hugh?

Mr. Downs. Thank you, Martin, and gen-
tlemen.

THE SLEEPING BEAR DUNES STORY

Mr. HART. Mr. President, the Public
Lands Subcommittee of the Senate In-
terior Committee will soon take up in
executive session the Hart-McNamara
bill (8. 792) to establish in Michigan the
Sleeping Bear Dunes National Lakeshore.

Particularly timely, therefore, is a
series of three carefully documented ar-
ticles on this proposal by News Photog-
rapher-Columnist Doug Fulton of the
Ann Arbor, Mich., News. In these three
articles the author does a brilliant job of
summarizing the facts, giving the pros
and cons, and managing it all in highly
readable fashion. I am delighted that
other Booth newspapers have seen fit to
carry these articles in our State. In so
doing they are performing a real public
service. For many of their readers, this
will be the first time that they have had
access to the full story.

May I call to the attention of my col-
leagues two or three points which bear
underlining. First of all, the author tells
us that “many of those opposing S. 792
are still fighting the original bill, and
have only a hazy idea of the elaborate
safeguards written into this latest ver-
sion.” He points out that these safe-
guards against condemnation are much
more strictly drawn and are more lib-
eral—for the homeowner—“than with
any of the other seashore laws passed by
Congress.” Significantly, Mr. Fulton
notes that it is impossible to say how
many people within the area favor the
proposal ‘“for most of them hesitate to
speak up against the vocal and militant
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opposition of the Citizens Council. Some
who have done so have been subject to
ostracism and boycott.”

Do we need the Sleeping Bear area?

The thought of the thousands of acres al-
ready under State or Federal control in
Michigan causes many people to wonder if
taking another area is justified at all. But
if these lands are examined, the gquestion
answers itself.

Mr. President, I believe it is important
for all the Members of the Senate to
have the information contained in this
comprehensive series, and I therefore
ask unanimous consent that the articles
which appeared in the Ann Arbor News
on September 16, 17, and 18, 1963, be in-
serted in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

[From the Ann Arbor (Mich.) News, Sept.
16, 1963]

New Winp SwirrLs THROUGH SLEEPING BEAR
COUNTRY

(Eprror’'s NOTE—AS it has been for some
years, the proposal to create a mnational
lakeshore recreation area in northern
Michigan's Sleeping Bear country is making
news and stirring controversy. In a three-
part series of articles starting today, Ann
Arbor News Photographer-Columnist Doug
Fulton provides detailed information regard-
ing the proposals, the background, and the
controversy. Prior to making his report,
Fulton spent 3 days “prowling around” the
Sleeping Bear area, talking with residents
and looking at the country. He also read all
of the 435-page official report of the Wash-
ington and Frankfort hearings on the issue.)

(By Doug Fulton)

Since the last glacier melted and moved
northward, the winds of change have blown
and swirled over the Sleeping Bear country.

Today these winds continue to work their
magle over this magnificent dune which
towers 460 feet above the waters of Lake
Michigan at the base of the Leelanau Penin-
sula, the “little finger” of Michigan,

There is a new wind swirling around the
Bear today. It is also a wind of r
But this wind is manmade. It is the wind
of controversy.

There are, at present, several bills before
Congress to turn BSleeping Bear and its
environs into a national lakeshore recrea-
tion area to be administered by the National
Park Service.

One of these bills (S. T92), introduced
into the Senate by Senators HarT and Mc-
Namara (an identical bill in the House, H.R.
4201, is sponsored by Representative Nemw
SraEBLER), would encompass 77,000 acres of
land, including not only the Bear, the Lake
Michigan shoreline surrounding it, and the
offshore island of South Manitou, but also
Glen Lake and the surrounding high ridges
which overlook some of the most beautiful
scenery in the whole of Michigan.

This bill is the third revision of the Hart-
McNamara proposal. The original bill
caused such consternation among the people
of the area and such resentment toward the
National Park Service that it has been hard
to get fair consideration of this proposal.

Many of those opposing 8. 792 are still
fighting the original bill, and have only a
hagzy idea of the elaborate safeguards written
into this latest revision.

Another bill, HR. 2400, was introduced
this year by Representative RosBERT GRIFFIN.
He represents the district in which the rec-
reation area would be located.

At first, under heavy pressure from his
constituents, Representative GRIFFIN Wwas
unwilling to admit the necessity for any kind
of Federal project within the area. Grad-
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ually, however, he came to realize the neces-
sity of preserving at least a portion of the
area and introduced a bill of his own.

The Griffin bill would encompass an area
of 37,000 acres, principally along the Lake
Michigan shoreline adjacent to the Bear. He
would not take in any of the inland lake
area, but in order to provide more land and
shoreline, he would include North Manitou
Island. This island, less spectacularly
scenic than South Manitou, has about 14,000
acres and a shoreline of 22.5 miles.

Both Senator HArT and the Park Service
agree that North Manitou would be a wel-
come addition, but not at the expense of the
inland areas.

It is the inclusion of these inland areas
which has stirred the winds of controversy
and provided the basic difference in the two
opposing bills. This is a difference not only
of area, but of philosophy. To understand
it one must look at the history of the Na-
tional Park Service.

The national park system in this country
began with the desire to save for posterity
some of our most beautiful scenery so that
all of the people of the United States could
enjoy it. This was a new concept in 1872,
when Yellowstone National Park was dedi-
cated and it was unique with the United
States. Since then many other countries
have studied the system and copied it.

Basically, these parks were areas of great
beauty and were there only to look at. A
few essential services (roads, camps, nature
trails, naturalist-guides, etc.) have been
added, but 95 percent of the total area is
land left in its natural condition.

Some of these parks were established after
men had already made inroads into the terri-
tory. Some of them had private holdings
within the boundaries.

Because the concept of the national parks
required that they be in their natural con-
dition, it has been the policy to eliminate
these inholdings whenever and by whatever
means possible.

(The Park Service has not always been
gentle in this respect, and as a result has in-
curred in some quarters a reputation as a
land-grabbing bureaucracy. As a result of
this reputation, a blue-ribbon committee of
well-known conservationists has been ap-
pointed to an advisory board to help formu-
late policy for the National Park BService.
Vice chairman of the committee is Dr. Stan-
ley A. Cain, of the University of Michigan,
who is also chairman of the Michigan Con-
servation Commission.)

Another category of lands administered by
the Park Service is historic sites and monu-
ments. These are small units and include
buildings—such as Independence Hall-—and
historic sites—such as the Mesa Verde cliff
dwellings.

In the last few years, necessity has forced
the National Park Service to adopt a new
category with entirely different rules.

It has long been recognized we have re-
maining few wilderness areas of the caliber
of our national parks. But our population
is expanding, our leisure time increasing,
and our whole pattern of vacation and recre-
ation is changing because of our new express-
ways and increased mobility, The demand
for recreational facilities grew far faster than
at any time in our history. And a look into
the future suggested this need would in-
crease.

In 1957, in the Eisenhower administra-
tion, Secretary of the Interior Fred Seaton
authorized the National Park Service to con-
duct a nationwide survey of seashore areas.
This operation was financed, not by the Gov-
ernment, but by the private donation of $1
million from the Mellon Foundation.

The purpose of this survey was to pin-
point areas of national significance which
might be developed for recreational purposes,
Shorelines were emphasized in this survey
because they had long been neglected as
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recreational sites and were rapidly disap-
pearing into private ownership.

(The report of the Outdoor Recreation Re-
sources Review Commission, authorized by
Congress to study the entire recreation prob-
lem in the United States, estimated that 90
percent of our shoreline is in private control
and only 5 to 7 percent s avallable to the

general public.)

The t report of the Park Serv-

ice designated 12 remaining shoreline op-

tles, of which three (Sleeping Bear,
Pictured Rocks, and the Huron Mountains)
were in the State of Michigan.

This preliminary report recommended the
further study of the Sleeping Bear area to
include “nearly 30,000 acres and a shoreline
of 35 miles.,” This survey was taken from
the air, and that the report was made pri-
marily from the results of aerial mapping.

A more detailed investigation, also made
possible through private donation, showed
the desirability of enlargement of the area
from the original 30,000 acres to about 92,000
acres. This additional acreage made possible
the inclusion of many extremely valuable
natural features of the land and geological
remnants which told the story of the eflects
of the glaclers on Michigan. It also allowed
sufficient room for development of subsidi-
ary features, such as roads, camp and picnic
grounds, ete.

As the Park Service noted in ifs final re-
port, “It is the unusual combination of sce-
nie, scientific, and recreational features that
gives national significance to the Sleeping
Bear reglon.”

The reports on these shoreline areas, how-
ever, while detailing their scenlc and recrea-
tional features, outlined a few disadvantages.
Some of the best areas had extensive de-
veloped areas within them. They were not
wilderness areas, and were unsuitable for
development as true natlonal parks. But
they were so valuable that a means had to be
found to preserve them.

Out of all this came the concept of the
seashore (or lakeshore) recreational area.
Several of these areas already have been ap-
proved by Congress—Cape Cod, Point Reyes,
and Padre Island. All presented problems
with inholdings of one kind or another.

Most of the arguments and denunciations
heard about the Bear area project were also
heard in the Cape Cod dispute. It was a
“land grab"—"“the Park Service wants to
take our homes"—"the inalienable right of a
man to own private property is being
abolished.”

Fortunately the Cape Cod bill was given
bipartisan support in both the State and
national legislature (something that seems
impossible to obtain, even on the smallest
issues, in the State of Michigan), and the
bill

There has been little grumbling on the
Cape after a year of operation as a seashore
recreation area. Safeguards bullt into the
bill have allowed people to keep their homes,
And, with the Federal Government to en-
force the provisions of local zoning, many
residents apparently feel they are more ade-
quateE;fpwotected against overdevelopment

than

The safeguards built into the Hart bill are
even more stringent. The second paragraph
of the bill specifically states that “In de-
veloping the lakeshore, full recognition shall
be given to protecting the private properties
for the enjoyment of their owners.”

Senator HarT has compromised on the
original 92,000-acre proposal of the Park
Service, Some individuals and organizations
feel that even the 77,000-acre Hart bill will
be too small, and have recommended more
than 100,000 acres. Representative GrRIFFIN,
meanwhile, has introduced his bill ealling for
37,000 acres.

But there is more than just an acreage
difference in the bills.

Representative GrrrFmn's bill would be
more in the line of a small natlonal park,
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even though he calls it a lakeshore recreation
area. It ¥ avoid taking in
most of the developed areas, even though
this would mean the loss of valuable

of the landscape. He feels the problems of
administration of large areas of private
homes would be too great. He belleves that
local zoning can hold the line against in-
creased commercialization,

Senator HArT, on the other hand, believes
that private homes and public use areas can
exist together If the total area is of adequate
dimension. He is also concerned about the
protection and development of the high
ridges, the scenic overlooks, which surround
the area.

One of these in particular, privately owned
Miller Hills, has already been subject to re-
peated trespass and is in danger of uncon-
trolled erosion because of inadequate access
roads.

Of the 10 scenic overlooks provided for
in the Hart bill, only three are included in
the Griffin proposal. Proponents of the Hart
bill place great emphasis on these overlooks,
pointing out that the whole landscape is
dominated by them, and high-intensity com-
merclalization of them would change the
character of the whole area. The Park Serv-
ice plans, if the overlooks are included within
the boundaries, to build scenic drives to
them.

Senator HarT also fears the loss of im-
portant scentific and education features of
the land if these are not included within
the boundaries. One swipe of a bulldozer,
he points out, could destroy evidence of
glaciation that had been built for thousands
of years.

Senator Hart also points out the example
of commercialization on the fringes of tourist
areas such as has occurred in other parts of
the country, and the futility of local zoning
ordinances In coping with pressure from
commercial interests.

[From the Ann Arbor (Mich.) News,
Sept. 17, 1963]
Duwnes Issur OBJECcTIONS NOTED,
ANSWERS OFFERED
(By Doug Fulton)

What are the objections to a recreation
area at the Sleeping Bear Dunes and how do
the people of the affected area (at the base
of the Leelanau Peninsula) feel about it?

It seems to be axiomatic, in our civilized
world, that people, while desiring progress,
resist change,

The people of the Bear are resisting this
change, a change they know is coming and
are powerless to stop, with all the resources
at thelr command.

A cltizens' council of area residents has
spent more than $25,000 to defeat the bills.

Many of the homeowners in the area (and
the people who have summer homes on the
inland lakes but are not resident the year
round) are against any kind of Federal
project.

Some of these residents feel that if there
has to be a bill at all, they would rather have
the Griffin proposal for 37,000 acres.

Others, concerned about their status if
they are on the immediate outskirts of an
area such as is proposed, would prefer the
Hart bill, for 77,000 acres, to protect their
homes against honky-tonk encroachment.

There are other residents who would like
to see a Federal recreation area at the Bear.
It is Impossible to say how many are in this
category, for most of them hesitate to speak
up against the vocal and militant opposition
of the citizens' council. Some who have
done so have been subject to ostraclsm and
boycott.

Those who favor the mnational lakeshore
area point to the pressure already evident in
the area of increased tourist business. Many
of these people would prefer the status quo
of an uncrowded tourist community, but
they look ahead 20 or 40 years from now,
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when transportation will be even more
swift and cities to the south more crowded,
and wonder just how long they can hold out
before the onslaught.

They also point to the advantages of a
planned increase in tourism. Speakers be-
fore the Subcommittee on Public Lands of
the Senate spoke of unemployment in the
area and the increased dependence of the
economy on the tourist dollar.

But to get to some of the objections raised
by the citlzen's council and others testifying
against the bill.

1. “It is the policy of the Park Service to
eliminate all inholdings—our property will
be condemned.”

2. “We don't need a park here. Michigan
already has thousands of acres of State for-
est and national forest and State-owned
lands of all kinds which nobody is using.
(At this point a highway map of Michigan
is displayed showing large green areas desig-
nating public-owned land.) Why isn't this
land developed for parks?"

3. "It will be too expensive. Estimates are
that it will cost $17 million.”

4. “It's too far from the people.”

5. “We already have a natlonal park in
Michigan and only 6,000 people visit that
in a year.”

6. The State of Michigan can do the job
Jjust as well without bringing the Federal
Government into it.”

T. “What about our schools and govern-
ment units? If you take all this property
off the tax rolls, how are we going to pay
for our schools and services?”

8. “New construction in the area is almost
at a standstill because of all the confusion
about the park. You can't build a cottage on
the lake because anything built after July 1,
1961, is subject to condemnation.”

9. “People have the inalienable constitu-
tional right to own property and to use it as
they see fit.”

All of these points have been answered in
Senate hearings and elsewhere, but they are
still being brought up whenever discussions
of the bill occur. Taking them up in order:

1. It is true the policy of the Park Service
is to eliminate all inholdings within the
boundaries of the true national parks, but
this would not be & national park. It would
be a national lakeshore recreation area. And
there is quite a difference in the two concepts.
If only “lakeshore recreation area” had a
shorter, or catchler, title, most of the con-
fusion would die out.

Condemnation is severely limited in the
Hart bill and is spelled out in detail.

To begin with, two separate areas are rec-
ognized within the boundaries. One of these
is called the “inland lakeshore residential
area.” This is carefully plotted in the bill
and includes about 2,600 acres (this could be
increased to 3,600 by an ad commis-
slon), primarily around Platte Lake, Little
Platte Lake, Glen Lake, and Little Traverse
Lake. This is the area in which most of
the present development is concentrated.

The other area is simply called “lakeshore”
and refers to the rest of the land within the
boundaries of the Sleeping Bear Dunes Na-
tional “Lakeshore.”

Improved property within the “lakeshore’
area, and any property within the “inland
lakeshore residential area” is exempt from
condemnation (and this is specifically stated
in the bill) if it conforms to properly set up
local zoning ordinances, or in the absence of
such ordinances, if it conforms to the zoning
standards set up in the bill. These zo
regulations are intended to protect the char-
acter of the lakeshore as it now is, and to
prevent destruction of scenic values.

This private property which is exempted
from condemnation can be deeded to one's
heirs or sold to another party, subject only
to the zoning laws. There is no time limit
on this—it is in perpetuity.

Furthermore, in all cases of suspected vio-
lation of zoning, the burden of proof shall
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be on the Park Service. Even If violation is
proved, the violator must be given 60 days to
conform to zoning before condemnation can
be instituted. If he conforms, the property
cannot be condemned.

These safeguards against condemnation are
much more strictly drawn and are more lib-
eral than with any of the other seashore laws

by Congress. In fact, the Park Service
feels some of them are too liberal and would
like more power left in the hands of the
director of the Park Service.

However, it should be remembered that
Congress determines the limits under which
the Federal agencies act, and the Park Serv-
ice would be bound by the act as It even-
tually passes Congress.

2. The thought of the thgusands of acres
already under State or Federal control In
Michigan causes many people to wonder if
taking another area is justified at all. But
if these lands are examined, the question
answers itself.

Most of the State-owned land in question
(about 80 percent) is acreage turned back to
the Btate by individuals who could not or
did not want to pay taxes on it. Im other
words, it was not worth keeping. Most of
this tax-reverted land is marginal in worth
and has little or no mass recreational value.
Very little of this land, for instance, has
water access.

Much of it is good for hunting, and some
of it is used for timber production. It looks
impressive on a State map, but only a large-
scale map shows the true picture, for most of
this land has extensive Inholdings of pri-
vately owned acreage.

3. The cost of a project is of primary con-
sideration, and when the figure $17 million is
raised, eyebrows go up with it.

But this figure is the total value of all the
land within the boundaries of the proposed
development. Obviously if you allow resi-
dences and commercial establishments (value
of which is much greater than that of raw
land) to remain, and buy only the unim-
proved land available within the area, the
cost will be much less. It is estimated that
the total appropriation for the purchase of
these unimproved lands will not exceed $5
million,

4, In order for a recreation area to be used,
and thus be worthwhile, it must be close to
those who will use it. For many years this
was not true of Sleeping Bear. It was a long
way from the centers of population.

But distances have become *“shorter” in
travel time in this modern age and there is
every indication they will become shorter
still, Twenty million people live within 300
miles (less than a day's drive) of the area,
and this figure is increasing at a rapid pace.
Already the new expressways hustle people
northward at a clip undreamed of just a
few years back.

6. Yes, Michigan does have a mnational
park, Isle Royale, situated about 30 miles out
mto Lake Superior (a 5-hour ferry ride or

ve air hop) is a true national
park It is primarily a wilderness area.
There are no roads on the island, and it is
primarily for those who can walk into the
area and live off what they can carry on their
backs, or boat around the edges. The season
is short, and there are only two lodge hotels
there. It is valuable for what it is—a wil-
derness area—but it is in no way eomparable
to the proposed development at Sleeping
Bear.

6. Anyone who proposes to “let the State
do it” just hasn't been reading the record.

Last year our State parks turned away an
estimated 100,000 campers because there was
not enough room for them.

Eleven States have bonding programs in
excess of $50 million for parks and park im-

are hopes that another $5 million may
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forthcoming. But this cannot put the State
where it should be in the parks program,
since only $1 million of this could be spent
for land purchase,

State Representative Reimer VanTil, Re-
publican, of Holland, chairman of the inter-
im committee on State parks and publie
lands, estimated in a report issued in June
of 1963 that Michigan needs a total of $84,-
475,175 in park appropriations for the next
5 years.

Meanwhile the Province of Ontario in
Canada beckons to the entire Midwest in its
quest for the tourist dollar.

Ontario has been able to provide many
services in its provincial parks that Michigan
admires and would like to emulate. Almost
every park has a nature museum, two or
three full-time naturalists who lead gulded
nature walks (Michigan has a total of three
naturalists for the entire State), evening
nature films and lectures, and well laid out
and spaclous campsites.

All of these attractions have made Canada
a vacationer’s paradise and drawn many
potential tourists away from Michigan. Most
of these desirable services are not now offered
in any Michigan park, but would be at Sleep-
ing Bear under the National Park Service.

7. Actually the problem of removal of tax-
able property and the lowering of the tax
base would not be as serious as it might
appear. Only unimproved property would be
bought by the Park Service, and this has the
lowest value for taxes. But it might do harm,
especially to the school district, until prop-
erty values take the expected upturn that
the impetus of a Pederal recreation area
should provide.

A section of the Griffin bill, however, pro-
vides that the Federal Government make pay-
ments to the local subdivisions in lleu of
taxes for property removed from the tax rolls
until the bonded indebtedness contracted be-
fore the area was established is paid off.
This provision gives needed protection to the
school district and suggests one area of com-
promise between the Hart and Griffin bills.

Many of the services now provided by the
townships and the counties, such as roads,
fire protection, and public safety, would be
the responsibility of the Park Service. And
it is expected that disbursements for these
services by local government would lessen.

8. It is true that new construction in the

Sleeping Bear area has dropped off consider-
ably of late. People are waiting to see what
Congress will do and which bill, if any, will
be passed. ;
This cutoffl date of July 1, 1961, in the
Hart bill refers only to construetion of un-
improved property outside of the inland
lakeshore residential area. New construc-
tion would be allowed on the inland lake-
shore area under the provisions of the Hart
bill as it now stands, but there is apprehen-
sion in the Bear country that this provision
might be in the final draft of the
bill by the Senate committee.

This fear has caused many people who
were about to start construction in the area
to hold off until the whole matter is settled.

This cutoff date, harsh as it seems at the
present time, was put into the bill for a pur-
pose. Cape Cod had no such cutoff date,
and this cost the taxpayers milllons of dol-
lars of additional money when land specula-
tors platted subdivisions in the area between
the time the bill was proposed and the final
time of passing by Congress.

9. The *“Inalienable right of the people”

t has been bandied about in this
country for a long time, and has caused
more arguments per square word than any
other phrase in history.

We like to think we are a people with al-
most unlimited freedom, but if we stop to
ponder it, this is not the case, The more
civilized we become, the more individual
freedom we give up in order to exist in our

complicated society. The good old days
when every man's home was his castle, un-
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impregnable from without, has disappeared.
We have accepted the constitutionality of
condemnation of private property for the
public good in such areas as highways and
urban renewal.

We have also accepted the limitations on
use of our property by zoning and the laws
of our community. Thus, we cannot make a
bordello or opium den of our property, or
start a glue factory in a residential area.

This is really all which is involved with the
zoning principles set up in the Hart bill.
Many people have commented about the
clean appearance of the Sleeping Bear area
and the total lack of honky-tonk commer-
cialization in the area. The proposed zon-
ing is directed toward keeping the area the
way it is now.

[From the Ann Arbor (Mich.) News, Sept.
18, 1963]
SEnaTE UniT Has SaY oN DUNES
(By Doug Fulton)

‘Where does the Dunes project stand now?
What is happening to the various bills? How
soon will we know if we will have a Sleep-
ing Bear National Lakeshore and, if we do,
what sort of area will it be?

The answer to this lles at the present time
in a Benate subcommittee. It is called the
Subcommittee on Public Lands of the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

The chairman of the subcommittee is Sen-
ator ALan Bisre, Democrat, of Nevada. Mem-
bers are BSenator P. ANDERSON,
Democrat, of New Mexico; Senator ErNEST
GrRUENING, Democrat, of Alaska; BSenator
Frawg E. Moss, Democrat, of Utah; Senator
LeE Metcarr, Democrat, of Montana; Senator
Caryn HaypeEw, Democrat, of Arizona; Senator
Gorpon Arvrorr Republican, of Golorado.
Senator Len B. Jorpaw, Republican, of Idaho;
and Senator Mmwarp L. Simpson, Republi-
can, of Wyoming.

This subcommittee has been holding hear-

bill in 1961. The latest hearings took place
in Washington, D.C., in March and April of

From the testimony these men have heard,
and the communications sent to them, they
will recommend one of several courses of ac-
tion: (1) that S. 792 (the Hart bill) be re-
ported out to the floor of the Senate with-
out change; (2) that the blll be reported
out with certain changes recommended by
the committee, or (3) that the bill be killed
in committee.

The chances of passage on the floor of the
Senate and a concurring vote in the House
are good if debate can be scheduled. This
might turn out to be quite a problem this
year because of the anticipated fllibuster of
the civil rights bill and a fiood of pricrity
legislation already scheduled for debate.

Another roadblock to passage may lie in
the reporting priority of bills by the sub-
committee. It is understood the subcom-
mittee is planning to report out the Canyon-
lands Recreation area bill before the Sleep-
ing Bear bill, and this may have an ad-
verse effect from a budget standpoint

There is always a danger in trying to guess
in what final shape a bill will emerge from
committee. committees are subject
to many pressures, both from within and
without.

It is known that one of the Senators on
the subcommittee is dead set against the
Sleeping Bear bill.

Senator SmmpsonN, of Wyoming (a former
Governor of that State), was recently elected
to the Senate and put on the Public Lands
Committee. He is against Federal Interven-
tion of any kind and is a strong critic of the
National Park Service. At many times in
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the hearings conducted on Sleeping Bear he
voiced his prediction that “once the Park
Service gets into the area, they'll take over.
They will make—the Park Service will
make—the most vexatious regulations in
the area determined to procure the privately
owned property. And eventually they will
get 18"

Senator SiMpsoN stated in the hearings in
Frankfort, “I hope the Congress will refuse
to pass this bill * * * In fact, I would be
against the passage of the Griffin bill. You
don’t need either one of them."”

And yet Senator SmapsoN gave his support
on the floor of the Senate (and even al-
lowed his name to appear as cosponsor) to
a bill introduced by Senator METCALF t0
“provide for the establishment of the Big
Horn Canyon National Recreation Area” in
Montana and Senator SIMPsON'S own State
of Wyoming. This was on August 15, more
than a month after the hearings on Sleep-
ing Bear.

On the other hand, Senator METCALF ap-
pears to be very much in favor of the Sleep-
ing Bear bill. He stated in the hearings
that “it would be better to have protection
such as is provided in this bill (the Hart
bill) for a large buffer zone rather than
just take a strip of land along the lakeshore
and then have all sorts of entertainment
establishments such as are developing
around our national parks—and I am not
critical, but West Yellowstone is an example
of what develops on the fringes of a park.”
West Yellowstone is in the Senator’s own
State of Montana.

The other members of the subcommittee
have not committed themselves in any way
publicly. From their line of questioning in
the hearings one can tell that some of them
are critical of certain portions of the Hart
bill and that some changes probably will be
made in the final draft.

It is extremely unlikely that the bill will
be killed in committee. This same subcom-
mittee has indicated its approval of the new
Lakeshore and Seashore Area concept by re-
porting out the bills on Cape Cod, Point
Reyes, and Padre Island.

What will undoubtedly come out to the
floor of the Senate 18 some sort of compro-
mise between the Hart and Griffin bills. One
compromise almost certain to be made is
Representative GRIFFIN’s proposal of payment
to school districts and local government units
on lieu of taxes.

The question of size—whether 37,000 or
77,000 acres (or even larger)—is the most
ticklish and will cause the most trouble in
solving.

This problem, unfortunately has become
tied up with politics. While the subcom-
mittee was holding hearings in Washington,
the Michigan Legislature, in what appears
to be a straight-party vote, pushed through
a resolution that “the proposed Federal rec-
reation area * * * should be confined to
that general area described in the National
Park Service Report of 1959, ‘Our Fourth
Shore".” (This report, as pointed out earlier,
was made from aerial photographs and called
for a park of about 20,000 acres.)

Many Republicans, however strongly sup-
port the larger area bill of Senator HAart,
and are openly critical of the manner in
which the resolution supporting the smaller
area was passed in the Michigan Legislature.
They point out that the resolution was read
by title only and that their is a good possi-
bility many members of the legislature did
not know the exact provisions of the resolu-
tion, It has been noted, furthermore, that
the resolution passed late at night and was
one of a number of laws and resolutions put
through hurriedly during a marathon session.

The issue has also become clouded by the
insistence of many people that it be re-
garded as a battle between liberal and con-
servative—between the “little man at the
local level” and the “power of the mighty
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Federal bureaucracy.” This undoubtedly will
have an effect on the final form of the bill.

Most of the Btate and National conserva-
tions organizations have filed statements in
support of the larger area bill.

These include the Michigan United Con-
servation Clubs, the Michigan Parks Asso-
ciation, the Michigan Natural Areas Council,
and the Michigan Audubon Society on the
State level, and the National Wildlife Fed-
eration, the Wilderness Soclety, the Sierra
Club, and the National Parks Assoclation,
all national organizations.

Most of these point out the national sig-
nificance of the area.

Roland Clement, staff biologist of the Na-
tional Audubon Society, stated in his report,
“I know of nothing else llke it in the East-
ern United States or Canada. The bluffs
are much higher than the famous Martha's
Vineyard, Mass., bluffs that have been great
tourist attractions for years.”

Statements against the proposal have been
largely filed by area residents and the Citi-
zen's Council.

It will be up to the Public Lands Subcom-
mittee to sift through the testimony, the
statements, and all the other evidence they
have been given and report out to the floor
what, in their considered judgment, is a bill
that will best serve the interests of Michigan
and the United States.

One “compromise” was suggested by Dr.
Ira Gabrielson, president of the Wildlife
Management Institute and one of the out-
standing conservation figures in the United
States.

He suggested that the citizens of Michigan
accept all the land proposed in both the
Hart and Grifin proposals. “No matter how
much you set aside,” he said, “it won't be
enough 25 years from now.”

ANOTHER VIEW OF COMMUNISM

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, on this
final day of test ban treaty debate—the
day on which the United States becomes
bound by this pact with communism—it
seems appropriate that there be entered
in the Recorp the views of a highly re-
garded expert on Communist affairs.

A current issue of U.S. News & World
Report carries the text of a discussion
with Zbigniew Brzezinski, head of Co-
lumbia University’s Research Institute on
Communist Affairs. The brief interview
is most  illuminating in that this
acknowledged authority on the Soviet
bloc regards the test ban treaty as much
less than a “fundamental change in our
relations” with the Soviets.

He also casts a jaundiced eye on the
so-called Sino-Soviet dispute and feels
that in some respects we have “swal-
lowed the Soviet line.” Although I per-
sonally do not concur in all of the speak-
er's postulates regarding the so-called
Cuban crisis last October, I am never-
theless impressed with his candor and
his departure from the customary stereo-
typed views of the Communist menace.

I recommend this article to my col-
leagues’ attention, and I ask that it be
printed in the body of the RECORD.

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

Wirr Test Ban TrEATY, Has KHRUSHCHEV
CHANGED His WaYs?—INTERVIEW WITH AN
AUTHORITY ON COMMUNIST AFFAIRS
(Note.—Why did Ehrushchev suddenly

make a nuclear deal with the West? 1Is he

on our side now?

(In this exclusive interview, one of Amer-
ica’s leading students of communism takes a
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close look at Russia’s motives behind the test
ban treaty. He also puts the Russia-China
dispute in perspective, and tells what it
means to the United States.

(Zbigniew Brzezinski is head of the Re-
search Institute on Communist Affairs at
Columbia University. His writings and lec-
tures have made him a widely recognized
authority on communism. He has been de-
nounced by Moscow, most recently for am
article on Russia which the Reds called
“brazenly impudent.”)

Question. Dr. Brzezinski, with this new
nuclear test ban treaty, do you think that
Khrushchev now will be taking a softer line?

Answer. I am hopeful that the test ban
agreement will somewhat stabilize the sit-
uation, and that the Soviets will commit
themselves to a‘'more pacific policy. But this
doesn't happen overnight.

We ought to realize that the Soviet Union
has a certain continuity of purpose, and cer-
tain long-range interests, and certain un-
derlying assumptions which don't chaz
from day to day. And they don't change
suddenly as a result of the signature of any
treaty.

Question. Does that mean they never
change?

Answer. They change over a longer period
of time, to be sure, just as everything changes
in the world.

Yet we in this country keep going through
these phases in which we talk first about the
Soviets being revolutionary, then about
“good old conservative Uncle Joe,” then
Uncle Joe becomes a tremendous menace in
retrospect, Khrushchev was a good guy, then
he was an adventurer in Cuba, now he's a
good guy again,

I must say, to anyone who works profes-
sionally in this field it's pretty discouraging
to see these wild swings of public and press
opinion in this country.

Question. Do you mean that this treaty
won't bring with it a basic change in rela-
tions between the United States and the
Soviet Union?

Answer. I think we ought to understand
that the Soviet Union operates in long-range
terms, that signing of the treaty involves a
reassessment by the Soviets of the present
world situation, and that this reassessment
will have certain binding consequences for
the next 3 or 4 years. But it does not rep-
resent a fundamental change in our relations.

I feel I ought to make it very clear that the
Soviets think of the world as changing in
terms of phases. There are revolutionary
ph.;.ses and there are quiescent phases.

uestion. Are we now in a qui
o 3 quiescent

Answer, Yes, that's the Soviet assessment
of the world scene, an assessment that im-
poses on them a certain broad strategy, that
of peaceful coexistence.

Question. Why?

Answer. The cruclal factor is the relative
balance of power. If, in their Judgment,
that balance of power changes in their favor,
that in itself would put us in a new phase,
another revolutionary phase.

Changes come about like this: Khrushchev,
I think, overestimated what he thought was
a very effective—for him—balance of power
last year. Ever since 1957, Khrushchev had
felt that Soviet rockets, our overestimation
of those rockets—the so-called missile gap—
plus his effectiveness on the political-diplo-
matle front, would force us to yield.

In Cuba, he found that he had overex-
tended himself, and he pulled back. Now,
after that very painful reassessment, he's
adopting this very different posture.

Question. Do you think the dispute with
the Chinese was an important reason for the
Russians getting into this treaty?

Answer. No. I think that by far the
most important reason was the confronta-
tion in Cuba, which forced the Soviets to
realize that their military power was in-
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adequate to the tasks which Khrushchev has
set before the Soviet Union.

But I should add that I think the Chinese
business did play a minor part in Khru-
shchev's decision. I would argue that the
confilct with the Chinese closed off an al-
ternative course of action for Ehrushchev.
It kept him from choosing the policy of what
is called the national-liberation struggle—
that is stirring up revolutionary struggles
in Asia, Africa, and Latin America. The
reason he didn't do that is the row with the
Chinese. The national-liberation struggle is
what the Chinese emphasize, and to have
adopted it would have been to subordinate
himself to the Chinese.

Question. Do you mean that it would have
meant accepting the Chinese version of the
world?

Answer. That's right. And, for that strat-
egy, the Chinese are a better model. In

. this sense, the Chinese problem enters into
the test ban decislon in a secondary way,
but not as a factor of prime importance.

Question. Are the Chinese really more of-
fensive-minded than the Soviets?

Answer. Both are really offensive and rev-
olutionary-minded. At the present moment,
the Soviets, because they've accepted the
guiescent phase, are less revolutionary than
the Chinese. But, on the other hand, only
a year ago in Cuba, the Soviets proved them-
selves more adventurous than the Chinese.
So I think that we should not accept un-
questioningly the Soviet labeling of the Chi-
nese as . I think the Chinese
have been very cautious.

Question, In what way?

Answer. In their handling of the Quemoy-
Matsu situation, and again in their attack
on India. There, China showed & rather
uniquely successful combination of military
power subordinated to political ends and
subject to very effective political control.
And the Chinese were quite right in argu-
ing that their way is far more sophisticated
and less dangerous in the world sense than
adventures of the sort the missiles in Cuba
involved.

Question. Have we actually been swallow-
ing a Soviet line about the Chinese being
s0 bloodthirsty?

Answer. Yes, to an extent. The Boviets
have been dishing that out and the Chinese
have, in a sense, made it easier for them by
adopting rather crude and bloodthirsty
formulations in some of their public state-
ments. And it's true that the U.S. public
has, by and large, swallowed this Soviet line,
which does not, in fact, correspond entirely
to reality.

Question. Will Ehrushchev use this quies-
cent phase to try to alter the military bal-
ance of power in his favor?

Answer. He may do several things all at
the same time. He will probably hope that
the knowledge galned In recent tests will
improve the Soviet military posture. There's
always the unknown factor of a technologi-
cal breakthrough on either side.
yond that, since he does not seem to be
un a crash program of military
development, he may hope that diplomatic
and political opportunities will open up,
particularly in Europe, which would create
new advantages for the Soviet Unlon.

Question. What, specifically, does he want
to accomplish?

Answer. I think the danger is that Ehru-
shchev is trying to maneuver us into guar-
anteeing the division of Europe, into recog-
nizing Soviet hegemony east of the Elbe.
He wants to maneuver us into more or less
overtly favoring this division, thereby allen-
ating our Western European Allies.

1F THE WEST RELAXES

Question. Speaking of Western Europe, is
there now likely to be a military letdown on
the part of our allies?

Answer. I think if the Soviets could
achieve a relative weakening of NATO (North

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Atlantic Treaty Organization) defense forces,
or of the American commitment to the
defense of Europe, particularly because of
European-American tension, they would be
happy. But, by and large, what bothers
me so much about our attitude toward Buro-
pean problems is our failure to understand
that the defense problem is no longer the
primary problem.

Question, If 1t isn't defense, what is it?

Answer. There isn’t any likelihood in the
foreseeable future of the Soviet Union’s
launching an attack on Western Europe. The
Soviets realize that such an attack would
be tantamount to signing their own death
warrant. Consequently, no one in Western
Europe is preoccupied with that problem any
more, But are preoccupied with
their future political relationships with us
and with the Russians. And here the United
States, since the middle of the 1950's, has had
nothing to offer.

Question. Is that what accounts for Gen-
eral de Gaulle's attitude in France?

Answer. I think De Gaulle is slowly and
in a deceptive fashion—and you might re-
member he has said that deception is the
art of leadership—moving in the direction of
becoming the exponent of the new European
policy. His very vague and misleading slogan
of “Europe to the Urals” is not yet a policy,
but at least it's a guideline indicating where
Europe might head in the future. And he
has suggested that America now is, in effect,
a copartner with the Soviet Union in the
division of Europe and that at some future
point, Europe—under De Gaulle's leadership,
of course—will have to move forward with
proposals of its own,

Question. Do you think De Gaulle really
beileves he can bring EKhrushchev into a
European community—in effect, to change
sides?

Answer. I think what De Gaulle has in
mind is a very long-range historical process.
In it, the Soviets, being repulsed by the
Chipese, would have no choice but to become
associated with Western Europe—they and
the East Europeans, both,

Much would depend, of course, on the
policy of the United States. If we would
seem to be joining the Russians in defending
the partition of Europe, that would create
opportunities for the Russians to exploit
Western frustration with us,

Question, In this quiescent phase, is it
necessary for the United States to maintain
its military superiority over the Soviets?

Answer, Yes. I think it follows that, in
the nuclear age, the defensive power on the
world scene has to be stronger than the of-
fensive one simply because the defender has
to be able to absorb the first blow, and then
respond.

In the past, In terms of military strategy,
the defender could be weaker, because the
cost of an offensive in casualties tended to be
higher for the attacker than for the defender.

Question. There’'s no question that the
Soviets remain in an offensive role—

Answer. If we look at some of the recent
confrontations between the United States
and the Soviet Union, such as Berlin, Cuba,
and, indirectly, Laos, none of them was a
matter of the expansion of our sphere of in-
fluence. It's the other way around. And,
after all, it was less than a year ago that
the Soviets forced us to the brink of war,
“eyeball to eyeball.”

Question. Would you expect that Ehru-
shchev would now shy away from foreign
adventures of the Cuba type?

Answer, Yes, I would be inclined to think
that the Soviets will avoid a direct confron-
tation with the United States. But this does
not mean that, if a favorable revolutionary
situation arises—be it in British Guiana,
elsewhere in Latin America, Africa—that the
Soviets would not exploit it. They would—
and they are exploiting such situations right
now.
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KHRUSHCHEV'S ERRORS

Question. Do you believe it's true that
Khrushchev is the best Soviet leader from
our standpoint, that we should go along with
him because any successor is sure to be
worse?

Answer. I think there are some things
we should be grateful to EKhrushchev for.
We ought to be grateful for his mishandling
of his relationship with the Chinese. We
should be grateful to him for very effectively
weakening Soviet control over Eastern Eu-
rope. We should be grateful for his intro-
ducing disarray into international commu-
nism by a lot of quite bumptious and sudden
initiatives.

More seriously, though, I think it's very
dangerous to conduct a foreign policy on the
assumption that you have to help your op-
ponent, especlally since we know very little
about internal politics among the Kremlin
leaders. If there were open debate there,
it might be different.

Also, I have never personally subscribed
to the idea that, in recent years, there .was
a Stalinist alternative to Ehrushchev. By
and large, his policies have been endorsed
by the party apparatus, and are favored by
those most likely to succeed him.

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION
HELPS ALASKEA TOURISM

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, the
Small Business Administration performs
an important service. Many farms and
communities across the country have
benefited from its loans and studies.

As an example of the SBA at its best,
Senators will be interested in an article
entitled “How SBA Helps Vacation-
Travel Business,” published in the pe-
riodical the Travel Agent. In the arti-
cle, Harold Brown, Special Assistant for
Area Redevelopment, SBA, refers to
most helpful studies the Administration
has financed on the development of
Alaska’s great, unused vacation re-
sources. Here is an example of how SBA
has been helpful to the communities and
business of my State and of how bureau-
cratic delay and redtape were not al-
lowed to reduce the effectiveness of the
vital SBA program.

I commend Mr. Brown for his article.
I urge SBA to work with equal efficiency
and skill in all its areas of endeavor.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article be printed at this
point in the RECORD. .

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

How SBBA HeLPS VACATION-TRAVEL BUSINESS:
ADMINISTRATION IMPREOVES SERVICES TO
AGENCIES AND FACILITIES FPOR CLIENTS BY
TECHNICAL, FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

(By Harcold D. Brown, Bpeclal Assistant for
Area Redevelopment, Small Business Ad-
ministration)

Every now and then a travel agent asks us
at the Small Business Administration, “How
can you help the vacation-travel business
when so much of it is big business?’ My
answer is that SBA helps a great deal because
lots of the business, including travel agencies,
is small.

The efficient travel agent strives to arrange
for vacation clients comfortable journeys

with pleasant scenery, appetizing meals and
restful sleep en route to destinations that
provide refreshing recreation. Such services,
when obtained at prices within the clients’
budgets, bring repeat or reference business.
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By research, technical and financlal assist-
ance, SBA helps improve and expand both
the services of travel agencies and the facili-
ties their vacation clients use.

Since most travel agencles subsist on com-~
missions from airlines, railroads, steamship
lines and hotel and motel chains, which are
big business, many assume that the SBA has
no concern with their clients’ comfort, More
than once, I have heard a travel agent say,
“But surely you can't help improve railroad
travel!” Actually, SBA has arranged rede-
velopment loans for two small railroads, one
in an area of a vanishing industry, another
in a Great Lakes region of unspoiled natural
beauty. While this help may not have im-
proved rallroad service greatly, it did pro-
vide travel agents having rail-fan clients
with two more vacation attractions to which
these clients can be referred.

As the older vacation resorts grow more
crowded and more expensive, demand rises
for the moderate-priced, off-trail vacation
with a hobby interest. But as population
grows, such retreats become scarcer, This
poses for the travel agent a problem whose
dimensions the Recreation Resources Review
Commission has explored.

In a report to Presldent Eennedy last year,
the RRRC estimated that the 4.4 billion oc-
casions on which Americans took part in
outdeoor activity in 1960 will, by 1975, have
swelled to 6.9 billion. There remain spaces
vast enough to accommodate the vacation
throngs, Alaska, for example, One-fifth the
size of all other States combined, with mag-
nificent mountains, awe-inspiring rivers and
forests and a fascinating Eskimo culture, the
newest State, as a territory, was a place to
which travel agents frequently referred dis-
criminating clients.

But the cold war made Alaska a military
bastion and statehood has intensified its eco-
nomic problems, The vacation resources re-
main but the travel facilitles are geared to
the tastes of free-spending expense account
executives, military personnel and highly
pald seasonal workmen, “captive visitors,”
not vacationers.

Only after SBA awaded the University of
Alaska a $40,000 grant to research the State’s
unused vacation resources did operators of
travel facilities become fully aware of a ne-
glected opportunity. Now, slowly, with SBA
financial help, facilities are being reoriented
in 8 way that may make Alaska one of the
greatest vacation States within a generation.

At Juneau, the capital, the Franklin Hotel
has applied an $85,000 SBA business loan to
an expansion and improvement; at Valdez,
the Beals Hotel employed a $20,000 SBA loan
for the same end. SBA makes these long-
term, low-interest loans avallable for mod-
ernizing, converting and expanding small
travel facilities, the research showing places
of need.

SPORTS AND BRACING CLIMATE

Juneau, situated in one of the State's most
beautiful settings, offers the vacationer fresh-
and salt-water fishing in a climate no less
bracing in winter than summer. Valdez, at
the head of a fjordlike arm of Prince Wil-
liam Sound, offers similar sports and the
Western Hemisphere's most northerly ice-free
port.

The SBA-supported research concluded
that if Alaska is to gain the higher business
income, tax revenues and employment locked
up in its unused recreational resources, its
travel facilities must provide not alone for
the “captive visitors” but for more modest
vacation budgets.

As travel agents know, competition is the
surest means of bringing down prices.
Loans of the type SBA approved for the
Juneau and Valdez hotels help bring this
about.

Some travel agents may also long for new
careers but in SBA's experience the dedi-
cated ones are content to serve travelers.
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To plan a memorable recreational vacation
for a client, then inspire the client to take
it also requires creativity. But the growth
of vacation travel, the spread of installment
sales, the need for competitive advertising
and the need for more working capital, gen-
erate problems. Available at SBA's 61 field
offices are SBA-published aids which many
travel agents have found helpful on these.
Titles include: '"Are You Selling Enough
Service?”; “Can You Afford Installment Sell-
ing?"; “Improving Your Collections from
Credit Sales"; “Using Weather Services in
Your Business"; “Direct-Mail Advertising
for Small Retallers"; "Advertising for Pres-
tige and Profit'; "“Gift and Art Shops";
“Bookstore Operations’; “Are You Making
the Most of Your Store Windows?'' and, most
important: “Creative Thinking: a Common
Sense Approach.”

And for agents with gross yearly receipts
not exceeding $1 million who need funds to
modernize or expand, or for working capital,
there are available loans for a maximum of
10 years at 5'5 percent yearly interest (4
percent in the more than 800 redevelopment
areas). A number of agents have availed
themselves of this help in solving problems
of growth. -

A married couple operating an agency and
greeting card business in a Eansas City sub-
urb opened two branches. A spurt of net
sales from $325,000 in 1958 to $428,000 in
1960 left them short of working capital to
finance installment collections. A b5-year,
$15,000 SBA loen, of which their bank took
25 percent, eased their difficulty. The
couple pledged store fixtures and supplies as
loan collateral. The business continues to
expand.

Another, larger, Detrolt agency operated
by two brothers had net sales close to §1
million and 1962 net profits of $35,000. But
airline requirements of semimonthly remit-
tances left them also short of working cap-
ital. Their bank loaned them $35,000 for 5
years, SBA agreeing to advance 70 percent
of the loan balance whenever the bank re-
quested; they pledged accounts receivable
and property as collateral. Their sales have
increased.

SBA does not act alone in financing facili-
ties, Banks participate in about two-thirds
of the SBA loans and the agency also lends
funds to State and local development com-
panies for their use in helping finance travel
facilities. Also, SBA makes loans for these
purposes in concert with other Federal agen-
cies. The help is not limited to hotels and
motels.

SBA HELPS TRAVEL

Ski lifts at Grand Rapids in the Sawtooth
Mountains of northern Minnesota and at
Sand Point in the Idaho Rockies are among
recreational facilitles recently built with
this assistance. A unique vacation monu-
ment to the assistance is a redeveloped 25-
mile steam railroad in Michigan’s upper
peninsula, skirting Lake Superior's wooded
southern shore.

A $150,000 SBA loan to a local develop-
ment company made possible the Minnesota
ski facility and on the $150,000 financing of
the Idaho ski installation, SBA was joined
by the Rural Electrification Administration;
a bank took a 25 percent share of each loan.
The Area Redevelopment Administration
largely financed the railroad’s redevelop-
ment, SBA investigating the project’s feasi-
bility and negotiating bank and other par-
ticipations in the ARA loan.

On most of its own loans SBA charges
interest of 514 percent yearly, but this is
reduced to 4 percent in redevelopment areas.
Since all of the foregoing projects are in re-
development areas, SBA's share in the ski
lifts earns the lower, 4 percent, which was
also ARA’s rate on the railroad loan. REA
charges only a 2-percent rate but banks par-
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ticipating in these as in all such loans
charged their regular rate.

Citing the low Federal rates, some critics
call such financing *spending for the sake
of spending,” & charge that overlooks the
fact that the loans are well secured, must be
repaid, and that the financed projects bene-
fit underdeveloped areas much in need of
commerce and industry.

AGENTS HELP BUILD AREA'S STRENGTH

‘Travel agents may not realize it but every
time they route a client to a vacation re-
development area, they help build the area's
and the Nation's economic stremgth. ‘The
Chamber of Commerce of the United States
maintains that of the three means of eco-
nomic development—industrial, agricultural
and recreational—the third is the easlest
and quickest. The National Association of
Travel Organizations estimates the average
tourist spends about $10 daily, a figure
which, in Alaska, mounts to $17. Thus, as
the University of Alaska study found, an
Alaskan community which attracts only a
few dozen vacation-travelers daily through-
out the year has the equivalent of a manu-
facturing Industry with a $100,000 yearly
payroll.

In a State with a highly developed vaca-
tlon-travel industry such as New Hampshire,
the industry's contribution to the economy
becomes vitally important. An SBA-
financed study by Dartmouth College into
the New Hampshire vacation-travel indus-
try showed that in 1960 it was responsible
for $249 million or 20 percent of the State's
income, employing 30,000 persons at the
summer peak and as many as 5,000 even in
winter.

Another SBA-financed study, by the Uni-
versity of Maine, showed, however, that even
in this highly developed vacation State rec-
reational facilities may not be entirely
adequate. Polled by the study's authors,
Maine vacation visitors said that while they
delighted in its scenery, ocean beaches, the
friendly courtesy of its people and the flavor
of its lobsters, they felt a lack of evening
entertainment, perhaps due to a waning of
the Maine summer theater.

SBA helps finance amusements also in
vacation-travel regions, for example, drive-
in film theaters in New England. It does
80, not under a policy of “spending for the
sake of spending,” but because it knows the
vacation-travel industry's potential for stim-
ulating economic growth.

SMALL BUSINESS REMAINS WELLSPRING OF
CREATIVE IDEAS, NEEDS AS MUCH OR MORE
COMPETENCE THAN BIG BUSINESS

Travel facilities here and there may pres-
ently be overexpanded but, as the RRRC
found, those for outdoor recreation generally
are inadequate even for present require-
ments. Income as well as population is ris-
ing, vacations lengthening, and the demand
for facilities surging. The RRRC forecasts
that by 1975 highway travel will be doubled,
air travel tripled, and facilities correspond-
ingly burdened. The SBA loans help the
small business sector of the vacation-travel
industry prepare to carry the load.

If, then, there is little merit in the charge
that SBA financing of vacation facilities is
wasteful there is even less in the claim
sometimes made that these loans to small
operators subsidize the uncreative and in-
competent. Actually, as SBA’s experience
has shown, small business remasains, as al-
ways, a wellspring of creative ideas with the
small firm that competes with big business
needing as much or more competence than
its big competitor.

But modernization and expansion, the
best evidence of a facility operator's creative
competence, takes long-term financing and,
as the Dartmouth study of New Hampshire's
small vacation-travel facilities found, this is
often lacking when he is small,
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In filling the lack, the SBA and other
Federal loans often release creative energies
that develop vacation-travel resources which
might otherwise lie idle but which, when
developed, add attractions to which travel
agents’ clients can be referred.

The decline of anthracite mining in cen-
tral Pennsylvania left the borough of Ash-
land in need of new industry. The flourish-
ing vacation business in the nearby Poco-
nos gave Ashland's business leaders an idea.
But an abandoned mine and the two streaks
of rust that remained of the mine’s three-
quarter mile, narrow gage steam railroad
were the town's only possible tourist assets.

However, walk-in anthracite mines are
becoming rare, mine railroads even rarer.
Banded together in the nonprofit Ashland
Community Enterprises, the borough’s busi-
ness leaders approached ARA for a $30,000
loan to help restore the two properties to
operating condition as a vacation attraetion.
As ARA's fiscal agent, SBA was obliged to
warn them that the project would first have
to be proved feasible, security be pledged
and other funds ralsed. Owning nothing but
their idea, ACE members set to work.

Their search of nearby scrap-metal yards
turned up a broken-down locomotive,
snatched up at $1,200, and the remaining
vertebra of five mine cars, cajoled as a
donation. Man-to-man interviews by ACE
members with the owners of the mine and
railroad right-of-way secured leases of the
ground at nominal rents. Then, in a truly
creative move, ACE announced that earnings
from the enterprises would be dedicated to
park and playground improvements, thus
enlisting the community's wholehearted
support.

Bkilled foundrymen and machinists, hand-
cast, and machined parts from which the
locomotive was rebuilt, from the driving
wheels up, to Pennsylvania's rigid safety
specifications. Businessmen wheedled rails,
ties, and spikes from dealers at cost or less
on credit and cleared the right-of-way with
borrowed bulldozers, then laid track, and
spiked the rails.

When the line was completed in the sum-
mer of 1862, and its property valued to de-
termine whether, as collateral, it would ade-
quately secure the ARA loan of $30,000, the
locomotive alone rated an appraised market
value in excess of that amount.

On the short opening runs of a brief 8-
week season last autumn, the train ecarried
about 15,000 passengers, nearly three times
Ashland's population. The earnings went
to reopen and restore the mine to the same
high safety standards as the railroad and
this summer it, too, is open and drawing
vacation tours.

Here is an exhibit to which travel agents,
seeking attractions of interest to educators
and their charges, can refer clients without
hesitation; the Pennsylvania Travel Devel-
opment Commission, Harrisburg, has de-
scriptive leaflets. Can anyone doubt the
creativity and competence of the ACE
promoters? We at S8BA never have.

Group thinking readily generates such
creativity but how does an individual travel
agent achieve it? For a Boston widow, an
advertising writer and travel agent, the proc-
ess occurred during a week’'s cruise aboard
the 7T0-ton two-masted schooner, Alice S.
Wentworth, off the Maine coast two summers
ago.

The salty breeze, the sun-drenched decks
and nceasional cozy nights at anchor in snug
harbors—almost everything about the cruise
delighted her except the plain, seafarer meals
and the infrequency of the nights at anchor,
Cooking was her hobby and she dreamed of
longer voyages in more familiar Massachu-
setts waters where the ports are closer spaced.
But the schooner’s owner-master, content
with his earnings from a 12-week season, laid

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

up the vessel each Labor Day for the winter.
Content with the table fare also, he showed
no inclination to employ a chef.

This summer, the Wentworth will be cruis-
ing the Cape Cod and Nantucket Sound wa-
ters of his lady passenger’'s preference for a
longer, 15-week season and, if her plans go
through, will spend the winter on wind-
Jammer voyaging in the Caribbean; also, the
Wentworth’s menu has improved. A little
dissatisfaction sparked her to some creative
thinking and a talk with the schooner’s skip-
per: her savings and an $11,000 SBA loan
enabled her to meet his $20,000 price for the
vessel. He and his crew still man it but she
is now not only its cook but its owner. The
dissatisfaction and the loan created a new
career for her.

A growing population, rising income and
lengthening leisure confront the vacation-
travel industry with a tremendous challenge,
The Nation's continued health and strength
depend on the ability of the industry, in-
cluding its smaller elements, to provide en-
larged recreational needs. From the record
of SBA's operations, as here indicated, the
agency has been alert in researching small
business sectors requiring development and,
where financial help is needed, in providing
it.

WHO SHALL GUARD THE
GUARDIANS?

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, an
editorial “Who Shall Watch the Watch-
men?” relating to an issue which should
concern all Americans and particularly
our Federal legislators, appears in the
October 5 issue of the Nation. It alludes
to the strictures which Senator PavuL
DoucLas, our able and distinguished col-
league from Illinois, and I have made
concerning the Federal Maritime Com-
mission and the Maritime Administra-
tion, which in our view had on different
counts failed grossly in protecting the
public interest.

I am happy to report, however, that
as a result of our criticisms, the Presi-
dent has made a change—if not in the
personnel at least by a shift of com-
mand. He has replaced Thomas E.
Stakem, the former Chairman who was
the only man on the Board with any
experience in maritime affairs, and ap-
parently dominated his colleagues on the
Board, with Adm. John Harllee, another
member of the Board. There are grat-
ifying evidences that this change of
command is producing a new outlook in
the Federal Maritime Commission, and
it is my sincere hope that this change
will be thoroughgoing and will result in
bringing about in these two agencies—
the Federal Maritime Board and the
Maritime Administration—the type of
performance which was clearly envi-
sioned by President Kennedy in his reor-
ganization plan No. 7.

While it is too early to judge how
effective this change is going to be, I
feel encouraged by certain steps that
have been taken in the last few weeks,
I shall watch with interest, as will my
fellow Alaskans and many other of our
fellow Americans, to see whether this
change for the better continues.

In my judegment, the performance of
the regulatory agencles has an important
bearing on the character of an entire
administration. The regulatory agen-
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cies are supposed to be the vigilant
guardians of the public interest.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial from the Nation to which I have
referred be inserted in t.he Recorp at
this point in my remarks

There being no object.lon, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

WHo SHALL WATCH THE WATCHMAN?

A seasoned observer of the American polit-
ical scene recently asked: “Do the regula-
tory agencles protect the public interest, or
have the foxes been set to guard the chick-
ens?" Senators Paur H. DoucLas and ERNEST
GrUENING would certainly answer the first
part of the question in the negative, par-
ticularly insofar as the actions of the Fed-
eral Maritime Commission and the Maritime
Administration are concerned. Mr. DoUGLAS
(CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, July 15) noted that
the balance-of-payments deficit for the first
guarter of 1963 amounted to $700 million,
corresponding to an annual rate of $2.8 bil-
lion (subsequently it has risen to about $4
billion). He noted further that the U.S.
trade balance on steel has declined by al-
most $800 million since 1955, our imports
having doubled and our exports having fallen
to one-quarter. In part, this is the result of
discriminatory maritime freight rates, a field
which is under executive jurisdiction. While
he is conferring with business executives on
how to increase U.S. exports, the President
might well look into this bizarre situation.

He will find that it costs $33.36 to ship a
ton of iron or steel pipe from a U.S. west
coast port to Japan, but only $18 in the re-
verse direction. The corresponding figures
for angles, beams and girders are $31.10,
westbound, and #$15.50, eastbound. East-
bound between U.8. North Atlantic ports
and West Germany the freight on pipes is
$51.25 per ton, westbound on the same route,
$18.75. In the case of 26 commodities other
than steel which the Department of Com-
merce has designated as having substantial
export potential, outbound rates are ap-
proximately 34 percent higher than inbound.
There are also differentials in the other di-
rection, examples being automobile ship-
ments between West Germany and the Unit-
ed States and electrical goods between Japan
and the United States; evidently a good deal
of international conniving is going on, of
which the American public knows next to
nothing.

But the public is paying the freight, and
not just figuratively. Maritime freight rates
are set by international shipping conferences
dominated by foreign flag lines, some of
which are U.S.-controlled but prefer to pay
their crews the lower wages permitted by the
countries of registry. The Maritime Sub-
sidy Board, which Is under the Maritime Ad-
ministration, which is under the Department
of Commerce, has adopted as a general prin-
ciple that subsidized lines should ‘“comply
with established applicable conference rates
in any trade in which the subsidized lines
engage.” This applies whether or not the line
is a member of the conference. Departures
from this practice may be sanctioned, but
the Maritime Subsidy Board will require the
line to justify its noncompliance. Noncon-
formity would appear to invoke the risk of
nonsubsidy.

Backing Senator DovcLas, Senator GRUEN-
6 not only found “negligence, indifference
to the public interest, and shameful per-
formance” in this particular situation, but
also argued that the whole question of regu-
latory agencies “is one of the most vital
issues which confront the American people.”
To which Senator DovcLas added: “I think
there is a general tendency for the regulatory
agencies ®* * * to become regulated and
controlled by the very interests they were
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set up to regulate and control, because the
institutions whose rates and services they
control have great economic interests im-
volved.” If the New Frontier is doing any-
thing about that, the resulits are scarcely
visible with the unaided eye.

VON STEUBEN DAY—SEPTEMBER 17

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, it is to New Jersey’s great
credit that in 1783 it gave one of the Rev-
olutionary War’s greatest generals a
country house and land near Hackensack
as a reward for his superlative military
services in the cause of freedom. The gift
was a life estate in the property, and
Von Steuben later bought a fee simple
interest. He was forced to sell it to the
former owners when overwhelmed by the
debts he had incurred in serving the
Revolutionary cause. He had proposed
to the Continental Congress that only
his bare expenses should be paid while
he served as a volunteer, that if his serv-
ices should contribute to the eventual
success of the American cause he would
then be recompensed for his sacrifices in
leaving Europe, but that if the cause
should fail, or if his services should not
prove beneficial, he would make no claim
whatever. Eventually, in June of 1790
the new Federal Governmeni granted
him a pension of $2,500 per year instead
of the lump sum which he had expected.

What was the nature of the contribu-
tion made to the Revolutionary cause by
Gen. Frederick William Augustus von
Steuben? General Washington was so
favorably impressed by his practical
knowledge and experience that he asked
him to serve as acting inspector general
and to undertake the training of the
Army. This involved great difficulty
since Von Steuben spoke no English and
was therefore obliged to act through in-
terpreters. There was no time for the
preparation and publication of a com-
plete new drill manual. He therefore
prepared his drill instructions in brief
installments. ‘These were translated
into English and issued to the regiments
as the drill progressed. He had the
great good sense to rely additionally on
the power of example. He formed a
model company under his own skilled
instruction which made such rapid
progress that the imagination of the
entire Army was fired by the example of
its proficiency. Drill became the fash-
ion, and within a few weeks the new
drill, imparted day by day to the model
company, spread throughout the Army.

It was perhaps the most remarkable
achievement in rapid military training
in our history. The value of Von Steu-
ben’s instruction was soon shown on the
battlefield of Monmouth. There and
thereafter throughout the war the Con-
tinental Army proved itself the equal in
discipline and skill of the best British
regulars.

When Von Steuben was preparing the
installments of his famous drill manual
he needed someone to illustrate it in
order that there might not be the slight-
est doubt as to the meaning of his direc-
tions. He chose a young Frenchman
who had been occupying himself at Val-
ley Forge by drawing crayon portraits
of officers and their wives. This was
Pierre Charles L'Enfant, and Von Steu-
ben’s assignment to him was the first
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real work he did as an American officer.
One day L'’Enfant would design forts and
emplacements; later he would be New
York City's principal Federal architect;
finally he would create, as his permanent
monument, his city in the wilderness,
Washington, D.C. It was Von Steuben
who first recognized his abilities.

‘Through his influence in converting
the American Army into an effective and
highly disciplined military force Von
Steuben was an indispensable figure in
the achievement of American independ-
ence. He performed an essential service
that none of his contemporaries in
America was qualified to perform.

On Von Steuben Day each year, I think
that every American should once again
be reminded of the name and achieve-
ments of this fine soldier and citizen.

AID FOR HIGHER EDUCATION—THE
STUDENT PROGRAM UNDER THE
NATIONAL DEFENSE EDUCATION
ACT

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, the stu-
dent loan program under the National
Defense Education Act has made it pos-
sible for thousands of needy students to
attend the college of their choice. With-
out this help they would not have been
able to continue their studies. Increas-
ing enrollments, however, have out-
stripped the total amount authorized by
Congress in 1958. In the bill now be-
fore the Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare, the total for conventional
loans under NDEA would be increased
from $90 million a year to $125 million
for fiscal 1964, $135 million for fiscal
1965, $145 million for 1966, and $150 mil-
lion for 1967. It is anticipated that loan
repayments may be of sufficient volume
after 1966 to remove the necessity for
fuller increases in the authorization.
Ald for institutions of higher education,
even beyond extension of NDEA, is very
badly needed in the face of mounting
enrollments, and I firmly believe that
Congress must take positive action at
this session.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp the newspaper
article by Susanna McBee entitled “Drop
in U.S. Student Loans Hits Area Uni-
versities Hard,” which appeared in the
Washington Post, September 22.

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

Drop 1IN U.S. STupENT LoAns HITS AREA

UNIVERSITIES HARD
(By Susanna McBee)

Washington's colleges and universities have
been hard hit by a cutback in funds they
receive from the U.S. Office of Education for
their federally supported student loan pro-
gram.

At least some students have been unable
to attend college because of the Govern-
ment's inveluntary reduction in the loan
funds, which local institutions have been
getting under the National Defense Educa-
tion Act program, which started in 1958.

Other students have been directed by local
colleges to State and private loan programs.
A few, Ineligible for such aid, are continu-
ing their education *‘under extreme hard-
ship,” one official sald.

The cutback, which has affected hundreds
of other colleges across the Nation, results
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from the fact that loan requests for the first

time have exceeded the $80 million avallable

each year under the terms of the act.
INCREASE ASKED

This year requests have come to $121,955,-
470. The administration, anticipating the
increased demand, asked Congress this year
to raise the $90-million ceiling to $185 mil-
lion and to eliminate the current $250,000
limit on loans that students at any one
institution may receive.

Congress has not acted, but a House edu-
cation subcommittee has approved the ad-
ministration request. A Senate education
subcommittee has voted to raise the student
loan ceiling to $125 million this year and
$135, $145, and $150 milllon in the next 3
years, Also, the Senate unit raised the insti-
tutional ceiling to $800,000.

Loan requests are up mationally because
more students are golng to college—4.4 mil-
lion this year compared with 4.2 million last
year—and because more colleges are partici-
pating in the program.

Seventeen more colleges entered the pro-
gram this year as a result of the repeal of the
controversial non-Communist afMdavit which
has been required of college students seeking
Federal loans. The 17 colleges were among
32 which had quit the program in protest
against the affidavit.

DISTRICT DEMANDS

Nine District colleges and universities this
year asked for $1,464,609 in National Defense
Education Act loan funds, a sum representing
the gross needs of their students. The insti-
tutions got $815,878, or §5.7 percent of what
they sought. Last year these nine and two
others that did not seek loans this year re-
ceived $1,078,154.

All colleges and universities in Maryland
and Virginia received either what they re-
quested, or the $250,000 institutional maxi-
mum. However, three which received $250,-
000 had asked for more. The University of
Maryland sought $426,600; Morgan State Col-
lege, a predominantly Negro school in Balti-
more, requested $297,609, and Virginia State
College, a Negro school in Petersburg, asked
for $351,561.

In Washington, dean of students, Armour
J. Blackburn, of Howard University, said he
knew of more than a handful of students who
would have come to the university but could
not because we did not have the loan funds
for them.

Howard asked for $247,198 in loan funds
and recelved $137,706. Last year it got $181,-
904, Blackburn sald Howard has directed
some students to other loan funds.

GWU CUTBACK

George Washington University asked for
$178,314 in National Defense Education Act
funds and received $99,333. Last year it got
$147,850. Assistant Treasurer Maurice Heart-
field said no student has been forced to quit
school because of the cutback. (National De-
fense Education Act loans are repayable to 10
years.)

Georgetown University asked the Govern-
ment for $426,642 and received $237,660 com~-
pared with $250,000 last year. The Rev.
Joseph A. Haller, university treasurer, said
no student unable to get a National De-
fense Education Act loan has been forced out
of school. Other loan funds and university
resources have been taxed, however. The
National Defense Education Act cutback
came as & “bombshell,” Father Haller said.

GWU has referred students to the United
Student Aid Fund and to State loan pro-
grams, such as those in New York and New
Jersey, which, like the National Defense Ed-
ucation Act, require only 3-percent interest
and are repayable in 6 years.

Tom W. Sills, director of Student Aid of
American University, saild he called four local
banks but could not get them to offer needy
students long-term loans. He did refer them
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to the other loan sources used by other local
institutions after AU received only $133,261
of the $239,220 it requested in National De-
fense Education Act funds. Last year it got
$191,696.

This year the average National Defense
Education Act loan at AU is $770, which is
more than the $478 national average loan
last year. “It costs about $2,5600 a year to
go to AU; so a student with a National De-
fense Education Act loan still has to cough
up a lot,” Sills said.

Here is the way other District institu-
tions fared:

District of Columbia Teachers College:
Asked for $5,400, received $3,000; last year
it got $3,545.

Catholic University: Asked for $317,685, re-
celved $176,971; last year it got $250,000.

Dunbarton College: Asked for $6,8566, re-
ceived $3,820; last year it got $8,681.

Gallaudet College: Asked for $13,500, re-
ceived $7,520; last year it got $16,408.

Trinity College: Asked for $29,794; re-
ceived $16,598; last year it got $26,809.

Since the beginning of the National De-
fense Education Act program in 1868, about
400,000 students in 1,634 colleges and univer-
sities have borrowed about $330 million. For
each $9 the Government contributes, the
institution adds $1 to its National Defense
Education Act fund.

AMENDMENT OF THE RAILROAD RE-
TIREMENT ACT OF 1937, THE
RAILROAD RETIREMENT TAX ACT,
THE RAILROAD UNEMFPLOYMENT
INSURANCE ACT, AND THE TEM-
PORARY EXTENDED RAILROAD
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE
BENEFITS ACT OF 1961

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate proceed to the consider-
ation of Calendar No. 489, H.R. 8100.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Rie-
1coFF in the chair). The bill will be
stated by title.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (HR.
8100) to amend the Railroad Retirement
Act of 1937, the Railroad Retirement
Tax Act, the Railroad Unemployment
Insurance Act, and the Temporary Ex-
tended Railroad Unemployment Insur-
ance Benefits Act of 1961, so as to provide
an increase in the creditable and taxable
compensation, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Oregon.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the bill
provides for an urgently needed repair
of existing financial inadequacies in
both the railroad retirement system and
the railroad unemployment insurance
system. The railroad retirement sys-
tem, because a sharply contracting work
force over the past decade has resulted
in a contracted payroll, has developed
an annual actuarial deficiency of $77
million per year. This deficiency has
been getting more pronounced as each

year has gone by and has now reached a -

point where immediate steps must be
taken to remedy it.

The factors which have caused these
financial difficulties in the railroad re-
tiréiment system have precisely the same
effect upon the railroad unemployment
insurance system with the result that it
too has been suffering from a deficit over
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the past few years. It has found it im-
possible to meet its current obliga-
tions out of its current revenues with the
result that it has now developed a debt
in excess of $300 million and it lacks
the means to repay this sum unless the
measures provided in this bill are
enacted.

In 1961 the President, recognizing the
finanecial difficulties which were develop-
ing in these systems, directed the Rail-
road Retirement Board to reexamine the
financial structure of the systems with
a view to recommending legislative
changes to overcome the deficiencies.
The bill, HR. 8100, is the result of an
intensive effort over a long period of
time to develop suitable and ‘adequate
means by which these systems can be
restored to financial health.

For the railroad retirement system the
bill would increase the taxable and cred-
itable monthly compensation to $450, re-
vise certain military service provisions of
the act, and increase interest rates on
railroad retirement funds held by the
Federal Government from its present ob-
solete level of 3 percent to a more real-
istic level of current market yield. All
such obligations would be immediately
converted to the higher rate. In addi-
tion the bill would retain the present 3-
percent rate as a minimum guarantee or
floor. In this connection it should be
noted that for the past 7 or 8 years the
Federal Government has gained at the
expense of the railroad retirement sys-
tem from paying only 3 percent on the
special obligations in the railroad retire-
ment account when it paid more than
that on funds borrowed through general
obligations.

For the railroad unemployment insur-
ance system, the bill would improve the
financial condition of the system by
about $20.3 million a year. This will soon
eliminate the need for further borrowing
of funds by this system and permit it
gradually to liquidate the indebtedness
of over $300 million. This would be ac-
complished by increasing the maximum
contribution rate to 4 percent without
an increase in the taxable compensation
and by certain provisions that would re-
strict somewhat the eligibility of em-
ployees only casually attached to the
railroad industry as well as voluntary
quits.

Mr, President, the bill was reported
unanimously by the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare. The terms
of this bill are the result of months
of careful work by all of the interested
parties, including the carriers and the
brotherhoods and the Railroad Retire-
ment Board. The bill was endorsed by
the Railroad Retirement Board, was re-
ported unanimously by the House com-
mittee and passed the House without a
dissenting vote.

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator
from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Do I correctly under-
stand that at present the moneys of the
Railroad Retirement Fund which are
held by the Federal Government receive
a rate of 3 percent interest?

Mr. MORSE. That is correct.
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Mr. LAUSCHE. This bill, passed, con-
templates raising that rate of interest to
a level of the present average rate paid
by the Federal Government, does it?

Mr. MORSE. That is correct. In
other words, one of the contributing fac-
tors to the present distressed financial
condition of the fund is that the Gov-
ernment is making money at the expense
of the fund.

Mr. LAUSCHE. How much is the an-
nual loss to the railroad retirement
fund because of failure to get the going
rate of interest?

Mr. MORSE. The annual actuarial
deficit is $77 million a year.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Does that include only
the interest, or does it include other
items?

Mr. MORSE. Contraction of employ-
ment in the industry has, of course, been
one of the major factors contributing to
the deficit.

Mr. LAUSCHE. To depart from the
subject immediately before the Senate,
let me say that I do not know whether
the Senator heard my statement, of a
moment ago, that I am offering to the
appropriation bill an amendment chang-
ing the substantive law under which the
Rural Electrification Administration is
loaning money at 2 percent when the
Federal Government is required to pay
4 percent. My question is: Is not the
prineiple the Senator from Oregon is
seeking to apply to the railroad fund the
same as the principle I want applied to
the rural electrification loans?

Mr. MORSE. In all frankness, I can-
not answer the Senator’s question until
I make a study of the history and poli-
cies involved in the rural electrification
fund. I would not give a curbstone re-
ply to that question; it requires study.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Does the Senator
from Oregon urge that the railroad re-
tirement fund be paid the same rate of
interest on the money the Federal Gov-
ernment borrows from it?

Mr. MORSE. That is my main rea-
son for supporting this bill.

Mr. LAUSCHE. If my amendment to
the Rural Electrification Act is based on
the same prineiple, will the Senator from
Oregon see any weakness in it?

Mr. MORSE. Not if it is based on the
same principle; but the Senator is ask-
ing me to assume that it is based on the
same prineciple, without my taking time
to ascertain the public policy problems in
connection with the rural electrification
program. It may very well be that when
we consider the history of the rural
electrification program and the basis for
the policy behind the 2-percent interest
rate, I might think it is still a sound in-
terest rate. But I am not going to com-
mit myself in advance of that study.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I contemplate sup-
porting the bill, because I believe that
when the Federal Government borrows
from the railroad retirement fund, it
should pay that fund the same rate of
interest that it pays on all the other
money it borrows; but I believe that if
the principle is applicable when the Fed-
eral Government is paying interest, it is
likewise applicable when the Federal
Government is collecting interest. It is
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for that reason that I will press for the
adoption of my amendment.

I thank the Senator very much.

Mr., DIRKESEN. Mr. President,
the Senator from Oregon yield?

Mr. MORSE. I am glad to yield.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I should like to ask
whether the Treasury Department op-
poses this provision.

Mr. MORSE. As I was about to ex-
plain, the Treasury Department is op-
posed to the immediate conversion of the
special obligations to the new market
yield rate, as provided by the bill. It
wants a 10-year period over which it will
gradually roll over these obligations to
the rate provided for in the bill, and it
also wants to remove the 3-percent mini-
mum-guarantee provision. The views of
the Treasury Department have been
thoroughly considered by the committee,
and have been thoroughly considered by
the House.

Let me tell the Senator from Illinois
why our committee rejected the position
of the Treasury. In the first place, on
the question of whether, at the present
time, the Government is making money
at the expense of the railroad retirement
fund, the answer is yes. I believe that
procedure is wrong; I believe the rail-
road retirement fund should receive fair
and adeguate interest at the present
time., As for removal of the 3-percent
floor, the position of the Treasury is that
at some time in the future the economic
situation may be such that a 3-percent
interest rate may be too high. Our an-
swer is that we will cover that point when
the time comes. However, there was a
public-policy purpose for establishing the
3 percent in the first instance. When the
railroad retirement bill was passed in
1937, it was passed, in recognition of the
responsibility of the Federal Government,
to help stabilize the railway industry of
this country, because—as was brought
out in our commiittee discussion of the
bill—the railway industry is not merely
a private industry; it is a private indus-
try vested with a public interest, and all
of us have a stake in maintaining a
stable, and sound railway industry.

I need not point out to the Senator
from Illinois, who comes from the hub
of the railway industry, in Illinois, the
great potential value of a going railway
system to the defense of this country in
time of national emergency. The Rail-
road Retirement Act was passed, in the
first instance, to carry out what the Gov-
ernment considered a part of its obliga-
tion to maintain a stable railway indus-
try. The minimum 3-percent interest
rate was established from the very be-

as a necessary element in the
development of a financially sound rail-
road retirement program.

We do not believe that this is the time
for us to “fake out the erystal ball” and
prophesy what the situation on the
minimum rate may be 10 or 15 years
from now. If it ever should develop that
there is any problem as to the minimum
rate, it should be the responsibility of
the Congress which is sitting at that
time; and, therefore, we do not propose
in any way to modify the 3-percent floor.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Was there any testi-
mony to the effect that the fund is un-
sound from an actuarial standpoint?

will
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Mr. MORSE. Oh, yes. The Chair-
man of the Railroad Retirement Board
presented in detail the facts on that mat-
ter, and representatives of the carriers
and representatives of fhe brotherhoods
presented detailed reports and evidence
that bore out the recommendations of
the Railroad Retirement Board. These
facts are not disputed by the Treasury.
There is no question about the urgent
and immediate need to get more money
into this fund.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Then can there be
any reason for Treasury opposition, oth-
er than that it does not want this impact
on the budget to come in a single year,
instead to spread it over a 10-year
period? .

Mr, MORSE. Treasury apparently
fears that immediate conversion of the
railroad retirement special obligations
to the new interest rate will become a
precedent for the readjustment of the
obligations of other systems such as
social security. We considered this
point carefully in committee and reject-
ed it. The commitiee’s view—which ap-
pears at page 10 of the report—is that
the procedures developed in this bill for
the railroad industry are not applicable
to the other systems and are not to be
regarded as a precedent. The special
factors characterizing the railroad re-
tirement system as unique are clearly
spelled out in the report.

Mr. DIRKSEN. One reason for raising
this rate is set forth in an article—pub-
lished in this morning’s Washington
Post. The article, which is entitled “The
Uneconomy Bloc,” was written by Row-
land Evans and Robert Novak,

Mr. MORSE. I am familiar with the
article.

Mr. DIRKSEN. They make it appear
that no economy voices were raised with
respect to this bill, because of the imme-
diate impact on the budget. By that, I
mean that in the article it is stated, “The
fund is now actuarially unsound.”

I have some difficulty following the
logic of the article, because if a private
company operated in this way, it would
soon be haled before a court, or before
the insurance commissioner of the State,
to show cause why its operations should
not be suspended.

Mr. MORSE, The article is inaccu-
rate on three main grounds: It is in-
accurate in its statement that no so-
called economy voices have been raised
in connection with consideration of this
bill; and it is also wrong in its assertion
that the bill sets a precedent in the con-
version formula in the Social Security
and civil service funds; and finally it is
wrong in its conclusion that it would be
sound economy not to enact this bill

I assure the Senator from Illinois that
this matter was worked over on both
sides of the commitiee table. The Sena-
tor from Illinois—until recently a mem-
ber of our committee—knows that in the
Senate Labor and Public Welfare Com-
mittee there is always full discussion, on
both sides of the table, of any contro-
versial matter.

The Treasury position was thoroughly
analyzed. We came to the unanimous
conclusion that we had to reject it be-
cause of the unsoundness of
the fund, and also because it was not
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fair to impose the loss upon the Rail-
road Retirement Fund. We feel that the
beneficiaries under the fund are entitled
to the protection we are seeking to give
them in the bill by making it actuarially
sound.

Mr. DIRKSEN. If the Senator has no
objection, in connection with my part of
the colloguy I should like to have that
article printed in the Recoro.

Mr, MORSE. I join in the request to
have it printed at this point in the
RECORD.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article referred to be
printed at this point in the Rerorb.

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

THE Un-EcoNoMY Brogc

{By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak)

The congressional economy bloc, a noisy
fiock that keeps its good eye on the Treasury,
was notably silent last week when, over ad-
ministration protests, it voted to add $55
million to the Federal budget for fiscal year
1965, starting next July.

The 1965 budget is the one now being
prepared in the Budget Bureau. It is the
budget that House Republicans and conser-
vative southern Democrats are trying to force
President EKennedy to pare to $98 billion.
The amendment to the tax bill by Represent-
ative Jomw Byrwes (Republican, of Wiscon-
sin), now being debated in the House, would
void the proposed $11 billion tax cut unless
the administration limits the 1965 budget
to $98 billion.

Granted $55 million is the merest fraction
of 98 billion, but violent congressional de-
bates have broken out over administration
proposals that would spend far less than
that. The House has haggled for hours, for
example, over a puny few millions for the
Voice of America or the foreign aid program.

The curlous thing about the two bills that
swept through the House last Tuesday with-
out audible protest is that the administra-
tion was strongly on record against both of
them. One dealt with the interest rate pald
by the Treasury Department on money bor-
rowed from the railroad retirement fund, the
other with nursing-home care for veterans.

The first of these, In fact, may now have
set a precedent for an extra $338 million budg-
et increase in the near future. This is the
story:

For years, the interest rate paid by the
Treasury on borrowings from the retirement
fund has been 3 percent. The fund is now
actuarially unsound. To help cure its de-
ficlency, the administration proposed raising
the interest rate to the going market rate on
Treasury securities—now 87% percent. The
conversion would take place over a 10-year
period, to minimize its effect on the Treas-
ury—and the new budget.

What the House did, without a single ad-
ministration Democrat or economy-bloec Re-
publican raising a whisper of opposition, was
t0 decree an immediate converslon to 3%
percent. The cost, automatic and unrecov-
erable: §25 million.

If Congress now applies this immediate-
conversion formula to the social security and
civil service retirement funds, the 1-year cost
to the would come to some $330

Treasury
million. The interest rate paid by the Treas-

ury on borrowings from these two giant funds
is now gradually rising to the going market
rate, over a 10- and 15-year period respec-
tively.

-The other bill that slipped through the
House under the nose of the bloc—
or, more properly, with its enthusiastic help—
was a $42 milllon nursing home program for
war veterans. Except for the merest hand-
ful, the veterans who will profit from this
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congressional good will have disabilities to-
tally unconnected with their wartime service.

The background on this bill is as follows:
Under pressure from the politically potent
veterans’ lobby, the administration approved
& $12 million nursing care program limited
to an additional 2,000 beds in existing Vet-
erans’ Administration hospitals.

The House Veterans' Committee doubled
this and threw in for good measure a higher
Federal subsidy to the States for State nurs-
ing care programs and extra outpatient care
for veterans with non-service-connected disa-
bilities.

Total cost: $42 million, or $30 million over
the spending level recommended by the ad-
ministration.

When these two bills came to the floor of
the House and whisked through on a voice
vote, only one question was ralsed about
cost. The question-asker was Representative
Durwarp Haviv, & penny-pinching rural Re-
publican from Missouri and an authentic
economizer. But even Harl made no effort
to stem the spending tide.

Last Tuesday's events in the House prove
once more that Congress finds it easier to
preach than practice economy. Although
the economy bloc loves to admonish Presi-
dents for “fiscal irresponsibility,” it just
can't bring itself to vote against an extra
$55 million—particularly if it profits rail-
road workers and veterans.

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator
from Massachusetts.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Along the lines
of what the Senator from Illinois stated,
if the amount of the interest rate were
not raised, would not the difference come
from the taxpayers through a larger defi-
cit in any event? It would come from
them in one way or another.

Mr. MORSE. Eventually we would be
required to replenish the fund or ask
the retirees to take drastically reduced
pensions, which would be unconscion-
able. The Senator from Massachusetts
and I both know that no Congress would
ever do that. Now is the time to plug
the hole.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Govern-
ment would pay in one way or another.

Mr. MORSE. That is the opinion of
the Senator from Oregon.

I now yield to the Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. HRUSKAL.

Mr. HRUSKA., Mr. President, the
amendments to the Railroad Retirement
Act represented by H.R. 8100 deserve the
support of the Senate. They are in the
interest of the Nation’s railway employee,

management, and most impor-
tantly, the American taxpayer.

It is good to note that the Senate is
taking such prompt action on this bill.
All of the parties concerned in the nego-
tiations leading toward H.R. 8100 and
the companion bill, S. 2056, are to be
commended. The House of Representa-
tives passed H.R. 8100 on September 17.
Three days later it was reported to the
Senate by the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

Officials representing the many unions
whose members are employed on the Na-
tion’s railroads support prompt enact-
ment of these amendments. As evi-
denced by the testimony, this legislation
resulted from extensive conferences and
meetings attended by representatives of
the Association of American Railroads,

erican Asso-
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clation, and the Railway Labor Execu-
tives' Association.

Several important changes were made
to eliminate certain practices which
tended to weaken the unemployment
compensation part of the law. Addi-
tionally, the retirement fund was
strengthened. The Railroad Retirement
Board has indicated that the fund is now
running on a basis which involves an ac-
tuarial deficit of approximately $77 mil-
lion a year. Under the terms of the bill,
the deficit will be reduced to about $16
million a year, which is within accept-
able limits of actuarial tolerance.

For several years the unemployment
insurance system has borrowed money
from the retirement account to make
payments for benefits under the unem-
ployment insurance system. The re-
tirement system has advanced, through
such borrowing, funds exceeding $300
million. Under the proposed changes
in the law such borrowings would not be
necessary, and repayment of the amount
utilized by the unemployment system
could begin.

The proposed changes are somewhat
technical in nature. At this time I want
to state that this legislation has my
wholehearted support. These amend-
ments will bring financial stability to the
fund and put it on a more businesslike
basis. They recognize that there was a
need to eliminate certain practices which
were detrimental to, and caused a drain
on, the unemployment compensation
fund. It is for these sound reasons that
the bill should be passed.

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

Mr. MORSE. 1 yield.

Mr. COOPER. I understand that the
bill has the approval of the railway em-
ployees’ organization.

Mr. MORSE. And the carriers. I
should like to put it in this way: The de-
tails of the bill were developed with
great care over a long period through
the cooperation of all of the parties con-
cerned. The representatives of the car-
riers and the brotherhoods cooperated
fully with the Railroad Retirement
Board. Each is now satisfied with the
bill as unanimously passed by the House
and as reported by the committee. AsI
said in my opening statement, the action
was taken because the President of the
United States called upon the Railroad
Retirement Board to proceed to make a
report in regard to the condition of the
railroad retirement fund.

Mr. COOPER. The bill would in-
crease the amount of compensation to
the railway workers,

Mr. MORSE. It would increase the
taxable and creditable compensation
base from $400 fo $450 per month.

Mr. COOPER. It would also increase
the amount of interest that the Treasury
would pay upon its obligations.

Mr. MORSE. That is correct. So
that the record will be clear, I wish it
clearly understood that the Treasury
wanted to accomplish that result over a
10-year rollover rather than through
immediate conversion and that plan was
rejected.

Mr. COOPER. The bill would pro-
tect the payments which have been pre-
scribed for the railroad employees.
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Mr. MORSE. That is correct.

Mr. COOPER. I should like to make
one further statement, and then I shall
close. I had the privilege of serving for 3
wyears on the subcommittee with the Sen-
ator from Oregon when I was a member
of the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare. I remember that for 3 years
we struggled with the problem of bring-
ing the fund into as sound a condition
as could be done at that time. I am sure
that since that time the problem arose
as a result of the growing number of
railroad employees who are out of work
through automation and technological
changes. I commend the Senator. I re-
member that when I had the opportunity
to serve with him on the committee how
diligently he worked to keep the fund
sound in the interest of the employees
and employers as well.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Ken-
tucky was one of my colleagues on the
Railroad Retirement Subcommittee of
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare. I thanked him then for the great
help that he was to me. It is a matter
of great regret to the senior Senator
from Oregon that the Senator from Ken-
tucky left the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare to accept another assign-
ment in the Senate. I wish the REcorp
to show again today that in my judg-
ment, even though the Railroad Retire-
ment Fund needs the improvement pro-
posed in the bill before the Senate today,
it is in as good condition as it is because
of the many contributions that the Sena-
tor from Kentucky made to keep it
sound.

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

Mr. MORSE, Iyield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. On page 7 of the bill
Inotice a provision that—

The rate of interest on such obligations
shall in no case be less than 3 per centum
per annum.

Why has an exception been made to
the going rate of interest? Is it pro-
posed to compensate for past inequities?

Mr. MORSE. It was necessary to in-
sert that interest rate at the beginning
in order to provide a fund which would
make it possible to meet the obligations
that the fund had in the early days of
the history of the act. But, further
more—and I should like to be very frank
with the Senator from Ohio—as I said
to the Senator from Illinois a few min-
utes ago, it was also recognized at the
time the Railroad Retirement Act was
passed that the entire country had an
obligation to the railroad industry be-
cause of compelling considerations of
the public interest in its service, to set
up a Ralilroad Retirement Fund to help
stabilize the labor relations of the indus-
try and to provide inducements to young
men to enter into the railroad industry.
As the Senator from Ohio knows, I am
sure, since he comes from a great rail-
road State, the railroad industry has
had manpower and automation prob-
lems facing young men who must make
a decision as to whether or not they will
go into that industry. The industry has
had some problems in induecing qualified
young men to go into the industry.
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The railroad retirement fund has been
one of the inducements that has made
it possible for the carriers and the
brotherhoods to obtain the necessary
employees for the industry. It has been
felt that the 3 percent floor was essen-
tial in order to guarantee to the workers
and the carriers that they would have
a sound fund.

A moment ago, in my discussion with
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN],
I pointed out that the Treasury wants
to remove that condition. Our answer
to that proposal is that if the time comes
when the 3 percent floor creates a prob-
lem that would justify any change in it,
that subject ought to be taken up by
the Congress at that time. We should
not in future seek to take action today
in regard to a set of facts that we know
nothing about, that may arise 10, 15, or
20 years from now. However, there is
no question that at the present time the
3 percent interest is not adequate and
will not be adequate for quite some time.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The Treasury De-
partment is saying that if we require the
Government to pay the going rate of in-
terest, that principle ought to apply all
the way through, and that the floor of 3
percent ought not to be set as the mini-
mum.

Mr. MORSE. The Treasury Depart-
ment has made that statement from the
standpoint of Treasury policy at the
present time, but the Treasury Depart-
ment is not taking into account the other
consideration that the committee is em-
phasizing, namely, that throughout the
history of the law the Congress has
always considered a public policy ques-
tion in saying that in any event it is go-
ing to pay the interest necessary to keep
the fund sound. I should also emphasize
the fact that had the Treasury been pay-
ing the going rate of interest since 1956,
the railroad retirement account would be
$230 million better off than it now is.
The Treasury has gained these special
benefits at a time when the railroad re-
tirement account has been undergoing
financial difficulty. The bill fairly
remedies this situation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment which, on
page 7, lines 11 and 12, would strike from
the bill the word “That the rate of inter-
est on such obligation shall in any case
be less than 3 percentum per annum.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Ohio
will be stated.

The LEecistATIVE CLERK., On page 7,
lines 11 and 12, it is. proposed to strike
the language appearing on lines 11 and
12, as follows: “That the rate of interest
on such obligations shall in no case be
less than 3 percentum per annum.”

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, we all
understand the amendment. I have al-
ready spoken against the amendment.
The Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare unanimously recommends
against the amendment. It would be
disruptive at this time. I urge that it
be rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
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ment offered by the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. LauscrE].

The amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill is open to amendment. If there be
no further amendment to be proposed,
the question is on the third reading of
the bill.

The bill (H.R. 8100) was ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the bill was
passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion to
lay on the table the motion to recon-
sider.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM—EXTEN-
SION OF CIVIL RIGHTS COMMIS-
SION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in
behalf of the distinguished minority
leader, the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dirksen] and myself, I send to the desk
an amendment the purpose of which is
to bring about, at the appropriate time—
later in the week, not before Thursday—
the extension of the life of the Civil
Rights Commission.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed,
and will lie on the table.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
Mr. JAVITS. I am glad to observe

that the leadership has taken notice of
the situation involving the expiration of
the life of the Civil Rights Commission,
which will occur on September 30. I am
hopeful that acton may be taken in time.
The Commission has done extraordinar-
ily fine work in alerting the country to
the problems and in giving authoritative
facts upon which to deal with them,
making most intelligent recommenda-
tions. Its work is indispensable. I ex-
press my appreciation to the leadership
for this action.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. May I inquire when
the amendment is to be considered?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Possibly Thursday
of this week, but not before.

Mr. KEATING. It will be this week?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is the antic-
ipation of the leadership.

Mr. ELLENDER. What was that
statement about?

Mr. MANSFIELD. The extension of
the life of the Civil Rights Commission.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I join my col-
leagues in stating that I am glad the
majority leader and the minority leader
have submitted the amendment, I un-
derstand that without question it will
be debated this week.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is my under-
standing. Whenever I make flat com-
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mitments, I hope Senators will remem-
ber that circumstances may arise over
which I have no control; but that is our
intention.

Mr., EEATING. Is the bill to which
the amendment will be offered pro-
gramed for Thursday?

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is hoped and
anticipated that it will be considered on
Thursday.

Mr. KEATING. Will the Senate have
completed consideration of the Defense
Department appropriation bill and the
#il;iculture Department appropriation

Ll

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.

Mr. EEATING. May I inquire
whether the bill will be the first bill con-
sidered after action is completed on those
appropriation bills?

Mr. MANSFIELD. All I can say is
ftihm: it will be the first or one of the

rst.

Mr. KEATING. I express my grati-
tude to the distinguished majority lead-
er, as well as the minority leader, for this
action, It is imperative that action be
taken this week. I hope that nothing
will interfere with such action being
taken.

Mr, MANSFIELD. I hope so, too.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. To what bill is the
Senator referring?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I have submitted
an amendment to a bill which will be
considered, which amendment seeks to
extend the life of the Civil Rights Com-
mission, scheduled to expire at the end
of this month.

Mr. ELLENDER. To what bill would
that be attached?

Mr. MANSFIELD. A private bill,
H.R. 3369.

Mr. ELLENDER. What would that
bill do?

Mr. MANSFIELD, It is titled “An act
for the relief of Mrs. Elizabeth G. Ma-
son.” It is H.R. 3369.

Mr. ELLENDER. What is the impor-
tance of calling up that particular bill?

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is the only bill
to which an amendment of this sort can
be attached at this time. The life of the
Commission expires on the 30th of this
month.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
have been planning for 3 weeks to be in
my State on Friday. I hope the leader-
ship will take that into consideration,
because I am greatly interested in this
matter.

Mr, MANSFIELD. We will. I under-
stand and appreciate the Senator’s
concern.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Before the debate
on the nuclear test ban treaty began,
there was some talk, at least, that S.
1915, to amend the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act, to encourage reduction of ex-
cess marketings of milk, might be con-
sidered. Consideration of the bill was
postponed until after the nueclear test
ban treaty was disposed of. y

The bill was reported on August 23,
1963. There is a great deal of interest
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in the bill all over the country, on the
part of dairy farmers.

I wonder if the majority leader can
give me any indication as to when that
bill may be considered by the Senate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Iam delighted that
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon-
sin has raised that question. I have
given some thought and consideration to
it, along with the distinguished minority
leader. It is anticipated at the moment
that the bill will be considered during
the second week of October.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The second week of

October?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Which would be
the week after next.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I appreciate that.

It is good fo have a specific date. I hope,
if there is any possibility of moving it
up for earlier consideration, that will be
done.. I would be grateful for that. Al
of us would like to have action as soon
as possible.
Mr. MANSFIELD. If there is any
possibility, I assure the Senator it will
be done; but that is the plan at the
moment.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. CARLSON. It will be necessary
for me to be out of the eity on Thursday,
Friday, and Saturday of this week.
Should the extension of the Civil Rights
Commission be considered by the Senate,
for action, I wish to have the REecorp
show that, if present, I would support it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I appreciate the
remarks of the Senator from Kansas.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I real-
ize the problems the majority leader
faces. He is very kind in trying to pro-
tect all Senators, so far as he can, with
respect to votes; but this is typical of
what is likely to happen when considera-
tion of an important measure is left un-
til the eve of a deadline. I hope the pro-
tection of Senators will not go so far as
to cause delay in acting on the extension
until after the life of the Commission
has expired. The Commission deserves
a vote of confidence for the work it has
done and a green light for its future ac-
tivities. It would be tragic if we allowed
the Commission to go out of existence
while there is still so much it can con-
tribute to our efforts to deal with the civil
rights problems confronting our Nation.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would hope not.
That is not the intention of the leader-
ship. It is hoped to have it considered
as early as possible, on Thursday, to al-
low sufficient time for debate and dis-
position.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. KUCHEL. I am obliged to be in
California on Thursday. I should like
to have the Recorp indicate that my vote
in this Chamber has been consistently in
favor of, first, the creation of the Com-
mission and, second, the continuance of
the Civil Rights Commission.

Mr., MANSFIELD. There is no ques-
tion about that. The Senator’s record
is well known.

Mr. KUCHEL. I appreciate the Sena-
tor's statement. I believe the over-
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whelming majority of Senators in both
parties favor a continuation of the Civil
Rights Commission—indeed, making it
permanent. TUnless extended debate
by a few Senators should intervene, I
have no hesitation in saying to my friend
the majority leader that the Commission
will be continued in a matter of moments.
Mr. MANSFIELD. There will be de-
bate. -
Mr. KUCHEL. If there is such a prob-
lem, I say to the majority leader that
I will cancel my trip and return to Wash-

ington.
Mr. MANSFIELD. I would not advise
that.
Mr, KUCHEL. I thank my able

friend.

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY GERMAN
FOREIGN MINISTER GERHARD

SCHRODER

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the
Senate is honored today by having as its
guest the Foreign Minister of West Ger-
many, Gerhard Schroder, one of the
leading members of the Government, a
man in whom we all have great hope and
confidence. It is an honor to have him
visiting us. He is a member of the Ger-
man Parliament as well as of the Cabinet.

MTr. Schrider is one of the rising lights
of the new German Government. As all
Senators know, there will be a transition,
since the great leader of Germany since
the war, Chancellor Adenauer, has an-
nounced he will retire on the 15th of next
month.

‘We are happy to have Mr. Schrioder
with us. I know we are all pleased to see
him. I hope all Senators will have an
opportunity to meet him.

[Applause, Senators rising.]

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have
had an opportunity to visit with the For-
eign Ministers of the German Federal
Republic in Bonn, and have met with
Mr. Eonrad Adenauer, Mr. Gerhard, and
others. I take the floor to note it is a
historic event when the Foreign Minister
of a great part of Germany can be re-
ceived in the Senate Chamber, consider-
ing our history, which we all understand.
It is symptomatic of the great feeling
we have about the essentiality of receiv-
ing Germany fully into the community
of nations and for our hopeful confidence
that, under her leadership, Ge will
play the role, not of destruction but of
construction, which is so adaptable to the
power, spirit, and determination of our
people. I think it is uniquely sympto-
matic of the feeling of our people that
Herr Schrider is received in the Chamber
of the Senate of the United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair extends a hearty welcome to our
cslistmtgujshed visitor, in behalf of the

enate.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATION, 1964

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of Calendar No. 481, HR. 7179,
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1964, and for other purposes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the information
of the Senate.

The LecistaTIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
7179) making appropriations for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1964, and for other

purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Oregon.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, with amend-
ments.

REPORTED VISIT BY TITO OF
YUGOSLAVIA WITH PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I re-
ceived a letter from a constituent in
Ohio. In part the letter deals with a
reported visit of Tito to the United
States. In the letter are contained
statements so appropriate that I feel
they ought to be read into the Recorp of
the Senate. The Ohioan writes as
follows:

The newspapers report that Tito will visit
our President in Washington or New York
in October.

For the Democrats in Yugoslavia and
Americans of Yugoslav origin who believe in
and love America as the protector and de-
fender of human rights and democracy this
will be agaln a dark event. Why honor a
man who murdered his people, after the war
in peacetime, only because he considered
them actual or potential political adver-
sarles? Why honor him now when he is one
with Ehrushchev again? Is this really nec-
essary for the defense of the interest of the
United States? These and similar questions
will torture many loyal citizens and friends
of America.

Those words are soundly spoken. Ido
not subscribe to the visit of Tito to our
country, knowing that peremptorily
after the war for political reasons he put
to death Mihailovitch and put to death
more than a hundred thousand Croats,
Serbs, and Slovenes. He is not the type
of man whose character and morality
fit him to be honored by our country and
especially not by our President.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS, 1964

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 7179) making appro-
priations for the Department of Defense
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1964,
and for other purposes.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, before
making a statement with respect to the
bill, I send to the desk an amendment
to a committee amendment, which I ask
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to have stated, and on which I ask for
action.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 'The
amendment to the amendment will be
stated.

The LecistATIVE CLERE. It is proposed,
on page 16, line 9, in the committee
amendment to strike out the figure
*$2,962,794,000” and insert in lieu thereof
“$2,931,094,000".

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, this
amendment would reduce the appropria-
tion for procurement of equipment and
missiles, for the Army, by $31,700,000.
Since the Committee on Appropriations
considered the bill, information has
come to me that a review of the Army’s
aireraft requirements most likely indi-
cated that the $31 million requested for
obligation during the fiscal year 1964
would not be required.

In the event it should develop that
this sum is reguired, of course the mat-
ter can be adjusted in conference, but
I should like to have the amendment
agreed to before the bill is perfected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment to the committee amendment.

The amendment to the committee
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the committee
amendments, as perfected, be agreed to
en bloe, that the bill as thus amended
be considered as original text for the
purpose of amendment, and that no
points of order be considered waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments, as perfected and
agreed to en bloc, are as follows:

On page 2, line 10, after the word "addi-
tion”, to strike out “$125,000,000" and insert
“$100,000,000”, and in line 12, after the word
“and", where it occurs the second time, to
strike out *$65,000,000" and insert “$50,-
000,000,

On page 2, at the beginning of line 23, to
strike out “#37,000,000" and insert “$30,-
000,000"; on page 3, line 1, after the word
“from”, to strike out “the Navy stock fund
and”, and at the beginning of line 2, to strike
out “$110,000,000” and insert *$80,000,000”.

On page 3, at the beginning of line 20, to
strike out “$175,000,000” and insert “$20,000,-
000”; in line 21, after the word “from”, to
strike out “the Air Force stock fund and”,
and in line 22, after the word “and”, to strike

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

On page 4, line 8, after the word “to”, to
strike out “maintain an average” and insert
“attain an end",

On page 5, at the beginning of line 14, to
strike out *“$240,300,000” and insert “$242,-
800,000”, and in line 18, after the word “to”,
to strike out “maintain an average” and in-
sert “attain an end”.

On page T, line 15, after the word “Govern-
ment"”, to strike out “$3,361,000,000" and in-
sert “'$3,375,643,000",

On page 8, line 19, after the word “exceed".
to strike out “$7,400,000” and insert “$7,-
800,000”, and in line 24, after the word
“Government”, to strike out $2,905,000,000”
and insert “$2,919,200,000".

On page 9, at the beginning of line 186, to
strike out *“$191,000,000” and insert “$1981,-
650,000,

On page 10, line 23, after the word “Gov-
ernment”, to strike out $4,341,000,000" and
insert *“$4,370,000,000”,

On page 12, line 20, after “(including air-
craft)”, to strike out “$176,600,000" and
insert “‘$180,800,000".

On page 16, at the beginning of line 9,
to strike out *$2,958,894,000" and insert
$2,931,004,000".

On page 16, line 21, after the word “plants”,

to strike out *“$2,877445,000" and insert
*'$2,928,845,000".

On page 17, at the beginning of line 10,
to strike out *$2,080,089,000" and insert

'“$2,068,089,000".

On page 19, at the beginning of line 2,
to strike out “$3,328,900,000” and insert
“$3,395,075,000".

On page 19, line 18, after the word
“things"”, to strike out *“$2,129,480,000" and
insert “$2,141,990,000".

On page 20, line 11, after the word
“amended”, to strike out “$871,299,000" and
insert “$878,299,000".

On page 21, line 16 after the word “law",

I.nsert

to strike out *$1,363,141,000” and
“$1,391,141,000".
On page 22, line 6, after the word “law”,

to strike out
*'$3,483,376,000".

On page 43, line 6, after the word “of”,
where it appears the first time, to strike
out “256" and insert 20",

On page 43, after line 7, to strike out:

“Sec. 539. Of the funds made available
in this Act for repair, alteration, and con-
version of naval vessels, not to exceed $352,-
752,400 shall be available for such repair,
alteration, and conversion in privately owned
shipyards."”

And, in lieu thereof, to insert:

“Sec. 539. Of the funds made available
in this Act for repair, alteration, and con-
version of naval vessels, at least 35 per
centum shall be available for such repair,
alteration, and conversion in privately owned

“$3,416,146,000" and insert

September 2

the Secretary of Defense to be inconsistent
with the public interest based on urgency
of requirement to have such vessels repaired,
altered, or converted as required above, such
work may be done in Navy or private ship-
yards as he may direct.”

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, in its
consideration of H.R. 7179, the Depart-
ment of Defense appropriation bill for
fiscal year 1964, the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee recommends an appro-
priation of $47,371,407,000: This is an
amount that is $289,398,000 over the
House allowance of $47,082,009,000; it is
$1,642,830,000 under the budget estimates
of $49,014,237,000 for fiscal year 1964;
and is $978,675,500 under the appropria-
tiiggls of $48,350,082,500 for fiscal year

The funds recommended do not in-
clude appropriations for military con-
struction, family housing, military as-
sistance, civil defense, nor for the in-
crease in pay of military personnel, all
of which will be considered subsequently.
In regard to the military pay raise, it
can be stated that funds are included in
this bill for the pay of military person-
nel. When the act authorizing this in-
crease becomes law, it will be possible to
pay personnel from these funds. How-
ever, at a later date, it will be necessary
to consider a supplemental request to
provide a sufficient amount to implement
the pay increase during the latter part
of the fiscal year.

It is estimated that $900 million will
be required to meet the increase for the
remainder of fiscal year 1964.

Broken down by organizational com-
ponent, the funds in this bill will pro-
vide—

For the Army, $12,148,806,000.

For the Navy, $14,424,088,000.

For the Air Force, $18,547,840,000.

For defense agencies, $2,250,673,000.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there appear at this point in
the REcorp, a tabulation giving a break-
down of the appropriation for fiscal year
1963, the budget estimates for 1964, the
House allowances and the Senate Com-
mittee recommendations by appropria-
tion title and by organizational com-
ponent.

There being no objection, the table
‘was ordered to be printed in the REcoRrD,

out “$35,000,000" and insert ““$10,000,000”, shipyards: Provided, That if determined by as follows:
Summary of appropriations
Inerease (+) or deerease (—), Senate bill
Appropria- Recommended | Amount ree- compared with—
Title tions, 1963 Budget esti- in House ded
{to date) mates, 1964 bill, 1964 by Senate
committee Appropria- Budget esti- House bill
tions, 1863 mates, 1064
Title I—Mili 1] 312 092, &90, 000 |$13, 235, 200, 000 {$12, 848, 200, 000 |$12, 850, 700, 000 —SHI 990.000 —$384, 500, 000 500, 000
Title II—Opera m and maint 11, 792, 237, 000 | 11, 678, 337,000 | 11, 741, 030, 000 305, 500 -5, ﬁl?: 000 %, 663, 000
Title IIT—P el m w.lw.rm 16, 724, 800, 000 | 15, 666, 472, 000 | 15, 795, 447, 000 —sm 663,000 | —929, 353,000 | 4128, 975, 000
Title IV—R h, develop t, test, and eval 7,021, 558, 000 7262,000000 6, 880, 000, 000 | 6, 984, 230, 000 —37, 328, 000 —277, 770,000 | 495, 280, 000
Total, titles I, IX, I, and IV ...oieoc il oo icnnnas 48, 350, 082, 500 | 40, 014, 237,000 | 47, 082, 009, 000 | 47, 371,407,000 | —978, 675, 500 [—1, 642, 830,000 | 280, 308, 000
Dlsirilmtbn of appropriations by organizational compo-
m:\lrmy.. a 11 ﬂB? 874,000 | 12, 579, 628, 000 | 12, 095, 563, 000 | 12, 148, 806, 000 | -~-510, 932, 000 —430, 822, =53, 243, 000
Nav, - , 300, 14, 300, 838, 000 s 088, —752. 744,000 | —542,212, 000 | 454,
Air Forea lﬂ 432. Pl‘? 000 | 19,178,400, 000 | 18 365, 935, 000 | 18, 547, 840, 000 | —985, 077,000 | —630, 560, -+181, 00
Defense agencies 2,052, 459, 500 | ~ 2, 289,900, 000 | 2, 250, 673, 000 673,000 | --198, 213, 500 -39, 236, 000
’i‘ot'q],DemtolI.‘ fi 48, 350, 082, 500 | 49, 014, 237, 000 | 47, 082, 000, 000 | 47,371,407, 000 | ~—078, 675, 600 |—1, 642, 830, 000 | -}-280, 368, 000
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Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, for
the Army, the funds provided are to
support a military end strength of
975,000, of which 960,000 are for the
16 combat-ready division force struc-
ture and 15,000 are for testing the air
mobility concept. That is better known
as the report of the Howze committee.
For the Army Reserve components, the
authorized strength is 700,000, although
latest indications are that this figure
will be very difficult to achieve. The
Army’s active aircraft inventory in-
cludes 6,323 aircraft—3,428 helicopters
and 2,895 fixed-wing aircraft. Funds
recommended will procure approxi-
mately 1,600 additional airceraft to fur-
ther increase the Army’s mobility con-
cept.

For the Navy, the funds provided will
support 670,000 active duty personnel
and 190,000 Marines, plus about 171,000
Naval and Marine Reserves in paid drill
status. An active fleet of over 870 ships
and more than 7,400 operating aircraft
are programed. The bill also contains
funds for the construction of 31 new
ships, plus 203 service and landing craft
and 36 conversions of vessels. Funds
for the construction of six Polaris sub-
marines are included. When these are
completed, 41 ballistic missile-firing
submarines will be included in the fleet,
each carrying 16 missiles. Over 600
new aireraft will be bought in 1964.

For the Air Force, the funds provided
will support 860,000 active duty per-
sonnel, plus 133,000 in the Reserve com-
ponents in paid drill status. In addi-
tion, approximately 12,500 aircraft and
53 missile squadrons will be maintained.
Over 960 new aircraft will be purchased
in 1964. The acquisition of large planes
to improve airlift capability is empha-
sized. Our strategic retaliatory capa-
bilities include 650 manned bombers on
15-minute ground alert, and over 200 op-
erational Atlas, Titan, and Minuteman
missiles on launchers. This force is
rapidly expanding as additional Minute-
men enter the operational inventory.
The 1964 program includes another 150
Minuteman missiles, raising the total in
inventory and production to 950.

I should like now to discuss the more
important changes the committee has
made in the bill as it came to us from
the House.

TITLE I. MILITARY PERSONNEL

For title I, military personnel, the
committee recommends appropriations
totaling $12,850,700,000. This is $384,-
500,000 under the budget estimates and
$2,500,000 over the House allowance.

The only major change in this title is
the committee’s recommendation deal-
ing with transfer authority from working
capital funds. The budget requested
transfer authority of $300 million and
the Senate committee has recommended
approval of that request. The House
had provided an additional $247 mil-
lion in such authority in lieu of new ob-
ligational authority. Thus the com-
mittee’s action makes $247 million less
available in these appropriations. It is
hoped that the Services can absorb all of
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this reduetion, but, if this is not possible,
the requirements for pay of military per-
sonnel may necessitate a later review.
I wish to stress, however, that the ac-
tion of the committee does not in any
manner affect the proposed military
strengths, as contained in the President’s
original budget.

The increase of $2,500,000 over the
House is to enable National Guard per-
sonnel to attend various Army training
schools.

TITLE II, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

For title II, operation and mainte-
nance, the committee recommends ap-
propriations totaling $11,741,030,000
which are $51,207,000 under the budget
estimates; and, $62,693,000 over the
House allowances.”

For “Operation and maintenance,
Army,” the committee restored $14,643,-
000—$3,500,000 for maintenance of non-
combat vehicles; $1,500,000 for field ex-
ercises, which the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs emphasized as of the high-
est importance; and $9,643,000 for un-
specified House reductions, for which the
Department indicated real need because
of a variety of price increases and other
new requirements since the formulation
of the budget.

The only increase over a budget esfi-
mate in this title is for “Operation and
maintenance, Army National Guard,”
for which the subcommittee recom-
mends $180,800,000, an increase of $4,-
200,000 over the budget estimate. Of the
increase, $3,200,000 is for the National
Guard technician program, which was
substantially cut during the budget re-
view, and $1 million is for the procure-
ment of repair parts required for the
equipment National Guard units are re-
ceiving from the Army on an “as is”
basis.

For “Operation and maintenance,
Navy,” the committee recommends a re-
storation of $14,200,000—$3 million for
the correction of design deficiencies on
operating ships related to surface missile
and equipment rework, and $11,200,000
of unspecified reductions made by the
House and needed by the Department to
finance new requirements since the
budget was submitted.

For “Operation and maintenance, Air
Force,” the committee restored $29 mil-
lion—$5 million for the maintenance
of noncombat vehicles and $24 million
for unspecified House reductions. Of
this latter, $7.2 million is to finance a
classified projeet which was not included
in the original budget request.

TITLE III. PROCUREMENT

For title III, procurement, the com-
mittee recommends appropriations to-
taling $15,795,447,000 which are $929,-
353,000 under the budget estimates; and
$128,975,000 over the House allowances.

The major increases over the House
allowances are: First, $3,900,000 for the
procurement of instrument trainer heli-
copters for the Army; second, $51,400,000
for the procurement of Navy aircraft;
third, $66,175,000 for the Air Force air-
craft procurement program; fourth,

17867

$12,500,000 for the Air Force missile pro-
curement program; and, fifth, $7 mil-
lion for other Air Force procurement.
In addition, in “Shipbuilding and con-
version, Navy,” the committee recom-
mends a net reduction of $12 million
from the House allowance. This is made
up of a restoration of $8,500,000 in labor
and material cost increases, and the dis-
allowance of $20,500,000 for the con-
struction of a roll-on/roll-off vehicle and
cargo ship. The requirement for this
ship is presently being evaluated, and
the committee believes funding should
be deferred pending the results of the
study.
TITLE IV. RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND
EVALUATION

For title IV, “Research, Development,
Test, and Evaluation,” the committee
recommends appropriations totaling $6,-
948,230,000 which are $277,770,000 under
the budget estimates; and $95,230,000
over the House allowances.

A major portion of the decrease in the
budget estimates reflects a 3-percent
general reduction in all research ap-
propriations made by the House. The
committee has recommended concur-
rence in this reduction, with one excep-
tion involving $7,230,000 for a classified
secret project.

The major increases over the House
are: First, restoration of $5 million for
the Army’s LANCE missile systems; and,
second, restoration of $23 million of the
House reduction of $59,600,000 in “Re-
search, Development, Test, and Evalua-
tion, Army,” based on the utilization of
fiscal year 1963 funds appropriated for
the Advent communications satellite
program. It is the recommendation of
the committee that the Department be
authorized to use $23 million of these
carryover funds for the Department of
Defense communication satellite pro-
gram, and that the balance of $36,600,000
be used to finance a portion of the fiscal
year 1964 Army research program.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have included at this point in
the ReEcorp an excerpt from the commit-
tee report pertaining to the Department
of Defense communication satellite pro-
gram,

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

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE SPACE
COMMUNICATIONS
SATELLITE PROGRAM

Following the cancellation of the Advent
space communications satellite program the
Department of Defense established the De-
partment of Defense space communications
satellite program, which has as its objective
the establishment of a communication sys-
tem using orbiting satellites in space work-
ing electronically with surface stations to
provide a worldwide system that is not de-
pendent upon ground relay points or long-
haul radio links., The present plan calls
for a space component, for which the Air
Force is responsible, of 24 to 30 satellites in
circular polar orbits at an altitude of 5,000
to 12,000 miles. This component is referred
to as the “medium altitude random orbit
system.,” The Army has the responsibility
for the development of the related ground
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facilities. 'The Defense Communieations
Agency (DCA) is responsible for coordinat-
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ing the program. The funding of the pro-
gram is set out in the following tabulation:

Department | De| Benate
Appropriation of ense %:lensa House committee
request, allowanee | recommen-
orlg!.naf nit.amut.e dation
R.D.T. & E., J\rmg_-_ $20, 200, 000 | $20,200, 000 | $10, 504, 000 $19, 504, 000
R.D.T. & E., Air Force 52, 300, 000 52, 300, 000 50, 731, 000 50, 731, 000
R.D.T, & E,, Defs 3, 500, 000 3, 500, 3, 395, 000 3, 895, 000
Total, new obligational autherity__ ... _____ 78, 000, 000 76, 000, 000 73, 720, 000 73, 720, 000
Utilization of fiscal year 1963 ad\.cntfu.nds csammmemeaaa| 56, 600, 000 44, 600, 000 None 28, 000, 000
Grand total, fiscal year 1064 program. .. ...._.... 185, 600, 000 | 120, 600, 000 73, 720, 000 06, 720, 000

In authorizing the use of $23 million of
available fiscal year 1963 Advent funds the
committee does not take a position on the
advantages of the presently planned medium
altitude random orbit system over a synchro-
nous orbit system. The determination as to
the type of system to be developed is a mat-
ter for the Department of Defense.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the
third item of increase is $60 million for
the mobile medium range ballistic mis-
sile. The budget estimate for this item
was $143,100,000, of which the House
allowed only $43,100,000. The Depart-
ment of Defense did not seek restoration
of the House reduction of $100 million.
However, the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, in his appearance be-
fore the committee, indicated that the
Joint Chiefs felt that the development of
this weapon should proceed. The com-
mittee concurred in the views expressed
by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, but felt that a total of $103,100,-
000—an increase of $60 million over the
House allowance, would be adequate for
this program during the remainder of
the current fiscal year.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Georgia yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I believe I am
correct In saying—I think the Senator
from Georgia will agree—that the De-
partment of Defense did not ask for this
$60 million, or any part of it. Neverthe-
less, when General Taylor asked for it,
the Secretary of Defense wrote the chair-
man, the distinguished Senator from
Georgia [Mr. RusseLrl, a letter saying
that if the money were appropriated, he
would spend it.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is substantially
correct. It should be said that the De-
partment asked for the money in the
first instance, in the original budget. It
asked for the entire $143.1 million. But
after the House reduced that amount
by $100 million, the Department of its
own accord did not include this item in
its appeal. When the Secretary was
asked whether he would use the money
for this purpose, and for this purpose
only, if it were restored to the bill, he
stated he would use it. Acting on that
statement, the committee restored $60
million of the $100 milllon reduction
made by the other body.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, will

the Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the Senator
from Michigan.

Mr. The Senator re-

McCNAMARA.
ferred to an item of $5 million in title
IV, under Army Research, Development,
Test, and Evaluation,

The Defense Appropriations Act, as
passed by the House, recommended un-
der this title a reduction of $5 million
for the development of the Lance missile
system.

This missile system presently is under
development by Ling-Temco-Vought Co.
at a Government-owned plant in War-
ren, Mich.

However, in its report on the bill, the
House committee stated that the evi-
dence “did not entirely convince” it that
costs at the Warren plant would be equal
to or less than those at other facilities
of this company.

I was pleased to observe that the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee, in con-
sidering the Department of Defense
appropriations bill, recommended resto-
ration of the $5 million for the Lance
system.

The Senate report notes:

The committee was advised that this re-
duction would result in stretching the
period of development of this weapon which
would involve a cost increase of $11,500,000.

From the information available to me
on comparative costs and the effect of
a $5 million cut in appropriations, I be-
lieve the Senate committee has acted
wisely in recommending restoration of
the funds.

I sincerely hope the Senator from
Georgia will be able successfully to de-
fend the Senate’s position on this item
in conference.

Mr. RUSSELL. Let me say to the
Senator from Michigan [Mr. McNAMARA]
that witnesses on behalf of the Depart-
ment of Defense earnestly insisted that
to do this work in Warren, Mich., would
result in very substantial savings in time
and money. That is what prompted the
action of the committee; and I shall, of
course, undertake to represent the posi-
tion of the Senate to the best of my
ability in conference with the House.

Mr. McNAMARA. I thank the Sen-
ator from Georgia very much.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Georgia yield?

the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Georgia
has referred to the committee’s recom-~
mendation with respect to funds for the
continuation of development of the mo-
bile medium range missile. As
he stated, the President’s budget included
$143,100,000 for this weapons system.
The House bill included only $43,100,000,
and the Senate committee has recom-
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mended $103,100,000, an increase of $60
million over the House amount.

Mr. President, in the Department of
Defense Subcommittee I offered the
amendment to restore these funds. I am
happy that both the subcommittee and
the full Committee on Appropriations
have adopted my amendment. I offered
this amendment, because, first, the mo-
bile medium range ballistic missile will
provide the United States with an ex-
tremely accurate nuclear weapon to fill
the range gap now existing between the
Army's 400-mile Pershing and the Navy’s
2,500-mile Polaris. Its mobile concept
will present any potential enemy with a
most difficult weapon to defend against.
The value of this weapon has been em-
phasized by the Secretary of Defense and
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Stafl, speaking for the Joint Chiefs; the
Supreme Allied Commander in Europe;
the U.S. commander in chief, Europe:
the U.S. commander in chief, Pacific; and
the U.S. commander in chief, Alaska. It
has been clearly established, Mr. Presi-
dent, that there is a need for this weapon.

My second reason for offering this
amendment stems from my responsibility
as a member of the legislative branch of
the Government. I have always felt that
the Constitution imposes on the legisla-
tive branch the real responsibility of
providing for the common defense. In
recent years, Congress has indicated its
desire to meet this responsibility by pro-
viding substantial funds for the continu-
ation of long-range manned bombers and
the development of a manned strategic
system to replace our aging force of B-47,
B-52, and B-58 bombers. I regret that
the executive branch has not seen fit to
utilize funds the Congress has specifically
provided for these purposes.

After voting for ratification of the nu-
clear test ban treaty, I think Congress
must be especially aware of its consti-
tutional responsibility in the field of na-
tional defense. Mr. President, we all
hope that this treaty will be the first
step toward a more peaceful world; but
I submit that now is not the time to
slow down our defenses. Mr. President,
the history of our great country provides
us with some advice that is most appro-
priate at this time, which is—simply
stated—“Keep your powder dry."”

Mr. President, I ask uanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp a
letter I wrote to the Secretary of De-
fense on the matter, and his reply.

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

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
August 27, 1963.
Hon, ROBERT S, MCNAMARA,
Secretary of Defense,
Department of De]enu,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr MR. SECRETARY: On August 20 the
Deputy Secretary of Defense, Mr. Gllpatric,
and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of

Senate Committee on Appropriations in sup-
port of the Department’s request for resto-
ration of certain reductions made by the
House of Representatives in the tment
of Defense Appropriation Act, 1964 (HR.
7179).
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SBecretary Gilpatrie, in discussing the im-
pact of the pending nuclear test ban treaty,
sald:

“Clearly, this is not the time to relax our
defense effort, to stretch out needed defense
programs, or to delay essential defense legis-
lation.”

General Taylor, in commenting on the
Department’s failure to request restoration
of the House reduction of $100 million of
the $143.1 million requested for the mobile
medium range ballistic missile system
(MMRBM), said:

“If the $100 million reduction is now re-
stored, it will make possible the availability
of an operational MMRBM as planned. If
the Senate confirms the reduction, it will
mean the loss of approximately 12 to 18
months in the ultimate operational readi-
ness even if next year the decision is taken
to proceed with the development of the mis-
sile.”

As I read General Taylor's statement it
would seem that we are stretching out
a needed defense program—the very thing
that Secretary Gilpatric said we should not
do at this time.

I would appreciate your providing answers
to the following questions with respect to
the mobile medium range ballistic missile
program (MMRBM) :

1. Was the decision not to proceed with
phase II development based solely on the
House reduction of $100 million in the re-
quest for funds?

2. If the Congress provided the full
amount requested in the budget for the
MMRBM, would the Department of Defense
proceed with phase II development?

Inasmuch as the Department of Defense
Subcommittee is expected to take action on
the pending Department of Defense appro-
priation bill in the very near future, I
would like to have the answers to these
questions as soon as possible,

Yours very sincerely,
CarL HAYDEN,
Chairman.

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, September 6, 1963.
Hon. CarL HAYDEN,
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations,
U.8. Senate.

DeAr MRr. CHAIRMAN: In your letter of Au-
gust 27, 1963, you requested answers to the
following two questions in regard to the mo-
bile medium range Dballistic missile
(MMRBM) program:

1. Was the decision not to proceed with
phase II development based solely on the
House reduction of $100 million in the re-
quest for funds?

2, If the Congress provided the full
amount requested in the budget for the
MMRBM, would the Department of Defense
proceed with phase II development?

The answer is “yes” to both guestions.

I would like to assure you that if the $100
million is restored to this program, it will
not be reprogramed to other activities, An
early indication of likely congressional ac-
tlon is required in order that we can de-
termine whether we should continue the
long leadtime developments as currently
planned or initiate phase II development.

Sincerely,
ROBERT S. McNAMARA,

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Wisconsin,

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, at
a later date I shall offer an amendment
to cut the amount for the mobile mid-
range missile back to the House figure
level; but at this point I should like to
ask the distinguished Senator from
Georgia, who is in charge of the bill,
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whether it is true that the reason the
letter was written as it was by the De-
partment of Defense was that a prime
reason given by the House for reducing
the requested amount to $43,100,000 was
that—as stated in the House committee
report:

“Testimony indicated, and the committee
believes, that if the $143,100,000 requested
for the MMRBM were to be appropriated,
efforts would be made to reprogram much
of the money to other functions.

So the House position was that, in view
of the recent history of this matter, if
the full amount were appropriated, it
would not be used. The answer was
that at least they would not use it for
another purpose. However, the objec-
tion originally made by the House still
applies, to the extent that it has valid-
ity—namely, that at the present time
the Defense Department does not seem
to be prepared to spend all of this money
in this particular area, on the develop-
ment of this particular weapon.

Mr. RUSSELL. I am sure the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin read correctly from
the report of the committee of the other
bhody.

The Department did not very enthusi-
astically request the committee to restore
this item. I read from the letter we
received:

I would like to assure you that if the $100
million is restored to this program, it will
not be reprogramed to other activities. An
early indication of likely congressional actlon
is required in order that we can determine
whether we should continue the long lead-
time developments as currently planned or
initiate phase II developments.

As I recall, the reduction made by the
House eliminated all funds except those
to be used for the guidance, command,
and control system of the missile. If
the Senate, in its wisdom, sees fit to in-
crease the House item, it would extend
the research development beyond the
command control and guidance system
of the missile.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, indeed. The
only point I wish to make now is that
the House did take the position that, on
the basis of its experience, the money
probably would not be used, and would
be reprogramed. The action of the
Defense Department clearly knocked out
the reprograming objection, but may
have left the possibility that the money
will be spent.

Mr. RUSSELL. It did leave that pos-
sibility; but the latter part of the para-
graph I read very clearly indicates that
they will proceed with the program if
Congress increases the appropriation.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. RUSSELL. I may add that the
Secretary of Defense did not commit
himself in any way as agreeing that he
would put it into procurement; but he
did testify that he would put it into re-
search and development.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Georgia yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I am very glad to
yield to the distinguished chairman of
the Appropriations Committee.

Mr, HAYDEN. I wrote the Secre-
tary of Defense a letter in which I spe-

17869

cifically asked him about this matter.
Iread his reply:
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, September 8, 1963.
Hon. CARL HAYDEN,
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations,
U.S. Senate

Dear Mr., CHAIRMAN: In your letter of
August 27, 1963, you requested answers to the
following two questions in regard to the
mobile medium range ballistic missile
(MMRBM) program:

1. Was the decision not to proceed with
phase II development based solely on the
House reduction of $100 million in the re-
guest for funds?

2, If the Congress provided the full
amount requested in the budget for the
MMRBM, would the Department of Defense
proceed with phase IT development?

The answer is yes to both questions,

I would llke to assure you that if the $100
million is restored to this pr , 1t will
not be reprogramed to other activities. An
early indication of likely congressional action
is required in order that we can determine
whether we should continue the long lead
time developments as currently planned or
initiate phase II development.

Sincerely,
ROBERT S. McNAMARA.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Ithank the Senator
from Arizona very much. I think the
reprograming statement is clear. The
other one is confused; or, at least, at
best it is not as clear.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I recur
to the items involved in research devel-
opment. The last restoration made by
the committee was as follows:

Fourth. Restoration of that portion—
$7,230,000—of the House general reduc-
tion of 3 percent applicable to a classi-
fied project, to assure that a classified
project would not be hampered by the
3-percent reduction.

LANGUAGE CHANGES

The committee has recommended only
three significant changes in the language
of the bill,

The first deals with the strength of
the Army Reserve Components. The De-
fense Department Appropriation Act for
1963 and the President’s budget for 1964
included provisions stating that the
Army Reserve and the Army National
Guard ‘“shall be programed to attain an
end strength” of 300,000 and 400,000,
respectively. However, the House ver-
sion of the bill altered these provisions
to read “to maintain an average
strength” of these numbers. Since the
committee does not believe that the
Army Reserve or the Army National
Guard could possibly maintain an aver-
age strength of 300,000 and 400,000, the
two provisions were amended so as to
restore the language of last year's act.
We therefore restored these provisions in
the exact language that was used in last
year’s bill to achieve an end strength of
the respective numbers stated.

Mr. President, the second language
change recommended by the committee
involves the allocation of repair, altera-
tion, and conversion work on Navy ves-
sels between the Navy and privately
owned shipyards. The Department of
Defense Appropriation Act, 1963, and the
President’s budget for fiscal year 1964
included a provision whereby at least 35
percent of such work was to be allocated
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to private shipyards. This provision in-
cluded the required flexibility to meet
any emergencies. The House bill pro-
vides that “not to exceed $352,752,400”
shall be available for such work in pri-
vately owned shipyards. The sum is 35
percent of the total included in the
budget for repair, alteration, and con-
version work. While the provision places
an absolute ceiling on the amount of
work which can be allocated to privately
owned shipyards, the House committee,
in its report and in the debate on the
floor of the House, indicated that it was
the intent of the committee that the
provision be 2 red in the same
manner as the Navy had administered
the 1963 provision. For this reason, and
the fact that the House provision does
not provide complete flexibility, the sub-
committee recommends the deletion of
the House provision and the insertion of
the 1963 provision.

That provision includes the necessary
flexibility to enable the Secretary of De-
fense to deal with any emergencies. An
escape clause is provided which would
permit the Secretary, as a practical
matter, to utilize that provision.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I am glad to yield.

Mr. EEATING. I wish to discuss that
very point with the Senator, if this is an
appropriate time to do so.

Mr. RUSSELL. Now would be satis-
factory as any other time.

Mr. EEATING, As the Senator per-
haps knows, more than 12,000 workers
are employed at the Brooklyn Navy Yard.
From what might be termed a parochial
point of view, it is a subject of great in-
terest that nothing be done to interfere
with the operations of that shipyard to
any greater extent than has taken place
to date.

From a wider national point of view,
the need for the Navy yards to continue
in their unhampered and undiminished
operations is also a serious one. The
Navy yards have the necessary skilled
workers, and it is almost impossible to
get these people together again once
they are scattered.

The section as it has been changed
from the House language by the Senate
committee causes me some concern. The
first part of the section would establish
virtually what has become known as the
35-65 formula. I wish to inquire of the
Benator from Georgia what is intended
by the proviso. Is it intended that we
should give to the Secretary of Defense
the power to go beyond the provision in
the law for giving work to the public
yvards if the national interest so re-
quires? In other words, what is the pur-
posebm?otthe proviso as it is stated in the

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, it is
very evident from reading the language
of the bill that the Secretary of Defense
could go either way. He could either go
above the 35 percent for the private
yards or below the percentage provided
for the shipyards that are operated by
the Department of the Navy. But the
purpose of the and the under-
standing that we have with the Depart-
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ment of Defense is that it will not exceed
the stated 35 percent to be utilized in
the private yards unless there is some
emergency in which the Navy yards could
not handle the work.

As the distinguished Senator from New
York knows, the point has been a subject
of controversy, study, and discussion for
a number of years. A great many studies
have been conducted over the years.

It has been concluded that the work
can be done about 10 percent cheaper in
the private shipyards than in the Navy
vards. That is a great tribute, in a way,
to our competitive system of private en-
terprise. Ships—and in some cases bet-
ter ships—are built in the private yards
for 10 percent less than it would cost
to build them in the Navy yards. It is
not much of a tribute to bureaucracy and
efficiency that that record has been
achieved all down the line, but it would
reflect very favorably when compared
with other instances of Government
construction.

We need the Navy yards. No one
wishes to close the Navy yards. As the
Senator from New York has pointed out,
in the case of a great national emergency
we would have a fine reservoir of trained
skill and talent to embark on such a ship-
building program as might be necessary.
I do not believe the Senator from New
York need entertain any great fears that
the provision will adversely affect the
Brooklyn Navy Yard or any other yard
operated by the Department of the Navy.
The bill for the fiscal year 1964 contains
almost $100 million more for ship re-
pair, alteration, and conversion than
the bill for 1963. So there is only a re-
mote possibility that there would be any
reduction in the work that is done at the
Brooklyn Navy Yard during fiscal year
1964.

Mr. KEATING. I am glad to have that
assurance. I wish the distinguished Sen-
ator from Georgia were sitting in the De-
partment of Defense and could give that
assurance as an executive of that Depart-
ment. We would miss him here, but we
have not been able to get from the Sec-
retary of Defense or those in authority
any assurance remotely comparable to
what the Senator has just indicated.
There has been a falling off in employ-
ment at the Brooklyn Navy Yard over
the years. If has been gradual, but there
has been quite a drop in employment.
It is a subject that naturally concerns

us.

Will the Senator yield so that I may
address a parliamentary inquiry to the
Chair with regard to the section to which
I have referred?

Mr, RUSSELL. Before the Senator
propounds his parliamentary inquiry, I
should like to say that while I was con-
vinced that the language does not require
it, there would not be any misunder-
standing between the Appropriations
Committee and the Department of De-
fense with respect to that item.

I point to the history of 1963, in which
yvear that provision was not utilized. The
Department thought at the time of the
preparation for the Cuban crisis that it
might be necessary to utilize that provi-
sion, but even in that emergency it did
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not go above the 35 percent set forth in
the language of the bill for the ecurrent
year.

Mr. EEATING. Iam a little concerned
with the reverse of that situation; name-
ly, to what extent the provision would
set a ceiling on the operations in the
navy yard. I would like to address an
inquiry to the Chair.

Mr. RUSSELL. I am glad to yleld for
that purpose.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. KEATING. Would section 539 of
the bill be subject to a point of order as
being legislation on an appropriation
bill? Irefer to page 43 of the bill,

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, before
the Chair rules, I point out that the
amendment deals with the explicit lan-
guage which comes fo us from the House
of Representatives. If there is any one
well-established rule, it is that if the
other body deals with any subject in any
legislative respect, that opens up the en-
tire subject so that the Senate can deal
with it. There can be no question about
the first part of section 539.

I do not think that anyone—not even
the Senator from New York—would in-
sist that the language was not pertinent
and legislatively correct. The other lan-
guage is germane to it, because it raises a
question as to the method whereby the
Secretary of Defense could enforce the
provisions of the first part of the section.

I hope the Senate will not be diverted
from consideration of the bill for a long
discussion of the parliamentary aspects
of this matter.

Mr. KEATING. If the Senator will
yield further, I am inclined to agree that
the first part of the language, prior to
the proviso, is covered by legis-
lation, and probably would not be sub-
ject to a point of order. But the proviso
is new matter and not covered by existing
law, and might be subject to a point of
order. That is not to say that I would
wish to press the point of order until I
had interrogated the distinguished Sena-
tor further. I feel, however, that in
order to know what is the proper pro-
cedure to follow, I ought to have guidance
from the Presiding Officer as to whether
the portion following the word “pro-
vided” would be subject to a point of
order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
question raised by the Senator from New
York is as to germaneness, that would
have to be submitted to the Senate for
a vote, without debate.

Mr. KEATING. The point of order
would have to do with the question of
whether it involves legislation on an ap-
propriation bill.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr, President, I think
the ruling by the Presiding Officer is
eminently correct, from my knowledge of
parliamentary procedure. This has to
do with the method of controlling the
limitation. I think it is germane. Such
a question would be submitted to the
Senate, and the Senate would vote. In
my opinion, it is definitely germane,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Has the
Senator from Georgia raised the question
of germaneness?

Mr. RUSSELL. I certainly would
raise it, if the Senator submitted a point
of order. If the Senator submits a point
of order, I shall certainly raise the ques-
tion of germaneness.

Mr. EEATING. Do Icorrecily under-
stand that it is the ruling of the Chair
that if the question of germaneness were
raised that would dispose of the gquestion
of the point of order, made on the ground
that there is no basic legislation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Itwould
take precedence over it.

Mr. EEATING. So only if the Chair
ruled that the language is germane
would there be a question of whether it
was legislation on an appropriation bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
not correct.

Mr. RUSSELL. No; it is the other
way around. If the Senate voted it was
not germane, the Presiding Officer would
rule it out of order, very properly. If the
Senate voted that it was germane, the
point of order would fall.

Mr. KEATING. Letme put it another
way. If the question of germaneness
were raised, would that mean that the
question of whether it is legislation on an
appropriation bill ecould not be pursued?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
language is germane, it is in order. That
is the simplest way to state it.

Mr. EEATING. If it is in order, then
no point of order can be raised that it
involves legislation on an appropriation
bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is correct.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Georgia yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I shall be glad to
yield, but I do not know whether the
junior Senator from New York has con-
cluded his inquiry.

Mr. EEATING. That is perfectly all
right.

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the Senator
from Massachusetts.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
both Senators from New York are real-
istic. They wish to get business for the
Brooklyn Navy Yard, I believe., I am in
the position of having a Navy yard and
a private shipyard in my State.

Mr. EEATING. New York aiso has
private shipyards.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. New York also
has a private shipyard.

As a practical matter, the provision,
as it was written by the Senate com-
mittee, was put in after careful consid-
eration a year ago. This year, the Sen-
ate committee, under the leadership of
the distinguished Sengtor from Georgia,
has modified the language provided by
the House, to put it back on the exact
percentage basis provided last year.

It is my understanding that the Sec-
retary of Defense did not exercise his
privilege of changing the work, as the
Senator from Georgia has said. This was
worked out last year practically on a 35
percent basis. We eliminated the figure,
because we thought the percentage basis
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was more fair, in view of changing
amounts, It is easier to figure on a per-
centage basis than on the basis of an
exact number of dollars.

I recommend sincerely, from a realis-
tic point of view, that the question not
be pursued as to whether the language is
or is not germane. I would whole-
heartedly support the Senator from
Georgia in the statement that it is ger-
mane as a proviso to the language, stat-
ing how the money should be spent,

I hope that both Senafors from New
York believe this is the best provision
that can be devised, from the point of
view of the division of work as between
the Navy shipyards and the private ship-
yards.

Last year Admiral Anderson, from the
Navy, said that he personally took an
interest in this problem, and that he per-
sonally believed the Navy could work
under the provision. The Navy did work
under the provision and allowed prac-
tically a 35 percent limit.

Mr. RUSSELL. I interpolate the
comment that there are other reasons
why the language should be approved by
the Senate. It was quite satisfactory
last year—so satisfactory that it was in-
cluded in the budget sent to the Congress
this year by the Department of Defense.
When the Department made up its pro-
gram for the year, it included the lan-
guage which was provided last year.
The Senate is asked to concur not only
with its own language, evolved by the
Senate committee last year, but also the
language in the budget.

If section 539 had not been in the bill
as it came from the House, the point of
order against the entire provision un-
doubtedly would be a good one. The
House moved into this area. That,
therefore, gives us, as an equal legisla-
tive body, the right to provide language
with respect to the use of the funds,

Mr. EEATING. We have heard the
ruling on the guestion. The House re-
port refers to it as legislation. We have
heard the preliminary ruling, I shall
have to decide later whether to pursue
that question.

Is the language in italics in the Sen-
ate bill the language which was in the
bill passed last year?

Mr, RUSSELL. It is identical, word
for word, letter for letter, “i” for “i” and
crossed “t” for crossed “t.”

Mr. KEATING. With the existing
law?

Mr. RUSSELL. That iscorrect. That
is the law under which we are operating
at the present moment.

Mr. EEATING. In the hearings on
this language, was there evidence as to
what was meant by ‘“inconsistent with
the public interest based on urgency of
requirement”?

Mr, RUSSELL. I do not know that
we went into that question in detail this
year. I mustconfess that I was not able
to attend the hearing on the one day
when this item was heard in detail
There are contenders on both sides—
and there have been since the building
of Old Iromsides—on the question of
whether to build such ships in the Navy
yards or to build them by contract.
There are always witnesses on both sides.
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There is no question as to the tacit
understanding between the committee
and the Secretary of Defense that he will
not give more than 35 percent to the pri-
vate yards unless in case of an emer-
gency, when the public interest is
involved.

Mr., KEATING. I am disturbed that
the Senator stresses that they will not
give more than that percentage to the
private yards.

Are there conditions under which less
than that could be given to the private
yards?

Mr. RUSSELL. No. At least 35 per-
cent shall be available for the private
yards unless the Secretary of Defense de-
cides it is in the public interest, based on
urgency or requirements, to have the
work done in a Navy yard. We have
tried to arrive at an agreement on the
basis that 35 percent of the work will be
done in private yards and 65 percent in
the Navy yards. A figure like that can-
not be frozen down to the last dollar, as
the House undertook to do, when it pro-
vided exactly but much more money must
be spent in private yards. There must
be some administrative leeway and fiex-
ibility. It isin this bill.

I do not think the Senator can point
out where revolutionary action has been
taken that affected either the private or
the Nayy yards.

From my standpoint, and, I dare say,
from the standpoint of a majority of
Senators, we would like to see more than
35 percent done in the private yards, be-
cause the work is done so much more
economically there,

It has been stated that work of an
equal or better quality, in the repair al-
teration and conversion of ships, can be
done for about 10 percent less in the
private yards than in the Navy yards.
So this provision is really in the interest
of the Navy yards.

Mr. KEATING. My understanding is
that it is more of a geographical matter
than a question of private or public yards.

Mr. RUSSELL. I do not think that is
true. Last year the Senate approved a
provision, which was supported vigorous-
1y by the Senators from New York, elim-
inating the 6-percent differential for
the west coast, as I recall, in the con-
struction of ships there.

Mr, ELLENDER and Mr. JAVITS ad-
dressed the Chair.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from New
York has been on his feet for some time.
I yield to him first. Then I shall yield
to the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am de-
voted to the private enterprise idea, as
the Senator knows. It is a fact that a
differential in economy exists. It is also
true that the Navy yard personnel are
absolutely indispensable as a standby.
They are the support for the whole sys-
tem in the effort in which we are en-
gaged.

My colleague from New York [Mr.
Keating] has stated the case with con-
siderable justice. Though there is an
added cost to a standby operation, it is
partly due to the fact that occasionally
the Navy yards have to do jobs which are
“gold plated” of particular delicacy, and
therefore their costs are increased.
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The way the Navy calculates cost of
Navy yards—which is a big point—is
such that if a court of inquiry, as it
were, were to investigate it, that differ-
ential would be eliminated.

However, what the Navy yard people
are always worried about is not so much
that their share is to be increased, but
that their share will go down in the
choice jobs which keep employment at a
stable number. Their morale is always
being shattered by the rumor that there
are to be cuts or that the operation is
to close down. Therefore, there is a
good deal to be said for fixing a per-
centage of allocation of the work.

But what my colleague has given voice
to, to which I add, is that the flexibility
which has been provided should be a
recognition of the function of the Navy
vard and its essentiality in the main-
tenance of work skills, which are as
essential as the physical equipment.
Officials in the Department should be
aware that the committee has in mind
an allocation of 65 percent of the work
for the public yards as a ceiling, rather
than a floor.

That is what is inherent and implicit
in what we are trying to project on the
Senate floor today—the feeling that the
35 percent, having been arrived at as a
rough measure of justice, is really a
ceiling in the sense that the Secretary
must worry more over whether those
yards are to be given more than 35
percent, rather than less than 35 percent.

Mr. RUSSELL. I doubt that econclu-
sion. As I said at the very outset, I think
it is realized by all that while the Navy
vards show a higher cost, they are an
indispensable reservoir of skilled man-
power that the Nation might be called
upon to use at a critical time in the
Nation's security. Nobody wishes to
lose skilled workers. Nearly $100 mil-
lion more is provided for conversion for
fiscal 1964 than there was for 1963.
That should be somwhat reassuring to
those who work in the Brooklyn Navy
Yard.

Moreover, the Brooklyn Navy Yard
has no monopoly on rumors that the
installation is to be closed down. Such
rumors prevail throughout the entire
country. Someone will start the gossip,
not only in construction plants and facil-
ities, but in our own military posts, that
they are all to be moved out, and the
installation is to be closed down. Such
rumors occur periodically. Occasionally
the lightning strikes. A few years ago
& post was closed in my State. I am
still receiving mail criticizing that rather
drastic action.

Mr. JAVITS. What the Senator has
stated today is very fair, in an effort to
state the ground rules, which on the
whole will be effective. I did not want
my remarks to be taken as critical; but
we wanted to make a case on the basis
that when the Secretary has to decide
the question, he will decide it, and the
appropriate officials should know how
we feel about it.

Mr. RUSSELL, I understand how the
Senators from New York feel. Involved
in the bill are 12,000 constituents who
gexg:;ld on the yard for their bread and

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the Senator
from Louisiana.

Mr, ELLENDER. As the distinguished
Senator from Georgia has said, I have
been very much interested in this pro-
vision. Last year extensive hearings re-
sulted in an agreement to the proviso
now in the bill. Some time ago Ernst &
Ernst, a national certified public ac-
counting firm, was employed by private
shipyards to make a study of compara-
tive costs between private shipyards and
naval shipyards. The firm conecluded in
its report that shipwork performed in
Navy shipyards was determined to be 20
percent to 28 percent more costly than
at private shipyards.

The Navy, too, was concerned about
this and appointed Arthur Andersen &
Co., a certified public accounting firm, to
make a similar study. This national firm
concluded that for three main categories
of Navy shipwork, private shipyard
costs are below those of naval shipyards
by the following differentials: Conver-
sions, 8.3 percent; repairs, 10 percent;
new construction, from 15.2 percent to
31.4 percent,

All the evidence produced by these two
surveys indicated that work can be done
more cheaply by private enterprise.

I would be inclined to go further than
what the committee has done. Yet I can
see the necessity for keeping Govern-
ment yards open and having skilled
workers available at all times, in the
event of need.

It will be recalled that over the years
we have maintained our merchant ma-
rine through the use of subsidies. We
are today paying heavy subsidies for the
construction of ships to sustain our mer-
chant marine. Through this provision in
the bill we have an opportunity to do so,
whereby we can keep some of these ship-
yvards open and busy and at the same
time save the Government a great deal
of money.

I would be the last Senator to vote to
do away with any Government-owned
shipyards. I know they are necessary.
However, it strikes me that the proviso
which has been put in the bill protects
both private and naval shipyards. I am
sure it also protects the American tax-
payer. I do not want to go into too many
details, but let me say to my good friend
from New York that he will remember
that the Navy canceled a contract which
had been awarded to the Brooklyn Naval
Shipyard. It caused quite a furor. When
the contract was canceled and let to a
private concern, it saved the Govern-
ment from $30 to $35 million. That sort
of thing should be done wherever
possible. The leeway given the
Secretary of Defense in the bill is salu-
tary. It is up to him to see to it that
these things are done properly. In my
opinion, he should be permitted to with-
hold the award of contracts when the
amount would be such as to be injurious
to some of the large Navy yards. I be-
lieve everyone is protected by the provi-
sion which has been included in the bill.

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, I must
comment on the remarks of the distin-
guished Senator from Louisiana. The
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figures he has given on the cancellation
of the contract and the saving to the
Government have been challenged by
the Brooklyn Naval Shipyard. It is
claimed there that a great many charges
were made against it which should not
properly be the subject of a charge for
ship construection.

The Senator has referred to the Ar-
thur Andersen Co., which I understand
to be a very reputable concern. What I
am about to say is not intended in any
way to cast any aspersions on the repu-
tation of that fiim. They were em-
ployed by the Navy to make a survey.
It has been charged that they were at the
same time paid a retainer by the New-
port News Shipbuilding & Dry Dock
Co., a private shipyard. I made inquiry
of the Secretary of the Navy whether
that was true. I received the rather as-
tonishing reply that the Bureau of Ships
did not know whether the Arthur Ander-
sen Co. was paid such a retainer.

The reputation of this firm is very
high. I am told that the Andersen firm
recognized the problem and was reluc-
tant to take on the assignment for the
Government. This undoubtedly reflects
credit upon them. However, I do believe
that it leaves in the minds of many the
question of its ability to reach an objec-
tive analysis if in fact—and we do not
know—at the same time the firm was
being retained by private yards to make
the survey.

Mr. ELLENDER. That might have
been the case. However, as I under-
stand, the Navy employed that firm, and
no charges were made against it to the
effect that any of the figures were faked.

Mr. KEATING. Oh, no.

Mr, ELLENDER. Their report indi-
cates the finding that I have quoted.
The quotation is from the report itself.
The report is verified and confirmed by
the report of Ernst & Ernst. It strikes
me that the reports are not very far
apart, when we consider all three dif-
ferentials that were mentioned in con-
nection with the Arthur Andersen Co.
report. The average saving to the Gov-
ernment would probably be about 20 to
28 percent. The conclusions do not dif-
er greatly.

Mr. KEATING. All of them are based
on the question of what is charged
against a job or as a part of the general
expense of operating a shipyard. This is
a naval installation. I am not an ac-
countant, but much depends on how
much is charged against admirals and
other personnel who may have duties
there but also have duties in other oper-
ations of the Navy.

These are things that I am unable to
evaluate. And iucidentally the General
Accounting Office has also refused to
evaluate them. They were forcefully
brought to my attention by those who
operate the shipyard as being factors
which have not been properly taken into
account by the accounting firms.

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not want to
criticize any particular shipyard, but we
do know that individual officials, like the
Under Secretary of the Navy. Hon. Paul
B. Fay, have spoken on this subject. The
Under Secretary, on July 13, was very
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critical of the Boston Naval Shipyard, at
Boston, Mass. That is of record. He
.said:

Boston is among the highest costing of the
east coast naval shipyards. I want to get
this message across to you. This yard’s
workload is not going to stand unless pro-
ductivity is up.

This lends credence to reports made
by the Andersen Co. and by Ernst &
Ernst. That is all I am trying to put be-
fore the Senate. It strikes me that the
language which was drafted by the com-
mittee last year was fair., When the
committee met this year I offered the
amendment, so that there would be the
same provision in the pending defense
bill as was in the bill last year. Asthe
Senator from Georgia has said, it is very
fair. I hope the Senate will retain it in
the bill.

Mr. EEATING. As I understand the
Senator from Georgia, it was the feeling
of the committee that to use specific
figures, as the House did in its language,
was not desirable, because it was not
known what might be spent in connec-
tion with a particular item. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr, RUSSELL. That isone aspect. I
may also say that where there are bids,
anyone would be rather hard put to try
to come out even with $352,752,400. We
did not think it was reasonable to place
the operation on a dollars-and-cents
basis, because such a requirement would
make it exceedingly difficult to adminis-
ter the law. We felt that the provision
that was put in the bill last year had
been fairly satisfactory. It will mnot
please all people, but we thought it was
a wise provision to have in the bill.

Mr. KEATING. Was the figure based,
in general, upon the 35- to 65-percent
formula?

Mr. RUSSELL. I believe it was, be-
cause last year the House did the same
thing. It was exactly 35 percent. That
is about right, because the total in the
bill is $1.007,864,000 for ship repair, alter-
ation, and conversion this year. One of
the staff members advices me that that
is 35 percent.

Mr. KEATING. I am under no illu-
sions as to what would happen if the
question of germaneness were submitted
to the Senate on the basis of the unani-
mous report of the Committee on Appro-
priations on this measure. I shall not
pursue the subject in that manner, be-
cause I am certain that such an effort
would not be successful.

Mr. RUSSELL. I would hope the Sen-
ator from New York would not be suc-
cessful in such an undertaking.

Mr. KEATING. The Senator from
Georgia has been most courteous and
gracious in answering questions, and has
made it clear that this situation was
seriously considered by the committee.
I hope the colloquy will be useful if the
Secretary of Defense, or more specifically
the Bureau of Ships, has any problem in
the future. I hope also that this proviso
will not be used for the purpose of de-
priving public yards of a fair share of
employment. This they rightly should
have, both from the standpoint of the
people employed there and also from the
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standpoint of the national interest, to
keep the Navy yards functioning at all
times as an integral and effective part of
our national defense.

Mr. RUSSELL. This problem has been
an issue ever since I first came to Con-
gress. When I came here, I was as-
signed to the old Naval Affairs Com-
mittee, prior to the Unification Act. The
question has been discussed from year to
year ever since I became a Member of
Congress. I am sure it was hoary with
age before I came here.

I have been in a position to view the
problem objectively. Georgia has some
coastline, and has some yards that work
on private shipping; but we have no pri-
vate yards that have contracts with the
Navy or yards operated by the Navy.

I feel that this arrangement is the
fairest possible, until a clear example of
abuse is brought before us. If the prac-
tice is abused, I am quite confident that
the Senate will not be kept in ignorance.
It will be kept in ignorance only until
the Senators from New York can come
to the Chamber and give notice. I hope
the Senate will be put on notice if Sena-
tors feel that their State has been badly
injured and its people relegated to sec-
ond-class citizenship. Because they have
a vested interest in the Brooklyn Naval
Shipyard, if it is affected we will know
about it.

This provision has been in effect for 15
months, including the 3 months of the
present fiscal year that have already ex-
pired. Untll there is some abuse that is
quite evident, I think it is the part of
wisdom to stay with this provision, be-
cause it has been fried, and we know how
it works.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr., JAVITS. I think the problem has
been well clarified. I thank the Senator
again. I appreciate the graciousness
with which he has handled the matter.

I refer to the memorandum of amend-
ments which is furnished to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. At the bot-
tom of page 276, a statement was made
by Representative Forp, in the debate
in the other body, as follows:

As the chairman, the gentleman from Texas
{Mr. Manon], indicated, we have the assur-
ances from the Secretary of the Navy that
the Navy will live up to the 385-65 split.
There is no mistake about these assurances.

Representative Forp then went on to
say that the best thing to do, therefore,
was to set the figure at $352 million, be-
cause the House had problems of parlia-
mentary procedure about setting the
percentage, and that these funds are im-
portant, He said:

Under sectlon 539, as it passed the House,
under no cirecumstances can the allocation to
private yards exceed $352,752,400.

Since the item has come to the Sen-
ate, we have, possibly, an escape clause.
The point my colleague from New York
and I have tried to make to the Senator
from Georgia—and he has been very
helpful—is that, notwithstanding the
fact that perhaps a little flexibility is
given to the Secretary to take care of
grave problems, national emergencies,

17873

.and so forth, the fundamental intent
remains the same: that the proviso will
not be used for the purpose of trying to
expand the 35 percent, but that the
House feeling as to how this problem
ought to be handled remains the feeling
in the view of the Senate.

Mr. RUSSELL. I said earlier, I be-
lieve in the first statement I made on
this subject, that there exists a tacit,
not an explicit, understanding with the
Department of Defense that this proce-
dure will be followed, except in most
extraordinary circumstances.

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator from Geor-
gia has a custom of telling interesting
stories. I should like to tell him one
from my experience.

There was a great Federal judge in
Wilmington, Judge Neilds, who has gone
to his reward. I tried many cases be-
fore him. He was famous for looking
at a lawyer and saying, “‘Counselor, if you
stop now, I am with you.”

Mr. RUSSELL. I assure the distin-
guished Senator from New York that if
he refers to me as the counselor, I am
willing to stop.

Mr. JAVITS. No; I am the counselor,

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Georgia yield?

Mr. RUSSELL, I yield.

Mr. KUCHEL. I should like to cite
to the able Senator what the House
committee, in part, reported:

The legislative history clearly indicates
that the intent of section 539 is to con-
tinue the 35-65 formula of allocating repair,
alteration, and conversion work between the
private and Navy shipyards with the neces-
sary flexibllity to cover those emergency situ-
ations requiring immediate repair and altera-
tion of naval vessels in Navy shipyards.

The Senator has been scrupulously
accurate in his description of the situ-
ation.

I should like to ask him if it is the
intention of the distinguished Senator
from New York to pursue this subject any
further than this interesting colloguy?

Mr. KEATING. No; it is not the in-
tention of the Senator from New York
to press the point of order. .

Mr. EUCHEL. I thank the Senator.

PRIVATE SHIPYARDS AND NAVAL SHIF REPAIRS

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I
regret that section 539 appears in the
bill. That section has been eagerly
sought by the private shipbuilding in-
terests of this country to guarantee
them 35 percent of conversion, altera-
tion, and repair work required on naval
vessels. This requirement is not in the
best interests of the private shipyards
or our national system of naval ship-
yards or the sound administration of
the Department of Defense.

THE DECLINE OF AMERICAN SHIPBUILDING

Section 539 is bad medicine for the ills
of our domestic shipbuilding industry.
No matter how good its intentions, they
are the sort that pave the road to
oblivion. It is anticompetitive in effect,
guaranteeing the commercial yards that
no matter how slipshod their work, Gov-
ernment will continue to send work to
them. Its impact upon quality confrol,
overall competitiveness, and the alert-
ness of management is easy to foresee.
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Our shipyards are already woefully far
from the competitive strength which the
realities of international trade require.
The United States, which once built
ships for the world, now sends its
shipping in foreign vessels and buys its
merchant ships from overseas. In a
time of acute concern for our interna-
tional balance of payments this is an
intolerable situation. The Congress
must not permit this industry to degen-
erate into an even more flabby condi-
tion by spoonfeeding it a fattening
guaranteed subsidy diet of naval repairs.
NAVAL SHIPYARDS AND NATIONAL READINESS
REQUIREMENTS

A moment’s reflection will confirm my
belief that seapower was a critical ele-
ment in resolving the Cuban confronta-
tion last October and in exerting the in-
fluence of the United States in southeast
Asia. These actions required maximum
flexibility and readiness. It is therefore
astonishing to me that we should come
so0 close to overlooking the critical role
of the naval shipyards in maintaining
the readiness the times so urgently re-
quire. When work is not in fact urgent,
or the close tolerances and exacting
specifications of the naval shipyard es-
tablishment need not be met, or when
the stability of a work forece is not im-
portant, then let us turn to the commer-
cial yards by all means. The naval
shipyards are integrated into the system
of command and stand in readiness to
meet the exceptional demands of mod-
ern defense. These are vital ingredients
of the national security which should not
be sacrificed to keep any domestic com-
mercial interest happy.

ADMINISTRATIVE FLEXIBILITY IN THE
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

At the end of the Second World War,
the private yards received about 10 per-
cent of naval repair and conversion
work. During the Eisenhower years
that figure was raised to 25 percent
without any statutory requirement.
Last year, with what I consider to be
lamentable shortsightedness, the pri-
vate shipbuilding interests secured a 35-
percent level. This figure was not set
in response to an assessment of defense
needs but reflects instead some judgment
as to what the commercial shipyards
require in order to stay solvent. That
seems to me to bypass the authority of
the Defense Department and the Secre-
tary of the Navy. In the event of a
serious labor stoppage, for example,
work simply could not be assigned to the
commercial yards. I can see no useful
purpose in so severely circumsecribing
the authority of the Secretary of Defense
and the Secretary of the Navy. Conse-
quently, Mr. President, I wish to record
my opposition to section 539.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, if we
have exhausted the debate on this item,
I shall proceed to the third language
change made by the committee.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I do
not wish to delay the Senator, but may
I ask him two or three guestions?

Mr. RUSSELL. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. COOPER. Today the Senate gave
advice and consent to the nuclear test
ban treaty. The Senator from Georgia
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well knows, because he attended all the
hearings, that the Joint Chiefs of Staff
gave approval to the treaty, but placed
certain conditions on their approval.
Among the conditions were: that re-
search and development facilities be
maintained; that adequate funds be
provided for underground testing; and
that nuclear capabilities be maintained
and expanded.

Mr. RUSSELL. Most important, that
the effort be undertaken to perfect de-
tection devices. That is one area in
which we are proceeding at the present
time.

Mr. COOPER. I assume funds are
made available in the bill for the Atomic
Energy Commission to fulfill a part of
these requirements. Does the pending
bill contain funds sufficient to carry out
the operations in accordance with the
conditions set forth by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff?

Mr. RUSSELL. I could not state
categorically that funds are available in
the bill in amounts that were regarded
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff as being com-
pletely adequate for all these purposes;
but the bill provides substantial amounts
for each of such purposes.

Funds are provided for the nuclear de-
tection program and the satellite pro-
gram. Two items have been referred to,
for which funds are provided in the bill.

Funds are included for the Defender
antimissile systems and the Nike-X,
which is called Sprint by some of the
agencies of the Department of Defense.

Of course, we have it.

Mr. COOPER. Is it the one which was
discussed in closed session? :

Mr. RUSSELL. That is correct. I
could not say categorically that there is
provision of an amount equal to the one
the Joint Chiefs of Staff said they would
need; but there is a provision for a sub-
stantial sum with which to pursue the
completion and perfection of the four
safeguards that the Joint Chiefs have
laid down. Funds for the operation of
laboratories carried in the Atomic En-
ergy Commission appropriation.

Mr. COOPER. I am sure the Senator
has expressed his position many times;
but it would help if we were assured that
these funds would be provided.

Mr. RUSSELL. If any responsible
person in the Department of Defense or
any responsible secientist could show
where any additional funds can be
profitably expended in the pursuance of
any one of these four safeguards, which
I regard as essential to our security, in
view of the military implications of the
treaty, I would not wait on a budget esti-
mate, but I would undertake, in con-
nection with the first supplemental ap-
propriation bill that came along, to make
a fight for them—regardless of whether
we would win it.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield for an observa-
tion?

Mr. RUSSELL. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I hope it will be
of assistance.

Mr. RUSSELL. I am sure it will be.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I would say
that, according to my memory, not 1
cent was cut from any of the space or
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atomic energy program items. There
was a cut in research funds—which we
carried through, because the Secretary
of Defense stated he could get along
with it, and that he would do his best
to get along with the amount we gave
him for research.

I am advised that the Executive has
submitted a supplemental estimate for
funds with which to maintain these
preparations for testing, so there would
not be unwarranted delay in the tests if
resumption became necessary.

Mr. COOFPER. As I understand, the
House voted to appropriate $1,932,-
228,000 less than the budget estimate;
the Senate committee voted $1,642,830,-
000. Does the Senator from Georgia
consider this, then, an actual continuing
cut in the estimates, or a postponement
which will have to be made up later, in
the supplemental bill?

Mr. RUSSELL. Complete frankness
requires that I inform the Senator from
Kentucky that $247 million was provided
by the House by transfers in lieu of
appropriations. The Senate committee
restored these funds to the working
capital accounts which may provide an
austere budget in military personnel.

The distinguished Senator from Mas-
sachusetts has pointed out to me that
last year we spent $467 million for the
support of military housing. The ap-
propriation for the fiscal year 1963 in-
cludes that figure; but it really is not a
saving, because we shall have before us
a military construction bill, and it will
include funds with which to construct
military housing. So, in good con-
science, I cannot claim that this is actu-
ally economy, in the form of reducing
spending, because, in addition, there are
other programs, including civil defense,
on which such items will be brought
forward. But this does not relate to
committee action on the budget esti-
mates.

Mr. COOPER. I realize that; and the
Senator is always very frank in making
the explanations. But as regards the
items in this appropriation bill, would
the Senator say they do constifute a re-
duction in amounts of the budget esti-
mates insofar as these particular items
are concerned?

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes, indeed; the bill
constitutes a reduction in the amounts
of the budget estimates.

Mr. COOPER. In the amount stated.

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes, a total reduction
of $1,642 million.

Mr. COOPER. Yes. This does not
mean, of course, that there will be any
actual reduction in the spending this
year, does it?

Mr, RUSSELL. I would think there
will be some reduction in spending this
yvear, but I do not believe it would be
very substantial.

Mr. COOPER. It would not approxi-
mate the amount of this cut, would it?

Mr. RUSSELL. Oh, no; indeed not.
In this age of revolution in weaponry,
where something new is developed almost
every day, and sometimes are withheld
pending tests or some other evaluation of
a particular weapon, there is a tremen-
dous carryover of funds; and this cut
would not bring about that much of a
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reduction in the actual spending—even
though I could not give the Senator the
exact figures. But I am sure there will
not be that much reduction in the actual
expenditures this year.

Mr. COOPER. I know the Senator
has explained these items or will do so.
I find that the major increases voted by
the Senate committee are in five items:
In the procurement of aircraft and mis-
siles, Navy—$51,400,000; in the procure-
ment of equipment and missiles, Army—
$3,900,000; in aircraft procurement, Air
Force—$66,175,000; under title IV, in
research, development, test, and evalua-
tion, Army—$28 million; and in those
funections for the Air Force—$67,230,000.

Five items which chiefly carry the
burden of the increases voted by the
Senate committee over the House allow-
ances.

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes; and I ean ex-
plain any of them in detail. Generally
speaking, I undertook to state the pro-
curement items. For example, in dis-
cussing the Army procurement, I said
that the aircraft inventory includes 6,300
aireraft, and that the funds recom-
mended in this bill will procure approxi-
mately 1,600 additional aircraft. I un-
dertook to do likewise for the Air Force
and the Navy. There were two or three
smaller procurement items which I did
not discuss in detail.

Mr. COOPER. In considering re-
search, development, test, and evalua-
tion—Afirst, as carried on by the Army;
and, second, as carried on by the Air
Force—can the Senator state at least
generally, if not in detail, for what pur-
poses the increases were voted?

Mr. RUSSELL. The increase over the
amounts voted by the House?

Mr. COOPER. Yes.

Mr. RUSSELL. As I said, there is $5
million for the Army’s Lance missile sys-
tem; and we restored $23 million of the
House reduction of $59 million in re-
search and development for the Advent
communications satellite program, which
is a matter of primary importance; and
in the case of the Air Force, $60 million
of Air Force fund was for the mobile
medium-range ballistic missile, which
we have discussed at some length on the
floor. .

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator
from Georgia very much. I do think itis
very appropriate when he says this bill,
and other bills, if necessary, will provide
the funds that the Joint Chiefs of Staff
and others have said will be required in
the event of ratification of the nuclear
test ban treaty on which the Senate gave
its advice and consent.

Mr. RUSSELL, I can assure the dis-
tinguished Senator from Kentucky that
insofar as it lies within my power, there
will be no reduction whatever in any
funds that are necessary to carry out all
the safeguards under the treaty. In fact,
I believe if we do press for them as vigor-
ously as we should, they will cost us
a substantial sum of money. But now
that we have entered into this treaty—
and I hope my vote against it was com-
pletely wrong, and will prove to be the
most monumental mistake of my ca-
reer—we must be more diligent than ever
in preparing to make our tests, because
our testing is now frozen, and we can-
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not resume testing until we have a clear,
definite, and unimpeachable record of
testing on the part of one of the signa-
tories to the treaty.

Mr, COOPER. I thank the Senator
very much.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for another question on the
National Guard?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. I call to the Senator's
attention page 5, line 18, of the bill. I
note that the committee has stricken out
the words “maintain an average,” which
is the language in the previous law with
relation to the strength of 400,000 for
the National Guard, and inserted “and
attain an end strength.”

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes.

Mr. JAVITS. That language raises a
question. Of course, I know that none
of the Guard units is now up to that
strength. They are far from it. None-
theless, there is a question which they
are asking us as to whether the words
“attain an end strength’” mean that the
400,000 figure is a continuing ceiling
throughout the fiscal year, or whether
it means that at the end of the fiscal
year 1964 they must have no more than
an end strength of 400,000. The differ-
ence is in the dynamics in which these
questions operate. They may be over-
strengthened temporarily in the course
of a year. They may be understrength-
ened. The question is whether the test
applies throughout the fiscal year or
whether the words of art—‘attain an end
strength”’—which seem to me very clear
mean that under the fiscal year they
shall have attained a strength no greater
than the ceiling.

Mr. RUSSELL. I consider the mean-
ing of the language to be as the Sen-
ator from New York has construed it.

I do not think that they will be able
to attain that end strength. With the
Senate language in the act this year, the
Guard and the Reserves were not in-
hibited in their activities in the slightest
degree by it. As the Senator has said,
they are now far below that level. They
are somewhat farther from the goal than
they would have been had not the Guard
units been called up and completed their
term of service during the Berlin and
Cuban emergencies. To be frank with
the Senator, I believe the question is
moot, because I do not believe they will
be able to attain even the end strength
of 300,000 for the Reserves and 400,000
for the Guard.

Mr. JAVITS. I believe the planning
officials in the office of the Adjutant
General are deeply concerned. The Sen-
ator has answered the question clearly
and adequately. I thank the Senator.

Mr. RUSSELL., The third language
change recommended by the committee
pertains to the payment of indirect costs
in connection with research grants to
nonprofit and educational institutions.

That is a question that has been before
the Congress for a considerable period
of time. The Department of Defense
Appropriation Act, in 1963, contained
a provision which provided that the in-
direct costs of these grants could not
exceed 20 percent of the direct costs.
The budget for 1964 has not included
that provision.
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The President’s budget recommended
the deletion of the provision in its en-
tirety. However, the House bill provides
for a limitation of 25 percent on such
costs. It was the view of the commit-
tee that the experience during fiscal year
1963 clearly indicates that a limitation
of 20 percent on these indirect costs is
reasonable, and the committee recom-
mends that the House proviso—section
538—be amended to restore the language
in the current act. The committee’s
recommendations on the item were not
unanimous, but were thoroughly dis-
cussed and considered in both the sub-
committee and the full committee. I
point out to the Members of this body
that it would still be necessary to go to
comnference with the other body on the
bill.,

REDUCTIONS MADE

Speaking generally about the funds
provided in the bill, I know that there
are those in this body who would wish
to reduce the appropriations further.
There were some in the committee who
wished to do so. Speaking for myself,
if we could do so safely, I would like to
reduce those funds substantially.

I know that in appropriations of this
magnitude there is always the question
as to whether still greater reductions
can be accomplished.

In view of the definite testimony of
Secretary McNamara that he had al-
ready deducted from the requests of the
Department approximately $12 to $13
billion, and the fact that the bill is below
the budget, I do not believe that we can
safely further cut the bill. I know that
we all want to provide an adeguate
national defense.

I personally do not believe that a fur-
ther cut is in the best interest of our
country. We all want to provide an
adequate national defense. We all want
to eliminate unnecessary expenditures.
In the judgment of the majority of the
committee—and we have given this
much thought—any further general re-
ductions might well impair the efficiency
of our military machine, might well cut
into the muscle of our fighting forces,
our production of needed ships, missiles,
and aireraft, and, most important of all,
might curtail or prevent the development
and perfection of new weapons.

As I have indicated previously, sub-
stantial reductions have been made.

In military personnel, the committee
has reduced the total by $384.5 million.

In maintenance and operation, which
is admittedly a tight area, the total has
been reduced by a little over $51 million.

In procurement, a reduction of over
$929 million has been made.

In research, development, test and
evaluation, a reduction of almost $278
million has been accomplished.

The bill is about $978 million under
last year's appropriation, although as I
stated a few moments ago, a large part
of that amount, $467 million, is in the
area of military family housing, which
will be considered at a later date..

These are not the only reductions
which have been made. During the
course of our investigations, I asked the
Department of Defense to furnish a tabu-
lation as to what action the Secretary
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of Defense and the Bureau of the Budget
had taken on the requests made by the
military departments. The tabulation,
which appears in our hearings, Indicates
that the President’s budget reduced the
service requests by about $12,750 million.

Before it was reduced, the budget was
most austere. The reductions have aug-
mented that austerity.

Officials of the Department of De-
fense have frequently repeated that this
is an austere budget. We have aug-
mented this austerity by a considerable
amount. As a matter of fact, in some
areas, the Department of Defense has
indicated that additional funds may be
required in order to maintain our mili-
tary strength, which the committee has
insisted not be reduced.

The members of the committee have
for months been engaged in searching
scrutiny of the bill, seeking other pos-
sible soft spots where reductions might be
made. In my opinion, if there are any
soft spots, remaining in the bill, I do not
know where they are.

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

Mr. RUSSELL, I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I wish to stress and
underline what the Senator has been
saying. Last year this same defense ap-
propriation bill was roughly $49 billion.
Is that correct?

Mr. RUSSELL. Almost that.

Mr. PROXMIRE. This year, even if
an additional $467 million is included for
military housing—and even if $900 mil-
lion is added for the increased military
pay—which, of course, would not neces-
sarily increase military defense by that
much—the result will still show this ap-
propriation bill at least $200 million or
$300 million under the same appropria-
tion of last year. Is that not correct?

Mr. RUSSELL. I think that is almost
correct, probably around $100 million.
An appropriation for the $900 million
will be necessary in a subsequent bill to
provide for the pay increases for the
military personnel. I do not agree with
the Senator that it will not add to de-
fense. It will add greatly to defense
because it is an inducement to our
trained and more efficient people to re-
main in the military service.

Mr. PROXMIRE, The Senator is un-
doubtedly correct. In the long run it
may not result in a large increase in
cost, because of a smaller turnover.

The President of the United States
said that defense, space, and interest
on the national debt were the only three
areas of the budget in which there would
be an increase in spending; yet in this
major defense appropriation—this cer-
tainly is the major defense appropria-
tion—the figure is lower than the ap-
propriation for 1963; is that not correct?

Mr. RUSSELL. A lesser appropria-
tion?

Mr, PROXMIRE. Below the appro-
priations for 1963.

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. As I have said, this
is the major appropriation bill.

Mr. RUSSELL. It is as large as all
the others.

Mr. PROXMIRE. We are spending
less, not more, in the defense area.
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Mr. RUSSELL. And that is being
done despite the fact that there have
been constant Increases in costs of one
kind and another. The blue collar work-
ers have been awarded substantial in-
creases. The wage boards have allowed
increased labor costs. Of course, this
was justified by a comparison with wages
in private industry. There has been a
constant increase in cost in respect to
practically every item of procurement, in
addition to compensation of personnel,
both eivilian and military.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not also true
that with the exception of an increase—
and the amount is very small, about $6
million, for the National Guard, perhaps
for the first time in a long time, the
Appropriations Committee has been at
or below the administration request for
all the scores of items with respect to
which the administration made requests?

Mr. RUSSELL. The only items in the
bill which are above the budget total $6.7
million for the National Guard. This is
to permit the National Guard to carry
on its training program with the Regular
Army, and to maintain the number of
technicians essential to the training of
the Guard and the maintenance of the
Guard equipment; and $1 million for
repair parts for equipment that was
handed down by the regular establish-
ments “as is.” It is absolutely necessary
to have some spare parts to put that
equipment in a workable condition.

Those items, three in number, aggre-
gate $6.7 million. They represent the
only items in the entire bill as to which
the committee exceeded budget estimates.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The budget was
made up on the basis of the Secretary
of Defense having reduced the requests
of the Army, Navy, and Air Force by
$12% billion. Then Congress reduced
the remaining request, in the authoriza-
tion process, by another $1 billion.
There has been a further reduction in the
bill, both by the House and by the Sen-
ate committees in the present appropria-
tions process. Although the Armed
Forces asked for some $63 to $65 billion,
the budget is substantially below the $49
billion appropriations for last year.

The Senator from Georgia deserves
much credit for his part in this opera-
tion, both in respect to the authoriza-
tion process and the appropriations proc-
ess. We have a far stronger defense this
year than ever before. If is because the
Secretary of Defense and the Congress,
led by the Senator from Georgia, have
done a superb job of keeping costs down.

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the Senator
from Wisconsin. It has caused me great
concern for several years to be unable to
locate more items in the bill which the
Congress could eliminate.

This certainly is a tribute to Secretary
McNamara. In the past 2 years it has
become more and more difficult to find
any items in the bill which could be cut
without impairing the safety of the coun-
try. The Secretary has given Congress
an exceedingly tight budget.

In the authorization bill we reduced
the items for research by 3 percent.
That does not sound like much, when
dealing with billions of dollars. I had a
very interesting conference with the
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Secretary on that subject. He pointed
out the difficulties he would encounter in
absorbing the 3-percent cut as to re-
search items. He finally agreed fo un-
dertake it. He had me nearly talked out
of it. The bill had not been passed at
the time. Finally he said that he was
willing to undertake it; and he did.

The Secretary has shown himself fo be
a careful man with a dollar. It is be-
coming more and more difficult each
year to find items we can safely dispense
with while still maintaining the security
of the United States.
tiI thank the Senator for his observa-

on.

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

Mr. RUSSELL., Iyield.

Mr. ELLENDER. A while ago I rose
to do what my good friend from Wiseon-
sin has done, namely, to highly com-
pliment my good friend from Georgia
for the manner in which he conducts
not only consideration of the bill before
the Senate, but also the hearings in the
committee. The Senator gave everyone
ample opportunity to present his views,
and I believe that an excellent piece of
work was done.

I realize that Secretary McNamara
has rendered conspicuous service in re-
ducing the amounts in the bill, as com-
pared to last year; yet the bill does not
contain five items which will have to be
considered later by the Congress. The
first is the item of $900 million for in-
creased military pay. There is an item
for military construection, $1,232 million.
The item for family housing, which has
not been considered, will amount to
$734,400,000. The item for civil defense
will amount to $300 million. For mili-
tary assistance the request is $1,480
million.

If we should add these amounts to
the figures included in the bill, the total
amount for our defense at home and
abroad would be somewhat more than
$52 billion.

I realize that it is rather difficult,
in connection with a bill as large as this
one, to select any particular category in
which to effect reductions. When the
committee was in session considering the
bill I made an effort to further reduce
funds for research and development. It
is my judgment—I may be in error—
that we are spending entirely too much
money in this field.

In 1953 the Defense Department spent
$2.8 billion in research. Today it
spends $9.2 billion. The amount spent
for all other research in 1953 by all
other agencies in the Federal Govern-
ment was $269 million. Today that
amount has gone up to $5.8 billion. To-
day for all research—including military,
space and everything else—we are
spending nearly $15 billion a year. It
seems to me that expendifure of such
a huge amount lends itself to waste be-
cause the human resources needed to
handle such a vast amount of research
are simply not available. Because of a
lack of proper coordination, there is
doubtless much duplication.

I recommended that since overall re-
duction in research and development
could very well be 5 percent instead of
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the 3-percent cut the committees en-
acted. My good friend from Georgia,
with his usual eloguence, convinced the
committee that I was mistaken. He
had the great advantage over me, in
that he had spoken to Mr. McNamara
and Mr, McNamara had said that he
considered the 3-percent cut at one time
to be excessive but, after discussion with
the Senator from Georgia, he felt he
could do a fair job even if the appro-
priation were reduced by 3 percent.

1 still contend that there are sufficient
reasons for a 5-percent reduction. I be-
lieve that savings can be achieved by the
elimination of these programs having a
very low priority. I also believe that
programs which offer only marginal
benefits could be curtailed as could the
closing of unproductive and duplicative
facilities.

I express the hope that Mr. McNamara
will continue to study these research
programs in the future so that some
day we will see some real savings to the
American taxpayer in these expensive
programs.

I invite the attention of Senators to
the long list of research projects that are
being considered by the Defense Depart-
ment. The Defense Department alone is
spending, of this $50 billion, a little over
$7 billion in research. NASA is spend-
ing almost $3 billion in research.

I feel confident that there is much
duplication, As I noted when the Ap-
propriations Committee was considering
this bill, much of this money is being
spent to maintain and sustain colleges
all over the country. There is a large
expansion program in that field.

As was brought out, and as the record
will show, a regent from Princeton Uni-
versity admitted that, except for the fact
that that great university received
money from the Federal Government for
research, not only to pay teachers and to
do research for the Government, but to
construct buildings and to maintain the
school generally, Princeton University
could not operate on its own. The same
thing holds true for many other uni-
versities. This, fo my mind, is a misuse
of research funds. The Congress never
intended that this program would end up
as a modified aid to education program.

What I do not like too well about the

research program is that most of the
money is contracted. It is farmed out,
Little effort is made to have researchers
in our own Government departments do
the work.
- I express the hope that Mr. McNamara
will look further into the huge expendi-
tures for research and development and,
in his wisdom, be able to prune some of
the expenses and spend much less than
what has been provided.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I shall
now resume my statement and I shall de-
cline to yield until I have concluded the
statement.

I do not wish to discuss at length the
point the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana has raised. I do not think
there is any doubt about the fact that
private contracts have been awarded for
research and development. Some of
these contracts have been in force for 7,
8, or 9 years, They are not new con-
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tracts. We have spent immense sums
under those contracts.

The Senator did not raise the ques-
tion he raised in committee, that we
could cut these programs still further,
because private industry would under-
take to do some of the research.

I pointed out that we cannot expect
private enterprise to spend large sums
of money researching for the Polaris sub-
marine, or building a new tank, or meth-
ods of delivering an atomic bomb, be-
cause there is only one purchaser for
an article of that kind, and that is the
Defense Department.

While there is bound to be some waste
in any program involving this amount
of expenditure, Mr. McNamara has made
a good start. He will never be able to
eliminate the last dime of waste, but I
think he has made a good start and is
undertaking to make the Department
economy conscious, which is the most
important step forward he could take.

These research sums are large, but, in
my opinion, they are essential to the
maintenance not only of our national
security, but of world peace. If we do
not keep our research program going and
have the most modern weapons, better
in qualify and larger in number than
those of any potential enemy, the world
will be engulfed in a global war.

While there has been some waste in re-
search funds, and undoubtedly will be
in the future, they involve items that
private enterprise will not touch. We
could not expect any company in this
country, however large it may be, to build
electronic equipment to detect missiles
which might come into this country, be-
cause the only possible purchaser is the
Department of Defense.

I understand a motion by other Sen-
ators will be made later to further re-
duce the research item, and I will not
address myself to this matter now. I
want to bring my address to a conclusion.

“OVERKILL'" THEORY

In a related vein, we have heard a
great deal recently about the so-called
“overkill” theory. Statements from the
Department of Defense indicate that this
is based on erroneous assumptions. Our
hearings contain a full explanation of
the fallacious concepts from which this
stems. During the committee hearings,
I queried the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff about this “overkill”
theory. General Taylor first discussed
at length the criteria used to establish
our strategic requirements and then
stated:

I sincerely hope that considerations of this
gquestion of so-called *“overkill,” important
as it is, will not be allowed to affect this
particular budget. I can assure you that the
Secretary of Defense has required the mili-
tary authorities in the Pentagon to justify
every strategic weapon supported by this
budget and that he has looked with a criti-
cal eye at the application of the factors
which I mentioned above. There is not a
strategic weapon in this budget which does
not have the unanimous support of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. ;

What General Taylor has said about
the concurrence of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff applies equally to the civilian heads
of the Department of Defense.
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I assume that, in the years to come,
there may be a leveling off of our missile
production, but regardless of this, we
must not let down our defensive guard
by considering reductions which are
founded on erroneous basic premises.

Mr. President, the United States asks
nothing of the world but peace and
friendship. Our people are the most
peace-loving of the earth. But circum-
stances have demanded that we build
and maintain the greatest and by far
the most expensive military force the
world has ever known. This is not a
force for conquest. It is designed to
maintain world peace, If war must
come, we seek to have the means to as-
sure that we will be able to maintain
our freedoms.

During the long hearings on the test
ban freaty which the Senate has just
ratified this morning, witness after wit-
ness warned against an unjustified spirit
of optimism as to the future designs of
Soviet Russia. We must heed these
warnings. We must combat any spirit
of euphoria and negligence, and resolve
anew every morning to depend upon the
only sure protection—and that is our
own military strength—to enable us to
enjoy the American way of life and
maintain our freedoms.

Under our system, the price of free-
dom in the way of military organization
will remain high for the foreseeable fu-
ture. But the things that we seek to in-
sure are never found at the bargain
counter and our civilization is without
price, and I have never doubted that our
people are willing to pay a very high
annual premium on an insurance policy
on which they can rely for their security.

Only we—the United States of Amer-
ica—have the strength, the power, and
the resources to stem and throw back
the tide of global subversion.

If we let down our guard, if we weaken
these defenses, the complex series of ar-
rangements and treaties with other
lands will fall apart and we shall cer-
tainly have war, The next war which
is general in nature will proliferate into
a global war.

I submit that in the long run it is the
true policy of economy to maintain a
strong enough force to deter aggression.

I cannot conclude without thanking
the members of the committee, who as-
sisted so earnestly and capably in the
conduct of the hearings, for the help
that they have provided in the formula-
tion of the bill that is before the Senate.
I believe the bill is sound, particularly in
its two primary objectives: to provide an
adequate defense for our country in the
year 1964, and to prepare a base for an
even stronger military posture in the
years ahead.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
as the acting minority member on the
Defense Appropriations Subcommittee, I
commend the Senator from Georgia, as
I have done many times in the past, for
the thought, care, and fairness with
E;%i,eh he presented this very substantial

 Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the Senafor.
However, I can assure him and the Sen-
ate that I rely very heavily upon the
Senator from Massachusetts. He is as
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much responsible for the makeup of the
bill as any other Member of the Senate.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. Ivery much ap-
preciate what the Senator has said. I
have respect for the Senator, and I work
with him. Together we solve many prob-
lems.

At the outset I should like to offer my
congratulations to the senior Senator
from Georgia who as chairman of our
subcommittee handling the defense ap-
propriation for fiscal year 1964 has done
an outstanding job. I think the measure
he has presented is an excellent bill
which I believe adequately covers our
national defense needs for this fiscal
year. There is only one area where I
differ with our chairman and I will go
into that later in my remarks and will
point out where I believe a further re-
duction can safely be made in this
measure.

Although the totals of this bill com-~
pare favorably with the defense appro-
priation for 1963 there are several points
which should be recognized. The 1963
measure carried $467 million for military
housing which is not included in this bill.
The House made a reduction affecting
the personnel funds in the net amount
of $247 million, and it is very likely that
some part of this amount will have to
be made up in a supplemental appropri-
ation. There is pending in the Congress
the military pay bill which we hope will
soon be passed and this will cost an esti-
mated $900 million for the balance of this
fiscal year. These funds will have to be
included in a supplemental bill,

In these remarks I have covered the
major features of title I of the bill, ex-
cept an item of $2.5 million for the Na-
tional Guard. This will permit the Na-
tional Guard to send officers to training
schools, The National Guard has made
a very convinecing case of their need to
send men who are trained in State offi-
cers candidate schools to the various
specialized schools to round out their
training

Turning now to “Operation and main-
tenance, title I1,” the Senate bill is $62.6
million over the House bill, and is $51.2
million over the budget estimate. Sub-
stantial restorations were made here by
the Senate committee and these dealt
mainly with the maintenance of non-
combat vehicles of the Army and the
Air Force. The maintenance of these so-
called motor pool vehicles was cut
sharply by the House on the basis of a
GAO report which highlichted effi-
ciencies in the Navy and corresponding
deficiencies in the other two services. It
is the opinion of the committee that the
cut made by the House was too deep and
hence a 50-percent restoration was made.
The House made large “unspecified re-
ductions” and in these one-half of the
cut was restored for the Army and the
Navy. In the case of the Air Force the
$24 million of the $32.3 million reclama
was included. Money for the Army field
exercises, for Navy missile rework, for
Navy logistic support, totaling $5.5 mil-
lion was voted by our committee; $3.2
million was added for the National
Guard for hiring technicians and $1 mil-
lion for repair parts which the National
Guard requires.
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Before speaking of procurement let me
touch on title IV which provides funds
for research development engineering
and test. We are $37.328 million under
the 1963 level and $277.7 million under
the budget estimate. We have made res-
torations which put us $95.23 million
over the House bill. We included $60
million for the mid-mobile-range ballis-
tic missile—MMRBM. We were per-
suaded by the testimony of General Tay-
lor, who spoke eloquently of the need for
the funds to continue with phase 2 of
this project. Also, in separate letters to
Senator RusseLL and Senator HAYDEN,
Secrefary McNamara stated that he had
evaluated this project and felt that the
money was needed and would be spent
for this missile development. There was
one other large item which I feel should
be commented on at this time. Much
testimony has been taken relative to the
need for a defense communications
satellite. The House report stated a
preference for one of the two types being
considered. Dr. Brown and his military
and scientific advisers testified on this
matter and their testimony did not bear
out the House conclusion. I feel that
the $23 million which we have included
should be used in the most efficient way
to give this Nation the best military
communications possible in the years
ahead.

In considering title II, the procure-
ment aeccount of this bill, I should first
point out areas where we have restored
money cut out by the House action. For
example, we restored 50 percent of $17
million requested by the Department of
Defense as an allowance for overages
for labor and material costs in the ship-
building program. It will be recalled
that in the past, up to several years ago
when the shipbuilding program ran into
difficulty over increased material and
labor costs, the Navy sought additional
appropriations to pay these contract
costs. Now the Department is setting
aside a fund out of which these can be
paid as they arise. The committee re-
stored $3.9 million for the purchase of
training helicopters for the Army which
are considerably cheaper than the com-
bat-type helicopters now used in train-
ing. Also, the committee restored one-
half of the Department’s reclama for
the Intruder—EA-6A—an electronic
equipped plane, badly needed by the
Marines for reconnaissance purposes.
Also, the Navy’s reclama for $11.7 mil-
lion for jet frainers and $10.2 million
for navigational trainers was allowed.
The committee voted $25 million for the
C-141 aircraft, and a like amount for the
the RF-4C Phantom aircraft, and also
an allowance of $16.175 million was voted
for the HC-130E, an air rescue plane to
be utilized by the Air Force for air-sea
rescue, as well as in support of the NASA
Apollo project.

The House bill contained an item of
$20.5 million for the construction of a
roll-on roll-off cargo vessel. The Army
has been vitally interested in such a ves-
aelrormeﬁmeand.asamatterotmct.
has been conducting this summer com-
petitive tests to determine the efficiency
of such a vessel when compared with
those available in the modern merchant
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marine, Since the results of these tests
will not be available for some time, it
was decided that this vessel could be de-
ferred pending the outcome of the tests.

The work on the defense budget is
commenced about 18 months before
Congress acts on the defense budget.
Of course there are many changes in
programs during this time. These
changes are taken care of by reprogram-
ing of defense funds. In fiscal 1963
there were 148 requests, totaling $54
billion. Eight of the largest requests
for reprograming in 1963 totaled $2.2
billion, and each of these was greater
than the reduction I suggest. Where so
much money is ultimately reprogramed
from the original budget, it seems pos-
sible to cut approximately $157 million
from procurement. It is safe to say that
reprograming actions for fiscal 1964
funds will follow much the same pattern
as in 1963. If we take to conference
this reduction, our total action will still
be $132 million over the House bill, and
can be considered in conference along
with the additions and deletions our
committee has made.

I now call up the amendment I intro-
duced yesterday which is designed to re-
duce this bill by approximately $157 mil-
lion. The net effect of my amendment
is to defer expenditure for certain items
for another year. Such deferment of
items may take place in any event during
the year through reprograming actions.
The services may have certain projects
delayed in favor of others of a higher
priority. This amendment has the ef-
fect of deferring 1 percent of the items
in the procurement account. I believe
this is a wise course and in calling up
my amendment I earnestly seek the sup-
port of all my colleagues.

Mr. President, I should like to high-
light a few items in the appropriation,
as I see them.

Although the appropriation bill as now
submitted is less than the budget esti-
mates, it must be remembered that the
reduction of $247 million is a reduction
in salaries, and much of it may have to
be put back; at least a part of it may
have to be put back.

The housing item was contained in
last year’s bill, but is not in this year's
bill. Last year housing amounted to
$467.3 million. I understand that the
bill this year, which will come to us from
the House, will contain an item of more
than $700 million. That is for housing
and maintenance, and is a separate item.

The military pay bill will be consid-
ered in conference tomorrow. That will
require approximately $900 million more
to be added to the defense appropriation
bill. The amounts for housing and
maintenance of $700 million, and $247
million for personnel, will have to be
added ultimately.

In addition, there is an amount of $2.5
million for the National Guard, for {rain-
ing schools. That is above the amount
recommended by the House. A substan-
tial amount, approximately $900 million,
will have to be added when the pay in-
crease bill becomes law.

Under “Operations and maintenance,”
the second account, the principal reduc-
tions were in two categories. The main-
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tenance of noncombat vehicles is an
item which we felt the House had cut
too deeply. We restored half of the
amount. We also restored about half
of the “Unspecified reductions” of the
House throughout “Operations and
maintenance.”

We also restored a small amount for
Army field exercises; and for the Na-
tional Guard, $3.2 million for techni-
cians, and $1 million for repair parts.

The Senator from Georgia and the
Senator from Louisiana have discussed
research and development. We cut it
substantially, by 3 percent, from the
amount the Defense Department had
asked for. Mr. McNamara said he hoped
he would be able to operate with this
amount.

We added one amount, to which the
Senator from Wisconsin has already re-
ferred. It is $60 million for the
MMREM, the midmobile range ballis-
tic missile program. This was done at
the request of General Taylor, Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and
was agreed to by Mr. McNamara.

Under procurement, there has been a
restoration of 3 types. The committee
recommended restoration for naval air-
craft totaling $51.4 million over the
House allowance. Some additional
funds were also recommended for the
Air Force; $25 million for the C-141 air-
craft, and $25 million for the RF—4C air-
craft, and also $16.17 million for an air
rescue plane to be used in NASA opera-
tions.

These are the substantial items which
have been increased in the procurement
account.

Mr. President, T wish to ecall up an
amendment at this time. It is at the
desk. The amendment would reduce
the procurement account by 1 percent.
I offer the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LecistaTive CLERK. On page 21,
between lines 7 and 8, insert the follow-
ing: ;

Each amount appropriated in this title is
hereby reduced by 1 per centum.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
on my amendment, I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
the amendment I have just offered pro-
vides for a reduction of 1 percent in each
of the procurement items for the Army,
Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps.

As found on page 35 of the committee
report, the total in the budget for “Pro-
curement” was $16,724,800,000. That
amount was later reduced by $314,300,-
000. The House made additional reduc-
tions of $744,028,000.
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The Senate then restored $128,975,000,
making the total amount of the appro-
priation $15,795,447,000.

In this year, when the budget is so
substantial and there are so many items
of procurement, I believe there is an
opportunity to save at least 1 percent of
the huge amount of $15,795,447,000.

Two years ago, in the 1962 budget, the
House reduced the overall appropria-
tions for procurement by 2 percent.

I should like to call this fact to the
attention of the Senate: The budget is
prepared by the Department of Defense
approximately 18 months before it is
submitted to and acted upon by Con-
gress. Consequently, during that period
of time there are many changes and re-
quests for reprograming. For example,
in fiscal year 1963 there were 148 re-
quests for reprograming, amounting to
$5.4 billion. In other words, the Depart-
ment of Defense found it necessary to
change the original budget estimates for
procurement by $5.4 billion in 148 dif-
ferent items.

Of these 148 items, about half were
for procurement reprograming. Eight of
the largest requests for reprograming in
the 1963 budget amounted to $2.2 billion;
and each of these was greater than the
reduction, I suggest, at the present time.
This 1-percent reduction in $15,700 mil-
lion will be approximately $157 million.

The Senator from Georgia, in present-
ing the bill today, stated that the Senate
committee voted to reduce this procure-
ment item of $15,795 million by $31 mil-
lion, so, pursuant to the committee’s ac-
tion, the Senate has voted to make a re-
duction of $31 million. It seems to me
that this $157 million reduction is, com-
paratively, a very small percentage re-
duction—although large in terms of dol-
lars—when we consider the overall
amount. I wish to emphasize, in pre-
senting the amendment, that the mili-
tary departments have to make up their
budgets early; and, as a conseguence,
subsequently they must make many
changes. In the fiscal year 1963 they

made changes amounting to $5.4 billion,

Certainly $157 million is a very small
amount when compared to that total
This year, with the new weapons com-
ing into the inventory, there certainly
will be a number of requests for repro-
graming, as in the fiscal year 1963,

In order fo present a realistic appro-
priation bill this year, in as small an
amount as we can, I hope this amend-
ment will be accepted.

I agree with the Senator from Geor-
gia that Secretary of Defense McNa-
mara is doing a very able and efficient
job in making certain that the money
we appropriate is more efficiently spent
I have every hope that a reduction of 1
percent in this procurement item, in
addition to the l-percent cut voted by

the House, will make for even greater

efficiency.

The bill as reported by the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee called for $289
million more than the House version did.
The distinguished Senator from Georgia
has cut that back by $31 million, so that
the overall appropriations voted by the
Senate commitiee now stands at $258
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million more than the amounts the
House voted. If we now cut out $157
million, by means of this amendment,
we shall have provided approximately
$101 million more than the amount the
House voted.

In working out the differences in con-
ference, this amendment, which reduces
the amount the House voted, will give our
conferees “something to go on.” The De-
fense Department will still have enough
money with which to earry on in the cur-
rent year. This amount will be sufficient
to keep up our defenses, do all the re-
search that is required, and take care of

‘all four of the safeguards the Joint

Chiefs set forth in their unanimous
statement with relation to the nuclear
test ban treaty.

Mr. President, I hope this amendment
will be adopted.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I regret
very much that the distinguished Sena-
tor from Massachusetts, who is my col-
laborator on the Appropriations Commit-
tee, has seen fit to offer this amendment.
He is a very experienced legislator, and
he knows how to dress up his amendment
in very appealing guise.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I am glad to yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Will the Sena-
tor permit me to say that this was the
only difference we had; and we agree to
have a difference on this item.

Mr. RUSSELL. We did, on the in-
sistence of the Senator from Massachu-
setts; yes.

Mr, President, we are dealing now with
military hardware and with modern
equipment—with the purchase of tanks;
the purchase of the new type rifles to be
issued to the Army; the purchase of the
Pershing missiles, to be used tactically;
the purchase of the Minuteman missiles
and the Polaris missiles; and the pur-
chase of ships, submarines, and the ac-
tual weapons that will be in the hands
of our troops. Those are what we are
dealing with in this item.

Mr. President, we have already re-
duced this item $82,363,000 below the
1963 appropriation. Including the item
taken out when the bill was presented,
we have reduced it $961,053,000 below
the budget estimate for 1964. So, in
dealing with the vital matter of military
hardware, our appropriation is prac-
tically $1 billion below appropriation for
the current year and the very tight
budget submitted by the Department of
Defense.

I understand how alluring it is to say,
“Oh, this is just 1 percent, just 1 per-
cent. A l-percent cut is a very minor
one, and it can be absorbed.” It does
sound almost infinitesimal when dealing
in terms of percentages. But the House
has already voted to reduce this item
by 1 percent; and, in addition, we have
reduced it by approximately $800 mil-
lion. So when Senators consider this
“l-percent” amendment, they shculd
reallse that in addition to the reduction

of $161,053,000 under the budget, this
amendment would make a further re-
duction of $157,637,000.

Therefore, Senators should not be de-
ceived by this 1-percent amendment. It
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would amount to an additional reduc-
tion of $157,637,000 in the funds for the
procurement of military hardware. Ido
not believe that should be done at this
time.

Many references are made to “eu-
phoria.” I do not want the distinguished
Senator from Massachusetts to be over-
come by “euphoria’” before the Russians
have even ratified the nuclear test ban
treaty.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Georgia yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I am glad to yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. It seems to me

that the references to the word “eu-

phoria' came entirely from the Senator's
side of the aisle.

Mr. RUSSELL. Perhaps so; but it is
a disease which all the witnesses who
testified for the test ban treaty regarded
as highly dangerous—as almost a com-
municable disease. All of them testified,
“Watch out for euphoria.”

So when the Senator seeks to have this
reduction superimposed on those already
made in the funds for the purchase of
military hardware, I can but advise him
what he, at least, can do—which is to
consult his judgment and his conscience,
and decide just how much he has been
taken in by “euphoria.”

This is a tight budget, Mr. President.
The committee considered it very care-
fully, In the committee, the distin-
guished Senator from Massachusetts
made a valiant and very effective fight in
behalf of his amendment. He is very
effective everywhere, but particularly so
in this committee. However, the com-
mittee, although it was seeking to find
items in which to vote reductions, voted
down his proposal.

' So, Mr. President, as I have said, Sen-
ators should not be deceived by the “1
percent” argument., The Senator from
Massachusetts proposes that we vote, in
addition to the $1 billion cut in the
funds for military hardware, a $157 mil-
lion cut. I do not believe he can justify
it, because the cost of these items is in-
creasing, not going down. Therefore,
this budget will not buy anywhere near
all the types and quantities of arms and
armaments originally contemplated to
be purchased, which must be procured;
and if this amendment were enacted into
law, it would be necessary to project still
further into the future the moderniza-
tion of our forces that will be absolutely
vital, if we are thrown into a conven-
tional war—and, Mr. President, heaven
knows we hope that if we are thrown
into one, it will be a conventional one.
Yet this amendment would additionally
impair and reduce our defense capabili-
ties, in terms of the procurement of
Minuteman missiles and the other items
vital to our defense in the event of a
nuclear war. So I hope the amendment
will be rejected.

Mr. SALTONSTALIL. I believe this
amendment, which proposes a $157 mil-
lion eut in the $15,700 million total,
can well be taken into conference, where
I hope it can be worked out satisfac-
torily. I believe this is a proper amend-
ment, and I hope the Senate will adopt it.

Mr., RUSSELL. Mr. President, I in-
sist that this amendment would result
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in a further cut of approximately $157
million in this $15,700 million appropria-
tion, in addifion to the reduction already
made.

Mr. MCNAMARA. Mr. President, will

‘the Senator from Georgia yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. Iyield.

Mr. McNAMARA. Do I correctly un-
derstand that the amendment now pro-
posed by the Senator from Massachusetts
was considered by the committee and
was rejected by it?

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes; it was consid-
ered at length in the committee, and was
rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
McInTYRE in the chair). The question
is on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from Massachusetts. On this
question, the yeas and nays have been
ordered; and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. SMATHERS. I announce that
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Crark]l, the Senator from Florida [Mr.
Horranpl, the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr, HumpHREY], the Senator from
Washington [Mr, Jackson], the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. Kennepy], the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc-
CarTHY], the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. McGeel, the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morsg], the Senator from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. NeLson], and the Senator from
Missouri [Mr, SymINcTON] ‘are absent
on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
California [Mr, EncLE] is absent because
of illness.

On this vote, the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. NeLson] is paired with the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Hruskal.
If present and voting, the Senator from
Wisconsin would vote “nay” and the Sen-
ator from Nebraska would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr. SymineToN] is paired with
the Senator from Oregon [Mr, Morsel.
If present and voting, the Senator from
Missouri would vote “nay,” and the Sen-
ator from Oregon would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Florida
[Mr. Horranp] is paired with the Sena-
tor from Wyoming [Mr. McGeel. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Florida would vote “nay,” and the Sena-
tor from Wyoming would vote “yea.”

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from California [Mr.
EncrLe], the Senator from Washington
[Mr. Jackson], and the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. Kenneoy]l would
each vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Nebraska [(Mr, HrRUSKA]
is absent on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. Hruskal is paired with the
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. NeLson].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Nebraska would vote “yea,’”” and the
Senator from Wisconsin would vote

-unay.n

The result was announced—yeas 43,
nays 45, as follows: ¢

[No. 160 Leg.]
YEAS—43
Aiken Carlson
Allott Burdick Church
Beall Byrd, Va

Cooper
Bennett Cannon Cotton

September 24

Curtis MecClellan Randolph
Dirksen McGovern Saltonstall
Dominick Mechem Scott
Douglas Metcalf Simpson
Ellender Miller Smith
Goldwater Morton Tower
Hickenlooper Mundt Willlams, Del.
Javits Pearson Yarborough
Jordan, Idaho Pell Young, Ohlo
Keating Prouty
Lausche Proxmire
NAYS—45

Anderson Hart Moss
Bartlett Hartke Muskie

yh Hayden Neuberger
Bible Pastore
Brewster Inouye Ribicoff
Byrd, W, Va. Johnston Robertson
Case Jordan, N.C Russell
Dodd Euchel Smathers
Eastland Long, Mo Sparkman
Edmondson 3 Stennis

n Magnuson Talmadge

ng Mansfield Thurmond
Fulbright McIntyre Walters
Gore McNamara Willlams, N.J.
Gruening Monroney Young, N. Dak.

NOT VOTING—I12

Clark Humphrey McGee
Engle Jackson Morse
Holland EKennedy Nelson
Hruska McOarthy Symington

So Mr. SALTONSTALL'S amendment was
rejected.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was rejected.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion to
lay on the table the motion to recon-
sider.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. RanpoLpr], the Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr. Morsel, and the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. Netson], I call up my
amendment, which is at the desk.

Mr, PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me, so that I may
ask for a yea and nay vote on my amend-
ment?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, my
amendment will be called up after ac-
tion on the amendment of the Senator
from South Dakota. My amendment
would cut back the allowance for the
mobile medium-range missile to the
House allowance. I ask for the yeas and
nays on that amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will have to ask unanimous con-
sent, because the amendment is not
pending.

The amendment of the Senator from
South Dakota, offered for himself and
other Senators, will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERE. On page 44,
between lines 3 and 4, it is proposed to
insert a new section, as follows:

Sec, 541. (a) Each appropriation made in
titles IIT and IV of this Act is hereby reduced
by 10 per centum.

(b) In order to provide for the most ef-
fective use of appropriations reduced by this
section, the head of each department for
which such appropriations are made is here-
by authorized to make adjustments and
transfers between such appropriations with-
in his department; but no such appropria-
tion shall be increased under authority of
this section to an amount in excess of the
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amount of such appropriation prior to its
reduction pursuant to this section.

On page 44, line 4, strike out “Sec. 541"
and insert in lieu thereof “Sec. 542".

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield briefly?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, a
few minutes ago I asked for the yeas
and nays on my amendment, which will
come before the Senate after action on
the amendment of the Senator from
South Dakota. It was out of order to
make that request. At the suggestion
of the acting majority leader, I ask
unanimous consent that I may ask for
the yeas and nays on my amendment,
even though it has not been called up,
so Senators will be on notice that there
will be a yea and nay vote following ac-
tion on the pending amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none.

Is there a sufficient second?

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, may I
inquire what the request was? I shall
have to reserve the right to object until
I know what is going on.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, if I
may reply to the question of the Senator
from Georgia, the Senator from Wiscon-
sin asked that the yeas and nays be
ordered on his amendment.

Mr. RUSSELL. The yeas and nays
cannot be ordered on an amendment
when it is not pending.

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator from
Wisconsin asked unanimous consent.

Mr. RUSSELL. I am strongly in favor
of the distinguished Senator from Wis-
consin having the yeas and nays ordered
on his amendment. I shall assist him
in every way I possibly can. But I think
it is somewhat irregular to have the yeas
and nays ordered when an amendment is
not pending. He can ask for the yeas
and nays after his amendment has been
offered. I shall be glad to assist the
Senator in every way I can to get the
yeas and nays ordered. This is irregu-
lar, and I interpose an objection.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I withdraw my
request, Mr. President. i

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
unanimous-consent request for the yeas
and nays had been made and granted.
Is there a sufficient second?

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, the
Senator from Wisconsin has asked to
withdraw his request for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection the request is withdrawn.

Mr. SMATHERS. I think all Sena-
tors should be on notice that an amend-
ment will be offered by the Senator from
Wisconsin at the conclusion of the dis-
position of the amendment of the Sen-
ator from South Dakota, and that the
Senator from Wisconsin will then ask
for the yeas and nays.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I hope
the Senator from Wisconsin will obtain
an order for the yeas and nays.

Mr, McGOVERN. Mr. President, the
amendment which I have offered, on be-
half of myself and Senators RANDOLPH,
Morsg, and NeLson, would have the ef-
fect of reducing by 10 percent the pro-
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curement items covered by title 3 of the
bill and the research and development
items covered by title 4 of the bill. In
view of the experience on the last yea-
and-nay vote, which dealt with the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Massachusetts, to reduce the procure~
ment section of the bill by 1 percent,
perhaps the only theory on which I can
offer this 10-percent proposal is under
the old biblical doctrine that sometimes
we strain at a gnat and swallow a camel.
AMERICAN SECURITY IN A CHANGING WORLD:
A PROPOSAL TO REVERSE THE ARMS RACE

Mr. President, writing in the New
Yorker magazine in 1956, the late James
Thurber related the following fable:

One morning the tiger woke up in the
jungle and told his mate that he was king
of beasts.

“Leo, the lion, is king of beasts,” replied
his mate.

“We need a change,” said the tiger. “The
creatures are crylng for a ch ', )
I'll be king of beasts by the time the moon
rises. It will be a yellow moon with black
stripes, in my honor.”

The tiger prowled through the jungle till
he came to the lion’s den. “Come out,” he
roared, “and greet the king of beasts.”

“I am the king of beasts,” roared Leo, and
he charged out of the den to defend his
crown against the pretender.

It was a terrible fight, and it lasted until
the setting of the sun. All the animals of
the jungle joined in, some taking the side
of the tiger and others the side of the lion.
Every creature from the aardvark to the
zebra took part in the struggle to overthrow
the lion or to repulse the tiger, and some
did not know which they were fighting for,
and some fought for both, and some fought
whoever was nearest, and some fought for
the sake of fighting.

“What are we fighting for?"
asked the aardvark.

“The old order,” said the aardvark.

“What are we dying for?" someone asked
the zebra,

“The new order,” said the zebra.

When the moon rose, fevered and gib-
bous, it shone upon a jungle in which noth-
ing stirred except a macaw and a cockatoo,
screaming in horror. All the beasts were
dead except the tiger, and his days were
numbered and his time was ticking away.
He was monarch of all he surveyed, but it
didn’t seem to mean anything.

Moral: You can't very well be king of
beasts if there aren’t any.

Thurber’s fable is broadly applicable
to our human condition. The point at
which the parallel is least exact is that
the animal kingdom has not yet found
the secret of total destruction, whereas
man has mastered this knowledge and
achieved the means of applying it on a
global scale. )

Thanks to the oppressive political
policies of the European dictators which
caused the world’s greatest scientists to
seek freedom in the United States dur-
ing the 1930's, we were the first Nation
to discover and use an atomic weapon.
Since that day at Hiroshima 18 years
ago there has never been any real doubt
about man’s capacity for universal de-
struction.

For several years we held an atomic
monopoly. There are no lasting secrets
in the world of science, however, and
presently the Soviet Union tested an
atomic device. Since then, she has pro-
ceeded to build and explode the world’s
biggest hydrogen bomb. No one coubts

sOmeone

17881

the capacity of many other nations to
join the nuclear club in the next few
years.

We do not know the exact size of the
nuclear stockpiles in the opposing camps
of today. The most painstaking assess-
ments run from the equivalent of 40 to
60 billion tons of TNT. This means that
there is potentially a 10- or 20-ton bomb
ticking at the head of every boy and girl,
of every man and woman on the face of
the earth.

Our most trusted scientists and mili-
tary authorities have no doubt that
either the United States or the Soviet
Union can destroy the other several
times over.

Both President Kennedy and Secretary
McNamara have publicly warned that no
matter who strikes first, a 60-minute
nuclear exchange between Russia and
America would leave over half the people
dead in both countries. Chairman
Khrushchev added in a warning note to
Peking that the resulting misery and
despair would cause “the survivors to
envy the dead.”

Is there any one of us in this Senate
chamber who can really contemplate the
prospect of survival in the midst of 300
million corpses—with the cathedrals, the
museums, the art galleries, the libraries,
the universities—all of these depositories
of mankind’s dreams and achievements
of thousands of years reduced to radio-
active dust in a few moments of madness.

We have learned to live in the shadow
of extinction primarily because we be-
lieve that no nation would dare use its
nuclear arsenal lest it bring on its own
destruction.

In one of his colorful phrases, Winston
Churchill described the situation after
the first Soviet atomic explosion in 1949
as: “Peace through mutual terror.” As
Churchill put it, “safety will become the
sturdy child of terror; and survival the
twin brother of annihilation.”

Churchill’s eloquent phrasing was dis-
tinctive, but his theory was not. On
March 27, 1880, Dr. J. H. McLean, a
St. Louis industrialist demonstrated his
breech-loading, repeating cannon to a
group of reporters. Naming his inven-
tion “the Annihilator,” Dr. McLean
asserted:

The art of war will be no more in a few
years. Terrible perfection shall make wars
impossible. I have an invention which will
perfect warfare, the perfection being to pre-
vent war by making it terrible.

The repeating cannon did indeed make
wars terrible, but not so terrible as to
prevent two world conflicts and a dozen
lesser ones.

Prior to Dr. McLean's “Annihilator,”
Alfred Nobel, the European munitions
manufacturer longed “to turn out a sub-
stance or a machine of such horrible
capacity for mass annihilation that
thereby wars would become altogether
impossible.”

Nobel thought he had achieved his goal
in 1864 when he developed dynamite, but
7 years later the new dynamite bombs
were hurled into the Franco-Prussian
war with no apparent contribution to
the cause of world peace.

There is nothing in the historical rec-
ord to assure us that awesome weapons
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of death can safeguard the peace.
Admittedly, atomic weapons have intro-
duced an unprecedented dimension to
warfare, but as William H. Honan has
pointed out:

Mankind settled for itself the guestion of
whether or not to use this weapon 18 years
ago at Hiroshima when the user, it should
be remembered, was not backed against a
wall, but was within sight of vietory. Nu-
clear weapons, like all of their predecessors,
will have their day. The only question is:
When next?

Mr. President, I believe for various
reasons that the United States has a
unique responsibility to lead the world
back from the nuclear abyss to make
certain that nuclear weapons do not
“have their day.”

In a speech to the Senate on August
2, entitled “New Perspectives on Ameri-
can Security,” I called for a reconsidera-
tion of some of the basic postulates on
which our present security and defense
policies rest.

Recognizing the overwhelming diffi-
culty of adequately appraising the enor-
mous investment in our national secu-
rity system, I nevertheless suggested four
tentative convictions as follows:

First. The United States now has a
stockpile of nuclear weapons in excess
of any conceivable need.

Second. Bringing the arms race under
control involves risks less dangerous
than the proliferation of nuclear war-
heads and the acceleration of the arms
race.

Third. Present levels of military
spending and military foreign aid are
distorting our economy, wasting our
human resources, and resfricting our
leadership in the world.

Fourth. Diyverting some of our pres-
ent and proposed military spending to
construetive investments both at home
and abroad will produce a stronger and
more effective America, improve the
quality of our lives, and strengthen the
foundations of peace.

Today, we have before us the military
appropriations bill for the current fiscal
year. When the remaining military
items not included in this bill are acted
on in the near future, we will have
passed judgment on a total military
budget well in excess of $50 billion.

We are considering in this one bill to-
day half the entire budget of the U.S.
Government. If represents 10 percent
of the gross national product of the
American people. It is five and a half
times as large as the entire budget of
the U.S. Government in 1940. It is equal
to the combined total of all the Federal
budgets during the New Deal period from
1933 until 1940,

I am not talking solely about the mili-
tary budget, but the total cost of operat-
ing the U.S. Government during that
7-year period.

When one adds to our military budget
the annual interest on the war debt and
the cost of the veterans' programs—and
none of us regrets this recognition of
our veteran;;—and othﬁra d%fcense relt;tet;

learns that percent o
grugmm Federal budget is attributable to war
or the fear of war.

We have a most serious responsibility
to weigh this budget carefully—to make
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certain that it is adequate but not exces-
sive to our military needs—to evaluate
whether all of the funds, resources and
manpower which it diverts from other
urgent national needs is justified—to
discern whether this enormous invest-
ment of our lives and treasure is prop-
erly oriented to meet the challenges of
a constantly changing world.

We owe the Nation a full-scale public
discussion and debate on this largest of
all appropriations bills to come before
the Congress. Some months ago we en-
gaged in hours of intensive debate on
the question of whether we could afford
to spend a $100 million for a youth con-
servation training program. A few weeks
ago we debated at great length and en-
gaged in a series of closely fought roll-
calls to decide whether or not we should
provide the same protection for Ameri-
can workers that we give to imported
Mexican braceros. We debated intense-
ly both in the House and in the Senate
the question of providing less than $200
million to meet the mental health needs
of the Nation.

Yet, in recent years, enormous expend-
itures for armaments have slipped
through almost without raising a gues-
tion on the Senate floor,

This practice, as I said a moment ago,
was described by the Bible eenturies ago
as “straining at a gnat and swallowing
a camel,”

Mr. President, I earlier proposed to the
Senate that we reduce our arms budget
by $5 billion—a $1 billion cut in the
Atomic Energy Commission weapons ac~
quisition budget and a $4 billion reduc-
tion of the Defense Department’s mili-
tary budget. I am all the more certain
today that this $5 billion savings in arms
spending is justified—that far from
weakening us, it will give new vigor and
health to the Nation.

I wish to make it clear that I am not
basing this recommendation today, nor
did I base the recommendation of August
2, on the nuclear test ban treaty. If is
a fine thing that the treaty was ap-
proved. That does not explain the posi-
tion which I take on the matter of arms
spending. The cuts I am recommending
would make us a stronger country and
a better people to meet the total Com-
munist ‘challenge than would moving
ahead on the budget in its present form.

I believe that the cut ought to be made
now and not postponed at the expense
of such other desirable goals as the edu-
cation of our children and the develop-
ment of our rural and urban life.

Five billion dollars will not buy very
many aircraft carriers or supersonic
bombers or nuclear submarines, buf it
would build a $1 million school in every
one of the Nation’s 3,000 counties, plus
500 hospitals costing $1 million apiece,
plus college scholarships worth $5,000
each to 100,000 students, and still per-
mit a tax reduction of a billion dollars.
Or turning our attention abroad, just
one-tenth of that saving would finance
our entire commitment to t.he Alliance
for Progress this year.

The Senate committee, under the able
direction of the Senator from Georgia,
has already cut more than one and a
half billion dollars from the adminis-
tration’s proposed defense budget, as I
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read the committee report. As I have
indicated, another $1 billion ean and
should be cut from the AEC weapons
program when the budget is presented
to us. An additional half a billion can
and should be cut from the $1.5 billion
foreign military aid budget when that
bill is under consideration. This leaves a
balance of $2 billion to complete the $5
billion total reduetion which I suggested
on August 2.

On behalf of myself and Senators
RanporprH, MoRrsE, and NeLsoN I have of-
fered an amendment to make a 10 per-
cent cut in the procurement and the re-
search and development portions of the
bill pending. This would result in a re-
duction of approximately $1.5 billion in
the procurement of weapons and ap-
proximately $700 million in research
and development. More exactly a 10-
percent cut would mean a reduction of
$1,579,544,700 in the committee's recom-
mended $15,795,447,000 for procurement
and a reduction of $698,423,000 in the
committee recommendation of $6,984,-
230,000 for research and development.

Mr. President, I believe this modest
reduction is justified first of all because
our counfry already has sufficient nu-
clear power to deter or retaliate against
any likely enemy action. Also, in the
last 2 years, we have greatly strength-
ened our conventional war capability.
Indeed, a major portion of the $10 bil-
lion increase in military spending over
the last Eisenhower budget has gone into
conventional warfare capability and spe-
cial forces.

Nearly 2 years ago, Secretary Me-
Namara expressed the conviction that
we had more than enough nuclear weap-
ons to destroy the enemy even after ab-
sorbing a first strike. Mr, McNamara's
judgment was supported by one of our
noted nuclear authorities who published
a book at that time which concluded that
the U.S. nuclear arsenal was then one
and a half million times as powerful as
the bomb which incinerated Hiroshima.

Since then we have poured additional
billions into our strategic retaliatory sys-
tem and into our overall military system.

I realize that our growing number of
military theorists have devised an end-
less number of alternative strategies de-
signed to justify this vast “overkill”
capacity. But if nuclear war should
come, there would be no time to debate
these finely spun theories that call for so
much excessive retaliatory power.

Senator RusserLn said, on April 11,
1962, in commenting on the growing
number of nuclear strategies and refine-
ments, including the “no cities” doctrine:

I have no hesitancy in saying * * * that
to me these extrapolations, or projections, or
hypotheses are exceedingly unrealistic. In
my oplnion, if nuclear war begins, it would
be a war of extermination.

Mr, President, there is no convincing
refutation to the words of the Senator
from Georgia.

The Nation does not need a special
nuclear system to cover the strategy of
every theorist employed at the Pentagon.
We do need the capacity to deter an at-
tack which means enough to destroy the
enemy after absorbing a first strike. We
have been well beyond that capability
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for at least 2 years, as the Defense De-
partment would readily agree.

Yet, the bill now before us calls for
additional billions to add new force and
refinements to our retaliatory power. A
significant portion of the procurement
expense in this proposed appropriation
is for more missiles. A heavy part of the
proposed research and development is
aimed at new styles of nuclear devices—
medium range mobile missiles, tactical
nuelear artillery, and a bewildering array
of sophisticated, highly expensive modi-
fications.

Over half a billion dollars is included
in this bill for battlefield tactical nuclear
devices. We already have 10,000 nuclear
weapons in Europe which is enough to
insure the death of the Continent if war
should come. Actually, these weapons
are a threat to our security rather than
a safeguard. Their presence in Europe
almost guarantees that any conflict
which develops there would escalate into
a nuclear exchange between Russia and
ourselves. As they proliferate, we in-
crease the risk that one of them may
one day set off a conflagration that could
destroy Western society. Adding hun-
dreds of millions of dollars to this tacti-
cal nuclear weapons force is literally
courting disaster—and wasting an enor-
mous volume of tax dollars.

But, Mr. President, the weight of argu-
ment today as in my August 2 state-
ment—and I stress this point—does not
center on competing weapons systems.
Rather, T am pleading for an overall re-
duction in military spending on the
grounds that we already possess suf-
ficient power to deter the enemy and
meet our other military needs.

Let no one suggest that if my amend-
ment to cut $2 billion-plus from this
bill is approved that it will threaten our
security,. We will still have with the
inclusion of the AEC weapons program
and other military items to be considered
subsequently a total arms budget of $50
billion. That is hardly a blueprint for
pacifism. We will still have the world's
mightiest bomber force—some 700 B-52's
and B-58's and several hundred B—4T7's.

We have already provided funds for
more than 1,000 intercontinental ballis-
tic missiles and 35 Polaris submarines
carrying some 560 missiles.

Any single one of these several thou-
sand nuclear delivery systems is capable
of unleashing more explosive power than
all the explosives of World War II com~
bined, from friend and foe alike.

Any single bomb or warhead in the
fantastic stockpiles that we have been
building for 18 years would make the
Hiroshima bomb look like a child’s toy.

Mr. President, the hard-bitten realists
in the Eremlin know that if they were to
attack the United States, their country
would be utterly destroyed. There can
be no doubt about that. Knowing this
grim fact, they have not, according to
our best information, attempted to out-
strip the United States either in bombers
in the late 1950’s or in missiles in the
1960’s. At least, if they have attempted
it, they have fallen far short of the mark.
Indeed, the Russians have only a frac-
tion of the airpower and missile strength
of the United States. Every indication is
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that they are modifying and replacing
rather than greatly increasing their nu-
clear delivery systems.

I sometimes wonder if our military
theorists may be running a race with
each other rather than with the Rus-
sians,

Several years ago, I saw a cartoon in
the Saturday Evening Post which illus-
trated this point. I do not mean this in
any disrespect. It depicted an American
general looking out the window at a ris-
ing missile and saying to an aide: “Thank
God. It's a Russian launch. I thought
for a moment the Navy had beaten us.”

Mr, President, if we are building up a
larger weapons system than we need for
military security, that is reason enough
to justify the modest cut I have pro-
posed. But there is a second reason: Our
excessive military spending is leading to
the neglect of other vital sources of na-
tional strength. In other words, even if
we were to admit that everything in the
military appropriation bill is desirable,
we would have to balance the desirable
features against other urgent national
needs that go unmet because of our com-
mitment to the military budget.

This great Nation cannot continue to
invest well over half of its budget in
arms spending and still meet its mount-
ing needs for education, job training for
young people, health, urban improve-
ment, transportation, conservation, and
agriculture—to say nothing of such con-
siderations as fiscal integrity, debt re-
duction, and tax relief.

It is sometimes argued that military
spending is a good stimulant for the
economy. This isa half-truth; actually,
arms spending is the poorest of all meth-
ods for building a healthy economy. The
dollars invested in a bomb provide only
a narrowly restricted employment oppor-
tunity and create a device which is an
end in itself; whereas, dollars invested
in school construction, for example, pro-
vide a broad employment impact and a
continuing impact on our society in
terms of better educated citizens.

The flow of manpower, material and
money into arms production actually de-
presses many vital sectors of our econ-
omy and society.

For example, the nearly $7 billion des-
ignated in the bill before us for research
and development is a critical allocation
of the Nation’s basic production re-
source—that is, our engineering and sci-
entific manpower. This manpower is
limited. During the last years we have
been using from two-thirds to three-
quarters of these precious skills for mili-
tary purposes. There are important
reasons for asking whether the continua-
tion of this use of our technical talent is
the best way to serve the security inter-
ests of the United States.

Some months ago, former President
Eisenhower authored an article pub-
lished in the Saturday Evening Post. In
the article, he discussed the problem I
am now considering. I should like to
read several sentences from that impor-
tant article. Former President Eisen-
hower said:

For a moment let's think of national secu-
rity and its costs. A key point to keep in
mind is this: No matter how much we spand
for arms, there is no safety in arms alone.
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Our security is the total product of our
economie, intellectual, moral, and military
strengths.
AN EASY WAY TO BANKRUPTCY

Let me elaborate on this great truth., It
happens that defense is a field in which I
have had varied experience over a lifetime,
and if I have learned anything, it is that
there is no way in which a country can sat-
isfy the craving for absolute security—but
it easily can bankrupt itself, morally and
economically, in attempting to reach that il-
lusory goal through arms alone. The Mili-
tary Establishment, not productive of itself,
necessarily must feed on the energy, produc-
tivity, and brainpower of the country, and
if it takes too much, our total strength
declines,

He added:

S0 how does one judge the limits of de-
fense needs? That is the task of the states-
man: to apply the rule of reason in judging
what is clearly adequate but not excessive.
The foibles and specialized viewpoints of
human nature must be balanced off. For
example, when I was President, it was not
unusual for the Joint Chiefs of Stafl to agree
that the total defense budget was adequate—
but later individual members would come to
me to argue that the share of their respective
service should be increased at the expense
of the others.

The defense budget I left behind provided
amply for our security at that time. Even
though there have been costly developments
in weapons since then, it does not seem that
the spectacular increase of $10 billion in
new obligational authority in 2 years, as
is now requested, has been proved n
We already have the nuclear deterrent, the
most valuable single element in our defense
posture and one which, of course, must be
kept up to date. One truth we should keep
in mind at all times is that the other fellow,
your potential enemy, doesn't want to be
killed any more than you do. As long as he
knows we are maintaining the power to de-
stroy him if he dares attack us, as long as we
keep our Nation fiercely proud, not only of
its military strength but of its way of life,
then we have the best possible defense in this
imperfect world. Patriotism is as important
as all the guns we can build.

Massive use of engineering and scien-
tific manpower for defense has led to
depletion of technical improvements in
our civilian industry, and has weakened
our competitive position. The concen-
tration of technical manpower in arms
research has drawn away superior men
and women from other important func-
tions such as the education of our chil-
dren. These are grounds for suspecting
that the continued application of mas-
sive technical manpower to military pur-
poses has reached the point of diminish-
ing returns.

Of an estimated 400,000 scientists and
engineers engaged in research and de-
velopment in this country, only 120,000,
according to the Department of Com-
merce, are devoted to civilian activities.
The Wall Street Journal of August 9,
1963, reported that “there is solid evi-
dence that the shortage of scientific tal-
ent is slowing private research,” and
further, that:

Top research men in industry reason this
way: Frantic bidding, by space and military
contractors, for scientists and engineers, is
creating a big shortage for industry. This
scarcity, along with the skyrocketing sal-
aries it is provoking, is bringing almost to a
halt the hitherto rapid growth of company-
support-ed research. This development
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hampers efforts to develop new products and
processes for the civilian economy.

The concentration of technical talent
in the military sphere has been impair-
ing the competitive position of American
industry in relation to other major in-
dustrial countries. The Chamber of
Commerce of the United States, in a
statement before the Joint Ecomonic
Committee of the Congress, pointed out
that: r

In terms of the proportion of its available
research and development talent devoted to
industry and commerce, the U.S. effort is
only half of that of West Germany. This is

a potential cause of lagging employment and
deterrent to increasing productivity. * * *
Should not national policies recognize the
national importance of a sound and pros-
perous national economy as weighted against
the prestige value of space exploration or
“overkill” in military defense?

Evidence of industrial depletion is
found at critical points in our manufac-
turing industry, notably, machinery pro-
duction. The United States, long a
world leader in the design and produc-
tion of basic metalworking machine
tools, is now in a declining position in
this basic industry. The United States
now has the distinction of operating the
oldest stock of metalworking machinery
of any major industrial country. Once
first in guantity in the world, our ma-
chine-tool production now ranks fourth
or fifth, Our capacity to compete in in-
ternational trade and our balance-of-
payments position are seriously weakened
by this neglect of our civilian Industry.

The depletion of education for our
young people is one of the heavy prices
we are paying for draining off our com-
petent young men and women into mili-
tary technical work. A mechanical en-
gineer with 10 years’ experience earns
$11,500 a year, on the average, in the
aerospace industries, In civilian work,
his counterpart earns $9,300. The
teachers in our schools average about
half the salary of these industry tech-
nicians. As a result, even in our pros-
perous metropolitan suburbs, thousands
of teachers employed in the public
schools are unable to meet reasonable
teaching standards. The use of sub-
standard teachers means substandard
education. Thereby, we are short-
changing our young people and, indeed,
our entire society.

Mr. President, not only are we starving
certain essential sources of mnational
strength because of our heavy military
spending; we are also neglecting im-
fortant aspects of the international chal-

Enge.

The real contest with international
communism cannot be won in the mili-
tary arena. Indeed, the true “no win”
policy, about which we hear so much, is
one that depends too heavily on arma-
ments. If we ever have to use our nu-
clear weapons, it will mean that both
we and the Soviets have lost the contest.
There can be no victor in mutual an-
nihilation.

The current dilemma in Vietnam is a
clear demonstration of the limitations of
military power. There in the jungles of
Asia, our mighty nuclear arsenal—our
$50 billion arms budget—even our costly
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new “speclal forces”—have proved pow-
erless to cope with a ragged band of
illiterate guerrillas fighting with home-
made weapons or with weapons they
have captured from us.

We cannot even persuade a govern-
ment financed and armed by American
taxpayers from tyrannizing its citizens
and throwing insults at our President
when he objects.

Although we have spent $3 billion on
the Vietnam war, lost many American
lives, and are continuing to spend ap-
proximately $2 million daily, the lib-
erties of the Vietnamese people are
not expanding. Instead, we find them
harassed, not only by terrorists in the
countryside, but also by official Govern-
ment troops in the cities. We find our
money and our arms used to suppress
the very liberties we went in to defend in
southeast Asia.

This is scarcely a policy of “victory™;
it is not even a policy of “stalemate.” It
is a policy of moral debate and political
defeat. It is a policy which demon-
strates that our expendifures for more
and more “special forces” are as useless
and dangerous as our expenditures for
more and more nuclear capability.

Mr. President, the failure of our Viet-
nam policy should be a signal for every
Member of the Senate to reexamine the
roots of that policy. Part of those roots
is before us today in the excessive por-
tion of the military appropriations hill;
and we stand derelict before history if
we fail to make the examination, for the
failure in Vietnam will not remain con-
fined to Vietnam. The trap we have fall-
en into there will haunt us in every
corner of this revolutionary world, if we
do not properly appraise its lessons.

I submit that America will exert a far
greater impact for peace and freedom in
Asia and elsewhere if we rely less on
armaments and more on the economic,
political, and moral sources of our
strength.

We spend less on the entire Peace
Corps than we do on a Polaris submarine,
Yet, this band of idealistic American
youth has demonstrated around the
world the mighty power of a good idea,
of willing hands and a warm heart.

As the former director of the Nation’s
food for peace program, I can testify
to the enormous contribution which
American agricultural abundance is
making fo peace and freedom. We live
in a hungry world that is torn between
the appeals of communism and the ap-
peals of democracy. In that contest,
our greatest material advantage is not
our nuclear stockpile, but the amazing
productivity of the American farmer.

Is there any doubt that Mr. EKhru-
shehev would exchange any asset he has
to secure America’s food-producing
capacity? Is there any doubt that if he
had our agricultural surpluses, he would
use them as economic and political in-
struments in the global contest of our
time?

Hunger is the companion of commu-
nism; food is freedom’s first line of de-
fense, I think we need to continue to
expand and improve our food-for-peace
program so long as there is a hungry
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child crying for food anywhere on the
face of the earth.

Tom Dooley went into the jungles of
southeast Asia armed only with a
medical kit, healing hands, and a dedi-
cated spirit. He died in a few short
years. But who can measure his con-
tributions to dignity and freedom?
What would be the American posture in
southeast Asia today if instead of 15,000
specially trained soldiers, we had sent
15,000 Tom Dooleys.

Mr. President, as a former combat
pilot, I know the need for a strong mili-
tary force. But let us never sell short
the power of the democratic ideal. Let
us not underestimate the capacity of the
American economy fo engage in a grow-
ing commerce with the family of na-
tions, when it is geared up for that pur-
pose, rather than for war. Let us not
overlook the mighty power of a nation
that draws on deep sources of moral and
spiritual strength, as indicated by
former President Eisenhower's state-
ment which I read a moment ago. Let
}xs live more with faith, and less with

ear.

Finally, Mr. President, I ask for sup-
port for this modest proposal to reduce
the arms budget, because I think it may
help to reverse the arms race.

The test ban treaty which we have just
approved may prove to be an historic
step away from war and toward peace.
I do not base my proposed amendment
on the treaty. It is justified by its own
merit. But I do hope that, like the par-
tial ban on nuclear explosions, it may
take us another step away from the
abyss—that it may induce a counter
arms reduction by the Soviet Union.

We know there is now raging in the
Communist world a contest between Mr.
Khrushchev, who advocates coexistence
with the West, and Mao Tse-tung, who
scoffs at this “soft” line. It is to our ad-
vantage to encourage in every way we
can the forces of moderation and reason
in the Communist world. A cautious
arms reduction might serve that purpose,
and could open the way for a series of
peaceful moves on both sides. Mean-
while, such carefully calculated moves
could be safeguarded by the deterrent
military power which we would continue
to maintain at a reasonable level

What I am suggesting here is that we
employ in reverse order the same factors
of action and reaction which feed an
arms race, Iwas startled, a few months
ago, when I read the testimony of Secre-
tary McNamara, to see how graphically
he revealed the nature of the arms race.

In explaining how we plan our budget
and weapons systems to counter the
Soviet threat, Mr, McNamara said:

We are, in effect, attempting to anticipate
production and deployment decisions which

our opponents themselves may not yet have
made.

We can assume, I believe, that—just as
we try to counter the growing weapons
budget of the Soviet Union—so do the
Boviets try to evaluate and predict our
next move.

An Englishman once remarked:

‘We ought to build our navy up to double
the size of theirs, if they build theirs up to
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the point they say they will if we build ours
up.

That is the arms race in a nutshell.
But it is far more dangerous today than
it was in the 19th century world of the
Englishman.

The nuclear arms race is a dead-end
street. It creates a “balance of terror”
which at best leaves us warped by fear,
and at worse destroys us all.

It is possible that our country can take
the lead in a cautious effort to move the
world back step by step from the prec-
ipice of death?

Would Mr. Ehrushehev respond to a
systematic, step by step arms race in
reverse?

I think that he might. And we are in
a position to make our moves in that
direction in the full knoweldge that we
can still maintain a deterrent force fully
adequate to any need.

Mr. President, I believe this amend-
ment to reduce military appropriations
is in the national interest. I think it will
make us a stronger and healthier nation,
better able to meet the_total challenge
of today’'s world.

I earnestly urge its adoption.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. Iam happy to yield
to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I deeply regret that
I shall not be able to vote for the amend-
ment of the Senator from South Dakota,
because I believe that unilateral action
on our part has no surety of calling forth
a similar reduction on the part of the
Soviet Union; and, therefore, I believe
that his amendment might endanger
military security.

However, I do wish to pay tribute to
the Senator for the way in which he has
approached this problem, and for his
motives in doing so. I also wish to ex-
press the hope that his purposes may be
fulfilled by a multilateral reduction in
armaments which would leave us rela-
tively as strong as we now are.

Lest the motives of the Senator from
South Dakota be misunderstood, I should
like to eall attention to some facts which
he is always too modest to mention—
namely, that the Senator has one of the
most distinguished war records in the
U.S. Air Force, that he flew, as I remem-
ber, something like 50 combat missions,
and was awarded the Distinguished Fly-
ing Cross, and other decorations, for per-
sonal bravery. So that his motives, in
this connection, cannot be questioned in
the slightest.

I only wish the world were sufficiently
far advanced so that we might, in good
conscience, adopt his suggestion. It is
truly terrible that the Soviet Union is so
brutal and untrustworthy and does not
respond to the outgoing acts of faith.
I wish however to pay tribute to him, and
to express my deep regret that at this
moment I cannot support his amend-
ment.

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Sen-
ator from Illinois for his generous and
encouraging words.

With reference to his anxiety about
the unilateral steps I proposed, I re-
iterate the point that I am not advo-
cating dismantling the U.S. Defense
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Establishment. If my amendment is en-
acted, it will leave wus, I believe
with 1,000 intercontinental ballistic
missiles, and with 35 Polaris sub-
marines—each one carrying 16 tubes,
any one of which can unleash upon the
world more devastation than that caused
by all the bombs dropped by both friend
and foe in World War II; it will leave us
with an increase of almost $10 billion in
our funds for military procurement in
the fiscal year 1964, as compared to the
appropriation during the last year of
the previous administration.

I certainly wish to point out, with ref-
erence to what the Senator said, that if
the Soviets did not respond with a simi-
lar reduction matching what I would call
a first step in our own efforts to move
towards sanity, then, of course, we would
profit from that lesson, and would take
whatever steps we found necessary in
order to protect our security; but we
would in no way, as I see it, be putting
ourselves in a vulnerable position, for
even after agreeing to the rather modest
reduction which I propose, we would re-
tain a $50 billion arms budget.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I congratu-
late the Senator from South Dakota on
the general thrust of his argument.

I find myself in agreement with the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLas], in
that my own inclination is to oppose
this specific proposal, for the reason that
it goes in the direction of unilaterally
pulling down our guard. Furthermore,
in considering an approach of this type,
I believe a razor—or a more direct and
more selective approach—is preferable
to an ax.

However, the objective of the amend-
ment is one with which I sympathize;
and I look forward to the time when the
Senator from South Dakota introduces
his bill providing for the establishment
of an economic conversion commission.

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island for his remarks.

Mr. President, I do not intend to ask
for a yea-and-nay vote on my amend-
ment. I yield the floor.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
speak in support of the pending amend-
ment. I recall that on August 2, 1963,
the conscientious Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. McGovern] delivered in this
forum a meaningful and persuasive
speech on the subject which is now in-
corporated in the amendment.

Earlier today the Senate approved the
limited nuclear test ban treaty.

An overwhelming majority of Senators
clearly indicated that many factors in
addition to military considerations had
to be weighed and evaluated in reaching
the affirmative consensus on that his-
torically important pact.

This is consistent, Mr. President, with
the views several Senators expressed in
the Senate on August 2, 1963, when the
junior Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
McGovern], ably discussed new perspec-
tives on American security.

On that occasion, the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. McGoOVERN] cor-
rectly stated: ;

Present levels of military spending and
military foreign aid are distorting our econ-
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omy, wasting our human resources, and re-
stricting our leadership in the world.

And he said with insight:

Diverting some of our present and proposed
military spending on constructive invest-
ments both at home and abroad will produce
a stronger and more effective America, im-
prove the quality of our lives, and strengthen
the foundations of peace.

I remarked at that time that perhaps
there is a difference in degree between
the views of the Senator from South
Dakota and the senior Senator from
West Virginia on the extent and the na-
ture of our investments abroad. But I
said then, and I reiterate that I have no
reservations about the need for divert-
ing considerable present and proposed
military spending to constructive invest-
ments here at home.

Mr. President, on several occasions
since the August 2 discussions in this
forum, I have spoken on this subject be-
fore numerous constituent groups in my
home State. I am encouraged by the
high degree of acceptance of my decla-
ration that the security of our country
rests on economic and political, as well
as military competence. Many citizens
have spoken and written their agreement
with my further observation that unsur-
passed military power in combination
with areas of grave economic weakness is
not the basis for a sound security policy
because the net result can be domestic
and international political weakness.

There is a need for us to resolutely
face the fact that the population census
of 1960 disclosed that 38 million Ameri-
cans were living in poverty on incomes
of $1,000 per year per femily, or less.
We must do something positive about
this condition because it means that 20
to 25 percent of our citizens are without
acceptable consumer buying power in
this country; it means deficient educa-
tion, insufficient skills, inadequate nutri-
tion, substandard housing, and a serious
drag on many communities and on the
rate of national economic growth neces-
sary to maintain national commitments
at home and abroad.

This constitutes a wasting of human
capabilities, and such a waste represents
a depletion of the basie resource of our
Nation. This spells insecurity at home
and an unacceptable society for emula-
tion abroad.

I believe, therefore, that excessive
military spending is leading to the neg-
lect of ofher vital sources of national
strength and that the United States can-
not further devote over half of its budget
to arms expenditures and continue to
meet its vital domestic needs not to men-
tion here the factors of fiscal integrity,
debt lessening, and tax reduction.

Not only must we reduce spending to
stockpile nuclear warhead and other
military capacity, but we must also begin
capable planning for conversion to a
peace economy even in this so-called
period of peace. There is weakness in
an arms procurement dominated econ-
omy. Surely the military-industrial
complex does need to be brought into
perspective sufficiently to remind us that
we have sources of strength, of prestige,
and of international leadership based on
other than nuclear bombs. We have too



17886

many unmet public needs, and the giving
of substance to these unfilled needs is
certainly a laudable and logical alterna-
tive to budgeting and spending an ex-
cess of our resources on military ca-
pacity.

Believing thus, I am cosponsoring the
amendment offered by the junior Sena-
tor from South Dakota [Mr. McGoVERN]
to reduce by 10 percent the proposals in
the pending bill for weapons procure-
ment and for military research and de-
velopment.

Our views are in accord that neither
the judgment of the legislative commit-
tee nor the special competence of the
Defense Department releases any Sena-
tor from his individual responsibility to
follow his convictions on an issue as im-
portant as the appropriations bill which
is the pending business.

Indeed, as the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr, McGovern] has so accu-
rately declared:

The size of this proposed appropriation is
so great that in approving or rejecting or
modifying it, we are to a considerable degree
determining the priorities of our national
life.

We must achieve savings in military
spending, and if we are to do so we must
begin by reducing the appropriations
proposals now before us. We must fol-
low through with cuts in the Atomic En-
ergy Commission weapons sacquisition
and subsidy appropriations requests. It
is my view that there must be reductions
in the money requests to come before us
for the space program. And there must
be further savings realized when we
reach the business of appropriating for
the foreign aid programs.

We can and we must save billions in
these categories that drain off so much
of our gross national product and re-
quire so much of our national income
that we are unable to fulfill our obliga-
tions to our own people at home and to
provide the economic foundation that
makes all the rest possible.

A higher priority and a higher per-
centage of the budgeted dollar must be
assigned to the requirements of our do-
mestic programs, especially in the fields
of education, health, job opportunities
and job training, and public improve-
ments, including eontinuation of the pro-
gram of accelerating public works on a
Federal-local matching basis.

Mr. President, I do not offer these
recommendations in a state of euphoria—
to use the term which has acquired such
recent notice in this body—in the wake
of the approval of the test ban treaty.
I am under no illusions regarding the
long pull that is before us in our contest
with international communism. Indeed,
it is precisely because of my awareness
of the protracted nature of this contest
that I join with other Senators in advo-
cating realistic reductions which will not
weaken the national defense.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I am
somewhat saddened by the two able ad-
dresses which have been delivered to
the this afternoon. It seems to
me we have at least found the germ of
confidence in unilateral disarmament,
which can only bring this country to its
destruction.
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I wish we were able to reduce drasti-
cally the enormous expenditures we
make each year for the purposes of na-
tional defense. I have seen a number of
striking illustrations of what could be
done with the money we spend in only
2 or 3 years on our Military Establish-
ments. I have seen stories which have
pointed out that we could give every
American family a fine house in which
to live, adequate space for the family,
two-car garages, cars to go into the
garages, and a system of education
which would be without parallel in all
the history of the human family. It
would be a good life and make utopia
sound like a dreary spot indeed.

I cannot accept that picture, beautiful
and alluring as it is, because if we in
this country were to make every man a
king and every woman a gqueen, what
would it profit us if the Communists
overwhelmed us and took over and en-
slaved us? I assume the Communist
conspiracy would prefer to enslave a
generation of queens and kings rather
than ordinary people.

The amendment evidently is predi-
cated on the belief, which the Senafor
stated in a previous speech, that we can
take $4 billion or $5 billion from the
reasoned calculations of the military ex-
perts of this country and the civilian
head of the Defense Department with-
out seriously impairing our military
strength. There is a thin margin of
superiority between our Military Estab-
lishment and that of the Soviet Union,
so far as we are informed. That thin
edge has maintained world peace. That
slight lead has prevented our being over-
whelmed,

If we should take this much of the
muscle from our Military Establishment
we would still have a fair Military Estab-
lishment, as distinguished Senators say.
We would have a strong Military Es-
tablishment, but we would be in the posi-
tion of a man who has three kings and
a pair of treys bucking three aces and
a pair of deuces. Nobody has ever yet
paid off on the second best poker hand.

The thing that keeps this country in
business, that maintains world peace,
has been the sure knowledge in the
Kremlin—because they know about our
Military Establishment, while we must
do a good bit of guessing about theirs—
that our Military Establishment is su-
perior to theirs.

We asked the witnesses who appeared
before the committee whether it would
be safe to take this much money from
the military budget. The distinguished
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Mc-
Govern] had made his speech. It at-
tracted national, and indeed inferna-
tional, attention. There was not a single
person connected with the Military Es-
tablishment who said that we could take
this much money from our national mili-
tary budget without cutting the muscle
in our means of defending ourselves.

I do not wish to take up the Senate’s
time reading many pages from the testi-
mony. I know it is popular these days
to discount anything said by a military
man, It is said, “He is wearing a uni-
form, and you had better watch him.”
If he wore & uniform yesterday, he is all
right, but if he is in uniform today, some-
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how his remarks must not be accepted

at full valuation.

I do not belong to that school of
thought. I have the highest regard and
admiration for the present Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. I did when he
served under the Eisenhower adminis-
tration. He has been returned by the
present administration. I think the
President of the United States was wise
to select General Taylor to be Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point the
part of the statement by Gen. Maxwell
D. Taylor, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, before the Subcommittee on
Department of Defense Appropriations,
beginning at the bottom of page 1620 un-
der the title “Overkill” and going on
through the questions and answers and
statements of Assistant Secretary Gil-
patric down to the second answer of Mr.
Gilpatric on page 1626.

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

STATEMENT OF GEN. MaxweLn D. TaYLom,
CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF—"OVER-
KILL”

At this point I would like to discuss briefly
the subject of “Overkill” which has been
mentioned by several Senators in the recent
hearings on the nuclear test ban treaty.

I understand that term to mean the pos-
sible excessive nuclear strength represented
by our current and future arsenal of nu-
clear weapons. This concern apparently is
directed primarily at our strategic nuclear
weapons which are viewed as having the
ability to kill the enemy many times over—
possibly too many times over.

This is the old question of “how much is
enough” in military weaponry. It is a ques-
tion which is always before the Secretary of
Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who
for some time have been endeavoring to
establlsh yardsticks of sufficlency, not only
for nuclear weapons but for all categories
of our military forces,

DETERMINATION OF REQUIREMENTS

I would like to say a few words on this
subject, indicating how the Joint Chiefs of
Stafl determine the requirements for stra-
tegle nuclear weapons and our views as to
the existence of overkill (or the lack thereof)
in our present and planned weapons stock~
piles,

The requirement for strategic nuclear
weapons lends itself gquite well to reason-
ably precise analysis. The targets involved
are all fixed targets with known physical
characteristics which allow the mathemati-
cal computation of the damage effects nec-
essary to accomplish the intended purpose
of a given attack.

These targets fall generally into two cate-
gories: First, military targets such as missile
sites, airflelds, atomic storage sites, and re-
Iated installations; and, second, urban in-
dustrial targets consisting of government
control centers, warmaking industry, and
population centers.

Having determined the targets which may
require attack, it then becomes a matter of
computing the number of weapons on tar-
g;t.a 1g:m:f:esz;aa.ry to accomplish the desired
effect.

To arrive at the overall regquirement, the
number of weapons needed on target must
then be increased to take into account the
possible losses before launch due to enemy

weapons in flight and at point of detonation.



1963

SOURCES OF FACTORS IN DECISION

These factors are determined empirically
from data derived from many sources. Their
application results in a conisderably larger
requirement for weapons than the number
theoretically required on target to accomplish
the desired damage effect.

Apart from the foregoing considerations,
there are other factors which have an im-
portant bearing on ultimate requirements in
strategic weapons. Probably the most im-
portant is the relation in time of the launch
of our weapons to the arrival of the incoming
weapons of the enemy. If we walt unti]l some
or all of the latter impact, obviously we will
suffer heavy losses In weapons before we can
launch our retaliatory forces.

On the other hand, it is never certain that
we will not have some kind of warning which
would permit us to strike at least some of the
known enemy weapons before they could
leave their launch areas. Also, it i1s not cer-
tain whether we would wish to launch all our
weapons at one time or would prefer to use
them with salvo effect, beginning perhaps on
a lmited selective basis to indicate to the
enemy the consequences of further escala-
tlon.

WEAPONS OBSOLESCENCE

Still another important factor bearing on
weapons requirements is that of obsolescene.
Old weapons systems are continually losing
their effectiveness and requiring replacement.
It is always essential to have an adequate
overlap of a new system coming in with the
old one going out.

It is never possible for the old to come to
a sudden end and the new to have a sudden
beginning. This required overlap adds to the
overall requirement in numbers of nuclear
weapons., All of these possible varlants affect
the overall weapons requirement.

GENERAL WEAPONS REQUIREMENTS

Pinally, there are the requirements in
weapons due to the need to overhaul them,
stock a supply system, and fill a pipeline from
factory to point of use.

In past wars, the quantity of munitions
procured and distributed to military and
naval units worldwide has always neces-
sarily exceeded many, many times the quan-
tity consumed.

Nuclear munitions, while of a different
order of effectiveness, are not immune to
many of the factors which have affected
munitions requirements in nonnuclear days.
This statement is particularly true of the
nuclear weapons of less than intercontinental
range which must be deployed abroad to be
in reach of their targets.

In assessing overkill, the problem 1s to
take into account all of the foregoing factors
and to arrive at some commonsense judg-
ment as to what constitutes sufficiency.
FLEXTBILITY OF RESPONSE IN NUCLEAR STRATEGY

The Joint Chiefs of Staff have consistently
felt that it is essential to have great flexi-
bility of response built into our nuclear
strategy and to preserve as many options as

for the cholce of our responsible
leaders In time of crisis.

Certainly, it would be much simpler and
would save some money in time of peace If
we determined now & single target list which
we would strike under conditions of retalia-
tion.

This is the so-called second sfrike capabil-
ity against cities, which appeals to some
advocates of substantial reductions in our
military spending.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff have considered
this option and have thus far rejected it,
raellng that it lacks the flexibility which we

indi ble; that is, we have re-
,Iect.ed. it as the only strategy.

Personally, I would seriously guestion the
rightness of restricting the cholice of our
President to this one dreadful alternative.
Instead, we should endeavor to preserve for
him a maximum number of options ex-
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pressed in terms of variable target systems
to strike under variable conditions of time
and welght of effort.

I sincerely hope that considerations of this
question of so-called overkill, important
as it is, will not be allowed to affect this par-
ticular budget. I can assure you that the
Secretary of Defense has required the mili-
tary authorities in the Pentagon to justify
every strategic weapon supported by this
budget and that he has looked with a eritical
eye at the application of the factors which
I mentioned above. There is not a strategic
weapon in this budget which does not have
the unanimous support of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff.

In the foregoing discussion I have singled
out for comment three items in the 1964
budget, the F-111 fighter program, the re-
quirements for strategic mobility exercises,
and the reduced research and development
funds for the MMRBM. Also, I have given
my views with regard to overkill in the
strategic nuclear fleld and have expressed
hope that the overall attitude of the commit-
tee toward the defense budget will not be
influenced by any feeling that we have too
many strategic weapons in our arsenal,

TEST BAN TREATY

I would like to close on a thought which
arose several times during our recent dis-
cussion before Senate commitiees of the
limited test ban treaty.

Regardless of how they felt about the long-
haired word “euphoria”—and I know, Mr.
Chalrman, you commented on that word—
many Senators and many of the witnesses
were emphatle in expressing their determi-
nation to see to it that the ratification of the
test ban treaty would not result in a false
sense of security in the West.

There was general agreement that the
United States should take no action which
would encourage an overly optimistic reac-
tion at home or abroad among our allies.

I submit that the Congress has its first
opportunity to exhibit the resolution which
we all have been expressing by passing this
Defense appropriations bill essentially as
recommended by the Secretary of Defense.

On the other hand, to reduce it would give
comfort and encouragement to those people
and nations who are all too easily convinced
that an era of universal good will is at hand
and that sacrifices for aecurity are no longer

necessary.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
DISCUSSION OF “OVEREILL"

Senator RusseLn. I was particularly inter-
ested in your discussion of the so-called
overkill, because we have groups in this
country who are concentrating on that, and
they apparently are gaining adherents in the
Congress, as well as among the general publiec,

I helleve you state that one of the im-
ponderables in determining with exactness
the number of weapons which might be
necessary is the impossibility of determining
in advance hoWw many of our weapons may be
knocked out in the event of a surprise at-
tack on this country.

General Tayror. That is a very important
factor and, as you say, very hard to evaluate
in specific numbers.

Senator RUSSELL. S0, unless we know ex-
actly the efficiency and capability of the
enemy, it would be impossible for us to com-
pute mathematically how many reserve
weapons we would need, because we would
not know how many they would knock out
and render useless.

General Taviror. Yes, sir. Unfortunately,
we will never have that precise knowledge of
the enemy to which you refer.

CHANGES IN NUCLEAR WAR CONCEPT

Senator Russerr. In addition—and I do
not believe you have dealt with this—there
have been some changes in the whole concept
of nuclear war. We now have gone in for
the so-called hardened sites. While we know
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very well what ps.i. factor, per-square-inch
pressure, will be brought by our weapons,
we do not know exactly what the Russians
have.

General TavyrLor. Not exactly. We know it
takes more offensive missiles to root out a
hardened missile site rather than a soft site.

Senator RusserL. Yes, sir. But there are
s0 many imponderables it is very difficult to
tell. Are you familiar with the opinions ex-
pressed in the report of the Columbia Univer-
sity group headed by Dr. Seymour Melman?

General TAyLor. No, sir.

Senator RUSSELL. In which they say it
would be safe to reduce the Defense budget
by from £16 to $26 billion a year? You have
not read that?

General Tavior. I am not familiar with
that, sir.

Mr. Gmreatric. I am, Senator. I would
like to comment on that.

POSSIBLE DEEP REDUCTIONS IN BUDGET

Senator RusseLL. I think it might be well
for somebody in the Department of Defense
to get informed on this subject, because it
will be the basis of a limited flank operation
when this bill is before the Senate, not to the
full extent, but to reduce the defense budget
by some §6 or $8 billion.

Mr. GrueaTrIc. Even a $4 billion cut in the
strategie force, and that has been suggested
by one Member of the Senate, even a $4
billion cut would eliminate over one-half
of the entire segment of the 1964 budget that
supports strategic retaliatory forces.

In the budget before you there is only
$7.3 billlon to support and provide for strate-
gic retallatory forces. The addition to the
forces this year, as the bill before you shows,
includes 6 Polaris submarines and provision
for 150 Minutemissiles. Now these additions
are not necessarily net increases to the total
megatonage of our nuclear weapons delivery
capacity. They represent more the effort to
obfain increased Invulnerability and more
reliability in our systems.

In other words, many of the additions to
our forces that are programed now and that
are envisaged, are designed to meet increased
penetration capablilities or increased defen-
sive capacities on the part of the forces
arrayed against us. So that far from being
able to absorb a $16 to $20 billion cut as Dr,
Melman suggests, we would be very hard hit
even with this 4 billion cut.

Then we must never forget that 75 percent
of the total Defense budget, over 75 percent,
relates to tactical and conventional forces
which have nothing to do with this theory
of overkill and strategic forces.

OVERSIMPLIFICATION OF PROBLEM

I think the advocates of this theory, par-
ticularly Dr. Melman, have grossly oversim-
pnned the problem. What Dr. Melman does

is to take a formula based on the fact that
20 kilotons of weapons destroyed Hiroshima,
Then he takes that factor and divides the
population of Soviet cities of over 100,000
population and comes up with a relatively
small megatonage of weapons that he feels
are for the U.S, strategic forces.
Nothing could be a more gross distortion, as
I say, of the military equation between the
Soviets and ourselves.

REQUIREMENTS OF STRATEGIC FPORCES
We must remember that the sole require-

ought to target. There will be some resid
forces, follow-on bomber forces, airfie
some other targets that should be in
system besides the urban targets.
As General Taylor points out, we are
doing our planning in the United States on

g
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the basis of a strictly second strike strategy.
We need more than that. We need a margin
of superiority in numbers of weapons to
cover the kinds of requirements that Gen-
eral Taylor has mentioned.

So that we feel very strongly, Mr. Chair-
man, that certainly, as of the present time,
we do not have too much in the way of
strategic weapons in our arsenals. There
may come a time when enough is enough.
Every year I have been here we have a dis-
cussion between those who feel that we are
adding too many weapons and those who feel
we are not adding enough. You will find
many of the military and members of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff who think that the
weapons we are now providing are not suf-
ficlent for our own security. So, I cannot
overstate our belief that the prasent!y pro-
gramed strategic forces that are in this
'bu.dset. approved by the President and en-

dorsed unanimously by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, cannot be safely reduced without en-
dangering the security of the United States.

LETTER COVERS ALL DEFENSE PREPARATIONS

Senator RusseLL. Mr. Secretary, I did not
understand that this proposal was limited
to the nuclear power of the United States.
The letter I have here which was sent to me
with a copy to all members of the Senate
Appropriations Committee and all members
of the Senate Armed Services Committee,
goes much further than that. It says:

“Procurement of equipment and missiles
for Army, proposed 1964 budget $3.2 billion:
possible budget reduction $1 to $2 billion.

“Procurement of aircraft and missiles for
the Navy, proposed in the budget $3 billion:
possible budget reduction, $2 to $3 billion.

“Shipbuilding and conversion, Navy, pro-
posed budget $2.3 billion; proposed reduction
$1 to $2 billion.”

Reading further in the letter, he practically
wipes out the research and development
funds. He mentions one item, with which
I am somewhat in accord: this military as-
sistance program. But the remainder of
his letter is not limited to the nuclear strik-
ing power of the country; it goes, I think,
to every phase, conventional warfare as well
as nuclear. Certainly “Shipbuilding and
conversion, Navy,” is not all devoted to nu-
clear dellvery; nor is all of the Navy’'s alr-
craft procurement limited to nuclear delivery
systems,

Mr. GiLpaTrIC. That is correct, Mr. Chair-
man, but to the extent that the theory is
attempted to be applied to more than strate-
gic weapons, it has even less basis in fact,
if that were possible, because whatever may
be the extent of our technological and nu-
clear weapon superiority in the areas of
strategic weapons, when it comes to conven-
tional and limited war forces we certainly
do not enjoy any superior margin. We
would, at our peril, reduce our “less than
general war” forces in other words, our gen-
eral-purpose forces.

DIVERSION OF SOME FUNDS POSSIBLE

Senator Russern. You think, then, that it
would not be possible to divert $5 billion
from the armed services budget to clvillan
programs at home and throughout the world
without impairing the military capacity of
this country to the extent that we would not
be fully assured as to our security.

Mr. GreeaTric. I have no question whatso-
ever about that conclusion.

Mr. RUSSELL. This testimony deals
with the amendment before the Senate
today. It describes what it called over-
kill. It shows the impossibility of any
group, however able it may be, such as
the group of professors from Columbia
University, assaying all the imponder-
ables accurately and determining what
is overkill. I submit this testimony
from the hearings of the committee for
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those who are interested in the sub-
ject and who are tempted by the siren
song of defending our $600 billion coun-
try with a 25-cent Military Establish-
ment.

That is like leaving a great many val-
uable jewels around, saying, “What of it?
The thieves will not take these jewels
because we might take their jewels one
of these days.”

This is a gamble which I regret seeing
urged so consistently on the people of
this country, because it tells the people
what they naturally like to hear. A man
likes to believe that he can get something
for nothing. That is human nature. A
man likes to believe that he can get a
bargain in his Defense Establishment.
Through constant reiteration, this move-
ment will gain strength. I see in it a
great danger for the future of this coun-
try.

I do not wish to discuss this subject
at any length. I do not believe the Sen-
ate in its present mood is likely to ac-
cept the amendment. I hope we are not
now starting a movement toward uni-
lateral disarmament, which will even-
tually sweep us over the cliff and down
into the chasm that other countries have
found, to their destruction, when they
were tempted to take a gamble on the
means of self-preservation.

That is the first law of nature. When
we inoculate ourselves with some kind
of serum which causes us to abandon
the law of self-preservation and the
means of self-preservation, there will in-
deed be a threat to the existence of all
we hold dear.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I will yield to the Sen-
ator in a moment.

Mr. President, the Senator from South
Dakota quoted me correctly when he
said that I feared and apprehended that
any nuclear war would proliferate and
that it might, and probably would,
spread into a war of extermination.

I think that will certainly be true un-
less we have a superiority of nuclear
weapons that will prohibit the Soviets
from moving in that direction and cause
them to hold the reins on the Chinese
Communists.

But I do want to say that I have not
yvet bought the idea of “better Red than
dead.” If we are to have a war of ex-
termination, I hope and pray that we
will have the weapons that will make the
extermination of our enemy certain and
that such seeds as are left to start
humanity again will be American seed.
‘We cannot be sure of that if we embark
on a program of disarmament at the
present time.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I merely wanted
to associate myself with the remarks of
the distinguished Senator from Georgia,
if he will allow me to make a few re-
marks on the subject.

Mr. RUSSELL, I am glad to yield
the floor.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Because I am
very worried about the trend that has
taken place in this country towards com-~
placency.
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This amendment is directed at pro-
curement and research and develop-
ment.

While all of us in the Congress would
like to see the budgets reduced and bal-
anced, I do not think we should balance
them in favor of weaker Armed Forces.

I have read the speech of the distin-
guished Senator from South Dakota on
“overkill,” and I cannot find myself in
agreement with it. In fact, I see in this
attitude, with all due respect to my
friend from South Dakota, a danger in
that it might spread. What is “over-
kill?”" ‘We might have 2 million .30-cali-
ber bullets in one rifle and our enemy
might have 15 .30-caliber bullets in 50
rifies. I would place my money on the
man with the 50 rifiles.

It is true that we have a great abun-
dance of nuclear weapons today of all
sizes and for all uses, but I submit that
if we do not appropriate funds to develop
new vehicles and new warheads for use
when needed, if we do not appropriate
money to develop weapons and to carry
weapons of any nature to the enemy
when they are needed, we are in effect
engaging in unilateral disarmament.

I may remind Members of the Senate
that we are already tending in this di-
rection. I would remind my colleagues
that the most important of the 3-part
program of disarmament offered on No-
vember 26, 1961, was that at the end of
3 years the United States would have
decreased her inventories of wvehicles
capable of carrying nuclear weapons.

We are seeing efforts to have our
B-47 fleet phased out so at the latest it
will not be in existence beyond 1968. If
we engage in what has been discussed
time and time again; namely, the exer-
cise of destroying B-47's in exchange for
the Soviet Union’s destroying their
Badgers, our fleet might last until the
latter part of 1968.

While we have a very adequate fleet
of B-52's at the present time, there are
no replacements. I remind my col-
leagues that there is not one manned
bomber being made in any factory, nor
is there any manned bomber on the
drafting boards or in the planning stages
of any company in this country.

If we recognize a reasonable leadtime
as being, at the very least, 7 years, if we
decided to have any tomorrow it would
be 1970 before we could expect any “add
on” to the manned bomber fleet.

If it is true, as Secretary McNamara
has said, that 75 percenf of the nuclear
striking power of the free world is car-
ried in the bomb bays of our Strategic
Air Command planes—and I have seen
figures that show 90 percent of it rests
in those bomb bays—and if we are de-
priving -ourselves of manned bombers
capable of carrying this weaponry to the
enemies, simple arithmetic will show
that sometime in the 1970's our massive
strength carried by our SAC planes and
in our silos will have been reduced to
something like 25 to 30 percent of the
force we now have.

1 merely wanted to call that to the at-
tention of my colleagues, because I think
it is very, very serious.

I hope the rumors I hear that the De-
fense Department has asked for Air
Force specifications for a manned bom-
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ber system is true and that we will have,
sometime in October or early November
the specifications,

I think it is of such an important na-
ture that we indicate to the Nation the
feeling of this body on an amendment
like this that I ask for the yeas and nays
on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second? There is not a suf-
ficient second.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, a
point of order. I suggest the absence of
a guorum.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will
the Senator withhold his request?

Did the Chair rule that there was not
a sufficient second?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
was not.

Mr. SMATHERS. Let us give the Sen-
ator from Arizona the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
now a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the Sen-
ator from Florida.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I have yielded the
floor.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I want
to join with the Senator from Georgia
in his opposition to this amendment.
During the consideration of the limited
test ban treaty, many people who con-
tacted me were very seriously concerned
that the ratification of that treaty might
be a first step down the road toward uni-
lateral disarmament.

I see in this proposed amendment a
move exactly along that line. When we
talk about a reduction of 10 percent in
our overall military appropriation re-
quests across the board, we are talking
about, in my opinion, nothing more nor
less than a move toward unilateral dis-
armament.

We might have differences of opinion
as to the authorization or appropriation
for a small part of this military bill.
Many of us have differences in that re-
spect. But to talk in terms of this mag-
nitude can mean nothing more nor less
than a unilateral step toward disarma-
ment.

This bill has been considered from the
standpoint of authorization, and from
the standpoint of the military programs,
by the respective committees of the
House and Senate. In addition, it has
been reviewed again from the standpoint
of appropriations by the Appropriations
Committees responsible in both bodies.
Adjustments in it have been made by
both the Senate and the House, both
from the authorization and appropria-
tion standpoints. So we finally have be-
fore us a bill not too different as con-
sidered by those respective bodies, and
as to which many persons of great learn-
ing in this area, many persons who have
given considerable study to the matter,
have resolved their differences to very
small degrees, indeed.

I think it would be a serious mistake
for us at this time to establish in the
minds of the American public that we are
starting down the road toward unilateral
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disarmament, and we may be getting
ourselves into a position where we do not
enjoy the military superiority we enjoy
today.

1 respectfully request all my colleagues
to join with the distinguished fioor man-
ager of the bill, and chairman of the
Armed Services Committee [Mr. Rus-
seELL], in opposition to this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from
South Dakota, for himself and other
Senators. The yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. PELL (when his name was called).
On this vote I have a pair with the junior
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. NELsoN].
If he were present and voting, he would
vote “yea.” If I were at liberty to vote,
I would vote “nay.” I withhold my vote.

Mr. MAGNUSON (after having voted
in the negative). On this vote I have a
pair with the senior Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morsel. If he were present and
voting, he would vote “yea.” If I were
permitted to vote, I would vote ‘“nay.”
I therefore withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I have
& long-range understanding with the
majority leader, that where we differ on
an issue I give him a pair when he is
absent, and he gives me a pair when I
am absent. Unfortunately, or fortunate-
ly, I vote “nay.” If he were present and
voting, he would also vote “nay.” There-
fore I am distressed by the fact that I
cannot get the majority leader on record
by giving him a pair.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not like to do
this, but this is the first time that I have
ever heard a Senator explain his vote
during a yea and nay vote.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I was only taking
poetic liberty in the name of our beloved
majority leader.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I wish we all could
do that; then there would never be a yea
and nay vote.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I would not object.

Mr. SMATHERS. I announce that
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Burpick], the Senator from Virginia,
[Mr, Bynn] the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Crarx], the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. Ex.x.xm:xn], the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLerigaT], the
Senator from Florida [Mr. HoLrrawnl,
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Hom-
PHREY], the Senator from Washington
[Mr. Jackson], the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. Kennepv], the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Lownc], the Senator
from Montana [Mr. MansFieLp], the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. McCar-
THY], the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
McGeel, the Senator from Montana
[Mr, MercaLr], the Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr. Morse], the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr, NerLson], the Senator from
Missourl [Mr. SymincToN], the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. WALTERs], and the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Younc] are ab-
sent on official business.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. Burpick], the Senator from

17889

Virginia [Mr. Byrp], the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator
from Florida [Mr. HoLLaND], the Sena-
tor from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY],
the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Jackson], the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KenNEDY], the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. Lonc], the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. McCarTEY], the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. McGee], the Sena-
tor from Montana [Mr. Mercarr], the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SyMIiNGTON],
and the Senator from Tennessee [Mr,
WarTers] would each vote “nay.”

I also announce that the Senator from
California [Mr. EncLE] is absent because
of illness.

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HrUSKA]
is absent on official business and, if pres-
ent and voting, would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
Morron] is detained on official business,
and, if present and voting, would vote
ltnay.”

The result was announced—yeas 2,
nays 74, as follows:

[No. 170 Leg.]
YEAS—2
McGovern Randolph
NAYS—T74

Alken Fong Mundt
Allott Goldwater Muskie
Anderson Gore Neuberger
Bartlett Gruening Pastore
Bayh Hart Pearson
Beall Hartke Prouty
Bennett Hayden Proxmire
Bible Hickenlooper Ribicoff

Hill bertson
Brewster Inouye Russell
Byrd, W.Va Javits Saltonstall
Cannon Johnston Scott
Carlson Jordan, N.C. Bimpson
Case Jordan, Idaho Smathers
Church Keating Smith
Cooper Kuchel Sparkman
Cotton Lausche Stennis
Curtis Long, La. Talmadge
Dirksen McClellan Thurmond
Dominick McNamara Williams, N.J.
Douglas Mechem ‘Willilams, Del.
Eastland Miller Yarborough
Edn d M v Young, N. Dak.
Ervin Moss

NOT VOTING—24

Burdick Humphrey Metcalf
Byrd, Va Jackson Morse
Clark Eennedy
Ellender Long, Mo. Nelson
Engle Magnuson Pell
Fulbright Mansfield Symin
Holland MeCarthy Walters
Hruska McGee Young, Ohio

So Mr. McGoverN’'s amendment was
rejected.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
call up my amendment No. 199, and ask
that it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LecistaTivE CLERK. On page 22,
lines 6 and 7, it is proposed to strike out
“$3,483,376,000” and insert in lieu there-
of “$3,423,376,000".

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on
this amendment, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield, without losing his
right to the floor?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Florida, pro-
vided I do not lose the floor.
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Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I
should like to propound a unanimous-
consent request. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the debate on the amendment
offered by the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. Proxmire] be limited to 20 min-
utes, the time to be divided equally be-
tween the Senator from Wisconsin and
the chairman of the Committee on
Armed Services [Mr. RUSSELL].

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, ordi-
narily, I would be glad to agree to such
a request; but I have been advised that
two Senators desire some time on the
amendment.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr, President, I
should like to have 5 minutes.

Mr. RUSSELL. The distinguished
Senator from Utah [Mr. Moss]l stated
that he would like to have 5 minutes.
The Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH]
has asked for 5 minutes. The Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. StEnnis] wants 2
minutes.

Mr. SMATHERS. I will amend the
request so as to provide 30 minutes on
the amendment, 15 minutes to a side.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from
Utah and the Senator from Idaho are as
youthful, vigorous, and strong as is the
Senator from Mississippi. I assume
they can use the time to better advan-
tage than can the chairman of the sub-
committee. So I am willing to agree to
the request.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
shall be happy to yield some of my time,
too

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest of the Senator from Florida that
the time on the amendment be limited
to 30 minutes, 15 minutes to a side?

The Chair hears none, and the agree-
ment is entered.

How much time does the Senator from
Wisconsin yield himself?

Mr, PROXMIRE. I yield myself 7
minutes.

Mr. President, my amendment would
reduce the bill by $60 million. It would
do so by reducing the funds for the mo-
bile medium range ballistic missile. The
House allowed $43,100,000. The Senate
committee recommended $103,100,000.

My amendment is moderate. It
would restore the funds to the amount
allowed by the House.

This missile was designed primarily for
oversea use. It is a medium-range mis-
sile, having a range of 2,000 miles.
Obviously, in the continental United
States, there would be no use for this
missile. Our targets for this missile are
not 2,000 miles away.

One of the principal reasons for the
missile, as stated in the testimony, is
that it would be used primarily by NATO
countries in Europe. It seems to me
that if it is to be used by NATO coun-
tries, they should pay for it. They can
afford to pay for it. The income of
European countries has improved
greatly.

A number of Senators have made the
point on the floor of the Senate, in com-
mittee, and elsewhere, that we should
sell military equipment to European
countries, rather than give it to them.

Also, it seems to me that, in the re-
search process, European countries
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should be persuaded to make their con-
tributions to the development of weapons
designed primarily for their use.

Furthermore, there is no indication
that the NATO countries want this
missile. I propose that before we spend
this huge amount of money, we have
some kind of evidence—and, I believe,
hard evidence—of negotiated agreements
of some kind. So far as Asia is con-
cerned, there are other areas where this
equipment might be used. The road and
rail systems in Asia are poor. This
weapon at best has a feeble potential,
particularly in view of the alternatives.

It is a fact that we now have mobile
missiles. One is the Army’'s Pershing,
which has a range of 400 miles. If has
been tested; and it has been deployed;
and it is an effective weapon and an ac-
curate missile. Another is the Polaris,
which of course is one of the finest we
have, with a range of 2,500 miles; and it
can be fired accurately at ranges of 2,000
miles or 1,500 miles. It is a good mobile
missile. It can be used very effectively
by our allies, and of course they under-
stand this missile, and they know that it
has been proven.

Mr. President, after the House cut
these funds to $43 million, the adminis-
tration did not—I emphasize that it did
not—request restoration. They thought
that they could live with it.

I wish to quote what Under Secretary
of Defense Gilpatric had to say about
it:

In our formal reclama we indicated we
would try to manage with this reduction al-
though it would require that we concentrate
our efforts for the time being principally on
the pacing elements of this system; namely,
the guidance and command and control
component.s. The amount ramaming in the
House bill for the MMRBM will be sufficient
to carry out that phase of the work and to
continue general studies of the entire
system,

This is all the administration, it seems,
intends to do or intended to do. It is
true that both the distinguished chair-
man of the committee and the distin-
guished chairman of the subcommitiee
received from Secretary of Defense Mc-
Namara letters indicating that the De-
partment will not reprogram these funds,
and that if it uses them, they will be
used for this specific purpose—for the
mobile missile. At the same time, from
the letter from Secretary McNamara, it
is also clear that there is no likelihood or
certainty that the funds will be spent at
all. He answered in this way:

I would like to assure you that if the $100
million is restored to this program, it will
not be reprogramed to other activities. An
early indication of likely congressional action
is required in order that we can determine
whether we should continue the long lead-
time developments as currently planned or
initiate phase II development.

What this means is that Defense has
not made up its mind; they do not know
whether they want to use it or not.
When we read the Secretary’s letter in
response to the request of the distin-
guished chairmain of the subcommitiee,
I submit that by reading between the
lines we find that they have no present
intention of spending this money.

To summarize briefly, this amendment
proposes a moderate cutback of $60 mil-
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lion to the House item level. The House,
after extensive testimony, found that this
was as far as it should go.

The Department of Defense has not
requested that the larger amount be re-
stored, substitutes are available; $43 mil-
lion is still left for development; and, in
the words of the Under Secretary of
State, this will be sufficient to carry out
the phases of the work on guidance, and
also to continue general studies of the
entire system,

I submit that on the basis of the atti-
tude of the Secretary of Defense, this
amendment makes sense, It calls for a
specific, precise, and moderate cuthack to
the amount the House voted.

Mr. President, I reserve the balance of
my time,

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wisconsin yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE, I am glad to yield.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator from Wis-
consin was talking about what the Sec-
retary of Defense had to say. Will he
tell us whether any information with re-
gard to this matter was received from the
Secretary of the Air Force or any of the
Air Force people?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Oh, yes; the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, including the Air Force
Chief, want this money; they want the
restoration made. There was no indica-
tion on the part of the Secretary of the
Air Force, however, or by other civilian
Secretaries, that they take that position.
But it is evident that the Joint Chiefs of
Staff want this money. They were very
definite and specifie in discussing it, and
said that they would use it.

Mr. MILLER. So they would favor
the amendment of the Senator from
Wisconsin, would they?

Mr. PROXMIRE., No, the Joint Chiefs
would oppose this amendment.

Mr, MILLER. I note that the Presi-
dent’s budget was substantially in ex-
cess of the amount the House voted for
this item.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That is correct.

Mr. MILLER. Can the Senator tell us
how the amount voted by the House, the
amount voted by the Senate committee,
and the Senator's own amendment on
this particular matter, compares with
the figure in the President’s budget?

Mr. PROXMIRE. The President’s
budget in this area was $143,100,000.
The House cut it $100 million, down to
$43 million. The Senate restored $60
million of the $100 million, and thus
brought it up to $103 million. So the
position of the Appropriations Commit-
tee is to some extent, between the ad-
ministration amount and the House
amount, My amendment would cut back
to the amount which was voted by the
House.

Mr. MILLER. Will the Senator tell
us whether the Joint Chiefs of Staff
objected to the cut which was by the
House.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Joint Chiefs of
Staff did, indeed, object to it. They
wanted a restoration of the $100 million

Mr. MILLER. Are they satisfied with
the figure arrived at by the Senate com-
mittee on this item; or does the Senator
know about that?
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Mr. PROXMIRE. I do not know, but
I presume that they want the restoration
made. Of course they would be much
happier with the amount the Senate
committee voted than with the amount
I propose, although it is my understand-
ing that the Department of Defense ci-
vilian head said he would be able to live
with the amount the House voted.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Will the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am glad to yield.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I should like to
quote to the distinguished Senator from
Iowa and the distinguished Senator from
Wisconsin from page 1617 of the hearings
before the Subcommittee on the Com-
mittee on Appropriations on the defense
appropriations for 1964.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 7
minutes available to the Senator from
Wisconsin have expired.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Georgia yield briefly to
the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I need only 30
seconds.

Mr. RUSSELL. I am glad to yield 1
minute to the Senator from Massachu-
setts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Massachusetts is recog-
nized for 1 minute.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I thank the
Senator from Georgia; he is very gen-
erous.

I now read from the hearings:

If the $100 million reduction is now re-
stored, it will ' make possible the availability
of an operational MMRBM as planned.
the Senate confirms the reduction, it will
mean the loss of approximately 12 to 18
months in the nltimate operational readiness
even if next year the decision is taken to
proceed with the development of missile.

Mr., RUSSELL. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Georgia is recognized for
3 minutes.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, there is
nothing complicated or involved about
this matter. The original figure for the
development of a new weapon was $143
million. The House cut it back to $43
million, and decided to devote the en-
tire amount to the guidance-and-control
feature of the weapon. The Department
of Defense did not reclaim it; but Gen-
eral Taylor, in his testimony before the
committee, stated that the Joint Chiefs
were more interested in this item than
in almost any other item included in
the bill. He made a very strong case for
it. The committee, after considerable
discussion, decided to restore $60 million.
The reason why we restored the $60 mil-
lion, instead of $100 million, was that so
much of the fiscal year would have
elapsed before work on this entirely new
weapon could be started, that we con-
cluded that they could not possibly spend
the $143 million which would be avail-
able on a 12-month basis, and that on a
9-month basis approximately $100 mil-
lion would be all they would need.

I believe this is a desirable weapon.
We had best be looking for new weap-
ons, now that we have abandoned our
manned aircraft. So I hope the com-
mittee’s action will be sustained.
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Mr, MOSS. Mr, President——

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Utah.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Utah is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I concur
in the admonition by the chairman of the
Armed Services Committee, who also is
chairman of this Appropriations Com-
mittee subcommittee, that the Senate
should continue its efforfs to supply
adequate funds for our country’s Defense
Establishment.

Today the Senate approved the limit-
ed test ban treaty—for which I voted—
in an effort to make a start toward find-
ing a way to lessen the tensions that
exist in the world. But at the same time,
I would hate to see the Senate begin on
that the same day, to decrease the effec-
tiveness of our military forces, by reduc-
ing their appropriations.

Throughout this session of Congress,
Senators have engaged in much debate
on this very question.

The distinguished Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. Proxmire] has outlined the
sequence of events. He has pointed out
that the House voted a $100 million cut
in the amount requested for the mobile
medium-range ballistic missile.

When the bill came to the Senate
Committee on Appropriations the Joint
Chiefs of Staff testified there. General
Taylor said:

MMRBM REDUCTION

A third item upon which I should like to
comment is the reduction of $100 million in
the fiscal year 1964 budget from the research
and development program of the mobile me-
dium range ballistic missile (MMRBM). As
a result of this reduction, only $43 million
will remain for commitment in fiscal year
1964, a sum which will be applied to guid-
ance, command, and control, If the $100
million reduction is now restored, it will
make possible the availability of an opera-
tional MMRBM as planned. If the Benate
confirms the reduction, it will mean the loss
of approximately 12 to 18 months in the
ultimate operational readiness even if next
year the decision is taken to proceed with
the development of missile.

The Joint Chiefs of Stafl since 1960 have
consistently supported the military require-
ment for a missile system with the char-
acteristics of the MMRBEM. The Supreme
Allied Commander in Europe has supported
the need for this weapon for NATO forces,
while the U.S. Commander in Chief, Europe,
the U.S. Commander in Chief Pacific, and
the U.S. Commander in Chief Alaska have
supported it for U.S. forces worldwide. As
recently as May 21, 1963, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff reaffirmed their findings and recom-
mended continuation of the MMRBM de-
velopment program.

ATTITUDE AT NATO ALLIES

Our NATO allies are intensely interested
in our freatment of this program. For sev-
eral years, largely as a result of the expressed
views of SACEUR, a distinguished U.S. offi-
cer, they have come to regard an MMRBM as
essential to replace obsolescent aircraft and
missiles now assigned to the attack of tar-
gets of prime interest to NATO. The pro-
posed reduction of R, & D. funds in support
of this missile will be regarded with appre-
hension and will be interpreted by some as
an indication of our reduced concern for the
requirements of the defense of the NATO
area. I hope that this committee will re-
view this item of the budget in the light of
its national and international importance.
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On that basis the Committee on Ap-
propriations has restored not the $100
million, but 60 percent of that amount—
enough to continue the development of
the missile. If the amount of the cut
is restored on the floor of the Senate in
accordance with the amendment of the
Senator from Wisconsin, the only addi-
tional research and development work
that will be done will be in the field of
guidance, command, and control. Noth-
ing further will be done on propulsion.
Nothing further will be done on the de-
velopment of the vehicle in which the
weapon would be carried. So we would
be at a stendstill for a period of 12 to 18
months, or at least that much time would
be added to the final development of the
missile.

‘We are speaking of a medium missile.
It is one that will cover a range of from
1,000 to 2,000 miles. But it is a pin-
point missile. I have in my hand a
memorandum pointing out the need for
an MMRBM because of the improved
accuracy that is associated with the
MMRBM. The memorandum, which I
shall not take the time to read in full,
points out that the Polaris is a good mis-
sile, but that it does not have anywhere
near the accuracy that the MMRBM
would have; and neither would our fixed
missile, the Minuteman, that we have in
silos. Therefore, it would have large
areas of payloads.

The missile is a pinpoint missile. The
Pershing has a range of only 200 to 400
miles.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
5 minutes yielded to the Senator have
expired.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, may I have
an additional minute?

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, not
unless the Senator from Idaho will yield
some of his time,

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, 4 min-
utes will be adequate for me.

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield an additional
minute to the Senator from Utah.

Mr. MOSS. I thank the Senator. I
wish to sum up by pointing out the
compelling statement made by the chair-
man of the Committee on Appropriations,
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN].
He pointed to the same things that I
have been trying to point to. I suggest
that we must continue with the develop-
ment of a missile which our military
leaders say is essential to provide an
adequate defense for our country, for
our forces worldwide, and one that may
be useful also to our NATO Allies. I
think it would be very shortsighted, par-
ticularly in respect to the MMREBEM, to
start cutting down our military forces
now.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I yield
4 minutes to the Senator from Idaho

[Mr, CHURCH],
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Georgia. First, I com-

mend the distinguished junior Senator
from Utah [Mr. Moss] for the very per-
suasive case he has made against the
pending amendment. The weapon with
which we are here concerned, the mobile
medium range ballistic missile, is de-
signed to play such a critical role jn the
overall defense strategy of the country
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that we ought to take pains to see that
sufficient money is furnished in this bill
to get on with the speedy development
of the weapon.

The distinguished Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. ProxMIire] has conceded that
the Secretary of Defense has said that,
if it should develop that any part of the
money that the committee is providing
is not needed, it will not be spent. So
there is no possibility of wasted money.

All that I am arguing for today is
sufficient money to get on with the
speedy and orderly development of this
critical weapon.

Why is the weapon critical?

The debate on the historic treaty
which was approved earlier today has
indicated why this weapon is critical.
Again and again, it was pointed up in
the debate that we must, at all costs,
maintain the capacity of our deterrent
force to retaliate, in the event of a first
strike against us. If we fail to do so,
then we deny our deterrent the attribute
of credibility, and we invite attack. So
the capacity to retaliate is essential if
the deterrent theory is to work.

This weapon, owing to its mobility, is
designed to escape and survive a first
strike against us. It is the same kind
of mobility that makes the Polaris sub-
marine so important. The mobile
medium range ballistic missile will sup-
plement the Polaris submarine. It will
add to the mobility that is available to
our retaliatory forces, and thus to our
retaliatory capacity to survive a first
attack upon us. Therefore, this is a most
critical weapon. As the distinguished
Senator from Utah has said, it would add
movement and dimension to our deter-
rent forces and to their capacity to sur-
vive a first strike against us, if that were
ever to occur. It has long been recog-
nized as a needed weapon for the NATO
alliance. It is of interest, not alone to
the Government of the United States
but also to our NATO allies.

For these reasons, the committee is
to be commended for providing sufficient
funds to get on with the prompt devel-
opment and perfection of this important
addition to the deterrent forces of the
United States. I hope the committee will
be upheld. No risk is assumed by sus-
taining the position that the committee
has taken. Definite risk is assumed if
the amendment proposed by the Senator
from Wisconsin is adopted. I, therefore,
urge the Senate to reject the amend-
ment.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
vield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, Ithank
the Senator. Since the beginning of the
entire missile program I have been
greatly impressed with the idea of a
mobile missile. The missile about which
we are now speaking is such a weapon.
We understood that the Minuteman
would be a mobile missile, but that idea
was abandoned. The MMRBM is a mo-
bile missile for use on land or sea. It
could be discharged from a barge, a ship,
or the ground.

The weapon is now in research and
development. The amount involved is
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relatively small and is pledged to the
use stated, and that use alone. It will
go for research and development. The
subject of deployment and use will come
up later.

General Taylor said:

If this weapon pans out accordlng to
specificatlons, it will be the most efficlent
and the most economical weapon to use
agalnst many important targets worldwide.

It would not be limited to NATO or to
the United States, but could be used any-
where in the world we might wish to use
it. It is not an intercontinental ballis-
tic missile, but one which is shifty, quick,
and thought to be accurate. Of all the
missiles we have, this to my mind has
one of the finest potentials, at a less cost
than any of the others we have devel-
oped to this stage.

For research and development, when
the money is pledged to this use and
this use only, we should not be niggardly,
but should move forward and allow the
funds the committee has provided in ac-
cordance with the testimony of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, the Air Force, and also
the Secretary of Defense.

I thank the Senator again for yielding
to me.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I yield
such time as remains to the committee
to the distinguished Senator from Alaska
[Mr. GRUENING].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Alaska is recognized for
2 minutes.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, I
wish to emphasize and applaud the point
made by the able and ever alert junior
Senator from Utah. This morning the
Senate ratified the nuclear test ban
treaty by a vote of 80 to 19. I wasamong
those Senators who voted for the treaty,
as was the Senator from Utah. We did
that in the hope that we could stop some
radioactive fallout which presents the
gravest danger to the health of future
generations and in the hope we might
licht some small candle for peace
throughout the world. We did that, be-
lieving it was worth taking the other risks
which were amply discussed in the Sen-
ate debates.

A number of very knowledgeable Sen-
ators voted against the nuclear test ban
treaty. They did so for the excellent
reason that they feared the treaty would
weaken our defenses. They had a feel-
ing also, for which I agree there is much
justification, that with the signing, there
might be among us what is known as
euphoria; a sense of confident well-being
and happy sense of security, and that
many people would become optimistic
and say, ‘“Peace is in sight; we can afford
to diminish our defenses.” That was one
of the fears that motivated our col-
leagues who voted against the test ban
treaty.

Therefore, I feel, as does the able Sen-
ator from Utah, that it would be an un-
fortunate mistake if, on the very same
day that we took a fine step in one di-
rection, in the direction of diminished
tensions, we likewise started to weaken
our defenses, especially with regard to
a weapon as useful as the mobile missile
would be. I might add that such a
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weapon would be of great value in Alas-
ka, where we have no missiles, and are, in
my judgment, which is shared by my col-
league, Senator BARTLETT, and by Gover-
nor Eagan, inadequately defended,
though we are within naked eye view of
the Russian police state. This particular
type of missile—the MMRBM—would be
most useful on our few highways and on
our lone railway. I hope very much that
the amendment will be rejected and that
the committee action will be sustained.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from TUtah said
that we should not limit or dismantle
our defenses. I could not agree more
fully, That is why I voted against the
preceding amendment. I thought it
called for a cut which was debatable.

This amendment of mine calls for a
cut which is precise, definite, and lim-
ited, which would affect only one weapon,
a weapon for which the Defense De-
partment itself has indicated $43 mil-
lion—which the amendment would per-
mit—is adequate to carry out the phase
of their work involving guidance and to
continue general studies of the enfire
system.

Unfortunately the distinguished senior
Senator from Missourl [Mr. SyMIiNGTON]
could not be present, because he had to
go to his State. He told me before he
left that he wished he could be present
to support my amendment.

No other Senator speaks with more
authority on the subject of the Air Force
than does the Senator from Missouri.

No other Senator has greater patriot-
ism or a finer recognition of the impor-
tance of effective defense. The Senator
from Missouri led the criticism of this
item in the Appropriations Committee.
There was no vote on it, but the Senator
from Missouri was critical of this par-
ticular appropriation item. As the Sen-
ator from Missouri said, we cannot have
everything; we cannot afford everything.

The Senator from Missouri, a former
great Secretary of the Air Force, pointed
out, quite properly, that we already have
mobile missiles. We have mobile mis-
siles which have been ftried, proved,
deployed, and accepted. Since we have
mobile missiles which will do the job—
and the Polaris missile can do every-
thing this mobile missile will do—it
seems to me that to spend an additional
$60 million now makes no sense, particu-
larly since the amendment would permit
$43 million to be available to the De-
fense Department to continue, as they
say, general studies of the effectiveness
of this particular kind of missile.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been used or yielded back. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. ProxmIrel. On this ques-
tion, the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

_Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, before
the first name is called, I wish to re-
quest Senators, after they vote, to re-
main in the Chamber. If another
amendment is not offered, I hope the
Senate will take a yea and nay vote on
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the question of passage of the bill. That
question has been raised by the con-
ferees from the other body a time or two
in dealing with these measures. I would
appreciate it if Senators would remain
in the Chamber.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to eall
the roll.

Mr. BAYH (when his name was called).
On this vote I have a live pair with
the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
NeLson]l. If he were present and vot-
ing, he would vote “yea.” If I were
at liberty to vote, I would vote “nay.”
Therefore I withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. PELL (after having voted in the
affirmative). Mr. President, on this
vote I have a pair with the Senator from
Montana [Mr. MansFieLp]l. If he were
present and voting, he would vote “nay.”
If I were at liberty to vote, I would vote
“yea.” Therefore I withdraw my vote.

Mr. SMATHERS. I announce that
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Burpick], the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Crark]l, the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. PuLericHT], the Senator
from Florida [Mr. Horranpl, the Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY],
the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Jackson], the Senator from Massachu-
seits [Mr. KennepY], the Senator from
Missouri [Mr, Long], the Senator from
Montana [Mr. MansFieLpl, the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. McCArTHY], the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLEL-
1AN], the Senator from Montana [Mr.
Mercarr]l, the Senator from Oregon
[Mr, Morse], the Senator from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. NeLsonl, the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. McGeel, the Senator
from Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER], the Sen-
ator from Missouri [Mr. SymiNgTON],
and the Senator from Louisiania [Mr.
Errenper] are absent on official busi-
ness.

I also announce that the Senator from
California [Mr. EncrLEl, is absent be-
cause of illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Burpick], the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLsricHT], the
Senator from Florida [Mr. HorrLanpl,
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr., Hum-
PHREY], the Senator from Washington
[Mr. Jackson], the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. Kennepy], the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Longl, the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. McGeel, and the
Senator from Montana [Mr. METCALF]
would each vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morse] is paired with the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. SymIncron]l. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Oregon would vote “yea,” and the Sen-
ator from Missouri would vote “nay.”

Mr., KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HrUsSEA] is
absent on official business and, if present
and voting, would vote “nay.”

The BSenator from Eentucky [Mr.
MorToN] is detained on official business,
gnd !5 present and voting, would vote
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The result was announced—yeas 5,
nays 72, as follows:

[No. 171 Leg.]
YEAS—bH
Douglas Proxmire Willlams, Del.
McGovern Randolph
NAYS—T2

Ajken Fong Moss
Allott Goldwater Mundt
Anderson Gore Muskie

ett Gruening Pastore
Eeall Hart Pearson
Bennett Hartke Prouty
Bible Hayden Ribicoff

Hickenlooper Robertson
Brewster Hill Russell
Byrd, Va Inouye Saltonstall
Byrd, W. Va Javits Scott
Cannon Johnston Simpson
Carlson Jordan, N.C Smathers
Case Jordan, Idaho Smith
Church Keating Sparkman
Cooper Kuchel Stennis
Cotton Lausche Talmadge
Curtis Long, La Thurmond
Dirksen Magnuson Tower
Dodd McIntyre ‘Walters
Dominick McNamara Williams, N.J.
Eastland Mechem Yarborough
Edmondson Miller Young, N. Dak.
Ervin Monroney Young, Ohio
NOT VOTING—23

Bayh Humphrey Metcalfl
Burdick Jackson Morse
Clark Kennedy Morton
Ellender Long, Mo. Nelson
Engle Mansfield Neuberger
Fulbright MecCarthy Pell
Holland McClellan Symington
Hruska McGee

So Mr. ProxXMIRE'S amendment was

rejected.
DEFENSE CONTRACTS

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, a mat-
ter of deep concern to New York State
over the last 3 years has been the con-
tinuing decline in the share of defense
work received. In 1963 New York re-
ceived only 9.9 percent of total defense
work, or $2.5 billion. That is a drop of
$119 million or nearly a whole percentage
point from last year’s figure of 10.7 per-
cent. Nearly one-third of New York’s
contribution is in the field of aircraft
manufacture, and Long Island can take
credit for a good share of that. One-
quarter of the total is in the area of
electronics. In fact, New York leads the
Nation in its contribution to electronics
in national defense.

Nevertheless for the State as a whole
New York’s share of defense work has
fallen from 11.5 percent in 1958 to less
than 10 percent this last year. While we
were losing work a number of other
States have been shooting ahead. These
include Arkansas, with an increase of
165 percent; Mississippi, with an increase
of 133 percent; Florida, with an increase
of 109 percent; Virginia, with an in-
crease of 102 percent; and Louisiana,
with an increase of 72 percent.

These figures make me wonder whether
the Defense Department is not taking
advantage of lower wages, fewer fringe
benefits, and the lack of strong organiza-
tions of the workers in many of these
areas to transfer a part of its workload—
to the detriment of those New York firms
and unions which try to provide a decent
living for their employees and members
but find themselves hard put to meet
the competition of low-paid labor in
other parts of the country.

Very disturbing to me in the overall
picture, is the reduced number of con-
tracts for engineering and research and
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development work for New York State
in the period for 1958 to 1963. In fiscal
year 1958, New York received 14 percent
of total research and development type
contracts compared with 36.7 percent
for California. In fiscal year 1962, New
York received only 10.9 percent while
California received 39.9 percent.

In other words, California’s share went
up by 3 percentage points, while New
York’s percentage share went down by
the same amount. These statistics give
California a 4-to-1 edge over New York
in defense-oriented research and de-
velopment, and I for one simply cannot
believe that this reflects a difference in
brainpower. Instead, I fear it is a dif-
ference in readiness of the Defense De-
partment to look to California for re-
search work without making any par-
ticular effort to bring the rest of the
country in. The latest Defense Depart-
ment report does not provide specific fig-
ures as to the extent of competitive pro-
curement now as compared to previous
years. Butcompetitive procurement has
always been exceptionally low in the
field of research and development. For
this reason, I feel the Defense Depart-
ment should make a particular effort to
insure that the research and develop-
ment work which would lead to future
contracts is not concentrated to such an
extravagent and unhealthy degree in a
single State.

Furthermore, Mr. President, with re-
spect to work in areas of substantial un-
employment, New York has seen sub-
stantially little improvement over the
last fiscal year. Of the two major areas
of unemployment, Buffalo and Utica-
Rome, Buffalo’s share has increased by
nearly 20 percent. Utica-Rome’s share
has declined from $75 million to $29
million. Of the serious unemployment
pockets, only Gloversville, Ogdensburg-
Massena-Malone, and Plattsburgh, have
seen substantial increases. The effect
of the preference program has also been
extremely spotty, with increases in one
area entirely offset by decreases else-
where.

Furthermore, Mr. President, defense
contractors have informed me that there
is more and more evidence of the use of
depressed area set-asides as a loophole.
A firm which wants defense work may
buy an obsolete facility in a depressed
area, force most of its own employees to
move, and then claim a preference.
Where skilled work is required, there is
very little possibility of hiring needed
local personnel in a depressed area and
the principal result is a serious hardship
upon the employees.

We have written specific language into
the area redevelopment bill to prevent
pirating of industry. In order to insure
that the same kind of thing does not
happen and that old firms simply do not
relocate themselves and their work in
another area in order to get contracts, it
may very shortly be necessary to put
some of the same kind of restrictions into
Defense Department activities. I am
strongly in favor of increased work for
depressed areas, but not if it means sim-
ply moving existing plants and personnel
from one place to another in order to
qualify for more work.
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In short, Mr. President, the very large
amounts appropriated for the Depart-
ment of Defense and the tremendous im-
pact that defense work has on many
areas of the country make it necessary
for the Congress to scrutinize this aspect
of procurement very carefully, to insure
that proecurement policies remain fair
and equal for all legitimate defense con-
tractors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
bill is open to further amendment.

If there be no further amendment to
be proposed, the guestion is on the en-
grossment of the Senate amendments
and the third reading of the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall it pass?

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, it is
my information that the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Russern]l would like to
have a yea-and-nay vote. Therefore I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Shall the bill pass? The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. SMATHERS. I announce that
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Burpickl, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Crark], the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. FurericHT], the Senator
from Florida [Mr. HoLrawpl, the Sena-
tor from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY],
the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Jackson], the Senator from Masachu-
setts [Mr Kenneny], the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. Long], the Senator from
Montana [Mr. MansrieLp], the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. McCarTHY], the
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. East-
ranpl, the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
McCreLLAN], the Senator from Wyom-
ing [Mr. McGeel, the Senator from
Montana [Mr. Mercarr], the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. NeLsox1, the Sena-
tor from Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER], and
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. SyMING-
ToN] are absent on official business.

I further announce that the Senator
from California [Mr. EnxcLE] is absent,
due to illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the aforenamed Senators
would each vote “yea.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA] is
absent on official business and, if present
and voting, would vote “yea.”

The Senator from EKentucky [Mr.
MorTon] is defained on official busi-
ness, and, if present, and voting, would

The

North Dakota [Mr, Younc] are detained
on official business, and if present and
voting they would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 77,
nays 0, as follows:

[No. 172 Leg.]
YEAS—TT
Alken Anderson Bayh
Allott Bartlett Beall
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Bennett Hart Pearson
Bible Hartke Pell
Boggs Hayden Prouty
Brewster Hickenlooper Proxmire
Byrd, Va. Hil Randolph
Byrd, W. Va. Inouye Ribico
cannon Javits Robertson
Carlson Johnston Russell
Case Jordan, N.C. Saltonstall
Church Jordan, Idaho Scott
Cooper EKeating Simpson
Cotton Lausche BSmathers
Curtis Long, La. Smith
Dirksen Magnuson Sparkman
Dodd McGovern Stennis
Dominick McIntyre Talmadge
Douglas McNamara Thurmond
Edmondson Mechem Tower
Ellender Miller ‘Walters
Ervin Monroney Williams, N.J.
Fong Moss Williams, Del.
Goldwater Mundt Yarbhorough
Gore Muskie Young, Ohlo
Gruening Pastore
NAYS—0

NOT VOTING—23
Burdick Jackson Metealf
Clark Kennedy Morse
Eastland Euchel Morton
Engle Long, Mo. Nelson
Fulbright Mansfield Neuberger
Holland McCarthy Symington
Hruska MeClellan Young, N, Dak.
Humphrey McGee

So the bill (H.R. T179) was passed.

Mr. RUSSELL., Mr. President, I move
that the Senate insist upon its amend-
ments and request a conference thereon
with the House of Representatives, and
that the Chair appoint the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer (Mr. BREWSTER in the
chair) appointed Mr. RusseLL, Mr, Hay-
DEN, Mr. Hirr, Mr. McCrLELLAN, Mr. Er-
LENDER, Mr, Byrp of Virginia, Mr. Sar-
TONSTALL, Mr. Younce of North Dakota,
and Mrs. SmiTe conferees on the part of
the Senate.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
APPROPRIATIONS, 1964

Mr, SMATHERS. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Calendar No. 476, H.R.
6754.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the information
of the Senate.

The LecistAaTIvE CLErRK. A bill (HR.
6754) making appropriations for the De-
partment of Agriculture and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1964, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Florida.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Appropriations with amend-
ments.

ECONOMIC BASIS FOR TAX CUT
HIGHLY QUESTIONABLE

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, for
a long time, now, a number of us in Con-
gress have questioned the thesis so
widely advanced that the economy has
slowed down in its economic growth,
This argument has been advanced in or-

to justify many different types of
administrative and legislative actions.
It is, of course, the underlying justifica-
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tion for the present tax reduction bill
now before the House.

Recently an excellent article was pub-
lished in the Federal Reserve Bulletin
challenging this thesis of a slowdown in
U.S. economic growth. The article,
which appeared in the August 1963 issue
of the Bulletin, was written by Clayton
Gehman, a member of the Federal Re-
serve staff. In my opinion, he does an
excellent job of indicating the statistical
refutation for the argument of retarded
growth.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have this article and an editorial
published in the Wall Street Journal of
September 19, 1963, printed in the Rec-
ORD,

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

[From the Federal Reserve Bulletin,
August 1963]
MEASURING AND ANALYZING ECONOMIC
GrOWTH
(By Clayton Gehman)

Economic reports both here and abroad
have often indicated that the U.S. economy
has been growing at a slower rate in recent
years. This “slowdown” has been reflected
in many proposals to modify Government
economic policies,

Several developments contributed to the
belief that a slowdown did occur. First,
there was the fact that the business ex-
pansion in 1958-60 was relatively brief—
with the role of the steel strike and its re-
percussions on bhoth the expansion and the
subsequent decline in activity hard to
assess. Second, was the leveling off in in-
dustrial production in the second half of
1962 and the fact that unemployment in-
creased again only 18 months after the early
1961 low point in production.

How well alternative standards and meas-
urements of economic activity support the
widely held view of a slowdown In the U.S.
growth rate is the concern of this paper.
Several conclusions have emerged from this
examination. (1) Growth in U.S. economic
activity in recent years has been close to
longtime rates. (2) Increased productive
efficiency in the use of labor and materials
has been achleved. (3) As a result, there
has been more unemployment and less de-
mand for materials than there would have
been otherwise.

In considering postwar trends in growth
in the United States one must determine
whether in fact there has been a persistent
slowdown and how much of an acceleration
in growth should be sought to attain the
desired rate of resource wuse. The latter
evaluation involves many broad economic
Judgments, standards of performance, and
questions of taste that are outside the scope
of this paper. However, a review of the evi-
dence usually presented to demonstrate that
there has been a slowdown in growth may
throw some light on the problems involved
in stimulating growth.

This article considers first the basis of the
growth rate calculations for particular time
periods and components of the economy that
have been used by various analysts, These
calculations are examined in the light of
probable biases in the price series available
to deflate expenditure data. Allowance for

facture of capital goods—may lead to dif-
ferences in measurement. And related to
this are the speclal problems of measuring
some types of rapidly growing investment,
such as commercial equipment. Finally,
changes in output and productivity indi-
cated by Federal Reserve industrial

tion indexes are presented, and some of these
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are compared with changes based on broadly
similar components of the Department of
Commerce gross national product data In
constant dollars.

RECENT CYCLICAL SHIFTS

A review of the behavior of U.S. growth
trends for the whole postwar period makes
it clear that there was a decided interruption
in Industrial and total economic expansion
during 1056-58. But since then expansion
has been resumed at a rate about in line
with earlier average long-run trends.

Beveral major shifts, of a n
nature, in the general economic situation
before and during the 1858 recession con-
tributed to the extended interruption.
There was, in 1955-56, a reemergence of in-
flation accompanied by speculative activities;
later the inflationary spiral terminated.
These had varylng impacts on business and
consumer attitudes and on buying trends.
Concurrently, there was a pronounced shift
in the general demand-supply situation
in world markets and a sharp drop in de-
mands for U.S. merchandise exports, which
had been temporarily boosted by the Suez
crisis

Since then the interruption has been more
than made up in some production sectors
such as consumer goods, but not for some
kinds of private investment. And Federal
defense spending has been rising, but not so
rapidly as it did during the Korean war in
1060-53. Although the rate of industrial
expansion has recovered since the begin-
ning of 1959, the economy has been left
with larger margins of unutilized plant and
labor resources. The larger margin of un-
utilized resources has helped to forestall
general inflationary tendencies and encour-
aged conditions favorable to sustainable ex-
pansion in production.

The rapidity of the industrial expansions
of 1958-60 and 1961-62 has not been gen-
erally appreclated, partly because of the
failure of unemployment to decline to earlier
levels. Nor has it been sufficiently recog-
nized that such rapid expansions could not
be expected to go on indefinitely without
output leveling off or declining for a time as
imbalances In output—inventory relations—
both short run and structural—were cor-
rected.

Even at the 1961 low point, the Federal
Reserve index of industrial production was
18 percent above the cyclical low reached
about 3 years earlier. And by mid-1862 the
index was already 15 percent above the
first quarter of 1961 and 9 percent above
the advanced level prevailing 2 years earlier.
The Increase in total industrial production
during the first half of 1962 occurred despite
a cutback in steel output of about one-
fourth from the peak reached early in the
year. Mainly because of inventory readjust-
ments, total production showed no mnet
change in the second half. It was also held
down at the year-end by severe weather and
extended strikes. In the first half of this
year it rose by 5 percent.

Part of the recent rise reflected accumula-
tion of inventories because of fears of a steel
strike. But since late 1961 there has been
a strong demand for autos and a broad
expansion in purchases of other consumer

. Retail sales of nonautomotive goods
increased by 12 percent in the 18 months
ending in March, during a period when
many analysts were questioning the strength
of consumer demands for goods other than
autos. In constant dollars the expansion in
nonautomotive retail sales was the largest
since the Korean war period,

The November 1962 Securities and Ex-
change Commission-Commerce survey of
business Investment anticipated a leveling
off after the third quarter of last year and
then some decline in purchases of plant and
equipment early this year. Exports and total
sales of equipment were in ted by
major dock strikes in October and Decem-
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ber-January. Present business Investment
plans for the rest of 1963, however, and the
renewed expansion in manufacturers’ orders
and shipments of machinery and other goods
since January now indicate that the earlier
leveling off was an extended pause in pro-
duction during a period of general expan-
sion. Growth in final takings of goods has
continued over the whole period with some
brief interruptions.

GROUNDS FOR BELIEF IN SLOWDOWN

The statistical approach used to indicate
a slowdown has usually taken 1953 or some
later date as the dividing point for measur-
ing trends in U.S. economic developments,
In some recent comparisons the year 1057 has
been taken as the dividing point to contrast
the average rates of expansion in employ-
ment and expenditures in 1947-57 with the
period from the beginning of 1957 through
1961 or 1962.

It should be noted here, however, that the
expansion during the 1947-57 period reflected
some unusual conditions. Growth then was
more rapid than in most earlier periods back
to 1900 and more rapid—especially in the
Korean period, 1950-53—than could reason-
ably be expected to continue. For the whole
period from 1962 back to 1899 the average
rate of growth in industrial production was
about 4 percent per year.

To begin with 1947 rather than the end
of World War II, 16 months earlier, increases
the differences in growth rates between the
two postwar periods if the deflated final ex-
penditure serles of gross national product is
used; these are the data generally cited as
evidence of stagnation since 1957. But this
is not true if industrlal production data are
used. Apparently one of the reasons that
the constant dollar GNP series did not rise
from 1046 to 1947 was that Federal price
controls were lifted in 1946, and it was diffi-
cult to measure the actual amount of price
rises by the indexes avallable to deflate the
expenditure series.

A dividing point of 1957 provides an aver=-
age growth rate of 3 percent per annum
from 1957 to 1962 in the total constant
dollar GNP, in contrast to 3.8 percent over
the previous decade.! However, the termi-
nal years chosen for these comparisons of
rates of change are important, even if least
squares trends are used, partly because cal-
culations of growth rates are influenced by
the effect of cyclical fluctuations in the data.
Thus, it makes considerable difference in the
calculated changes whether 1957, 1958, or
1959 is used as either the ending or begin-
ning year, and whether the final date is 1961
or 1962, or if there is an allowance for de-
velopments in 1963.

Chart 2 [not printed in Recorp] shows
that if one starts with 1959 and compares
increases in either GNP or industrial pro-
duction over the next 3 years, the rate of
expansion in each has been at least as rapid
as in similar business expansions s
with 1946 or 1955. This holds true even
though the latest period includes the 1960-
61 recession. ¢

Analyses of the U.S. slowdown since 1957
often attribute the slackening to a slower
growth in the production of goods than in
the earlier postwar period, because then
backlogs of demand and holdings of liquid
assets were regarded as strongly stimulating
output of most consumer and capital goods.

In one such recent comparison made by
the Manpower Report of the President, new
GNP annual data by industry of origin were
combined to show that growth in the total
of the goods-producing industries of the
economy declined from 8.4 percent in 1847-57

1 These figures are compounded rates using
terminal years as calculated from the re-
vised GNP data published in July 1963.
the corresponding least squares rates are 3.2

.and 4,
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to 1.5 percent in 1957-61.? The 1957-58 pe-
riod, however, is part of the 1955-58 cycle,
and the whole 1957-61 interval provides ques-
tlonable terminal years because it begins
with a year that includes the crest of an
expansion and ends with a year that in-
cludes the low of a recession. The results
are quite different If data for 1962 and an
estimate for 1963 are included.
MANUFACTURING AND RELATED ACTIVITIES

The Manpower Report observed that pro-
duction in the manufacturing sector “grew
at a rate of 3.6 percent annually between 1947
and 1957, somewhat below the rate of growth
of total output.” This rate for manufactur-
ing was based on the new industry gross
product data compiled by the Office of Busi-
ness Economics and shown in chart 37 These
data were also used in the report as a basis
for noting that “in the more recent years
1957-61, the rate of increase dropped sharply
to 19 percent, lagging even more behind the
growth In the total economy.”

The manufacturing component of the in-
dustrial production index, however, rose at
a 2.1 percent rate (compounded, using termi-
nal years) over the 1957-61 period. Then it
increased by B.2 percent from 1961 to 1962.
For the whole 1857-62 period the rate was
8.3 percent. For 1947-57, using terminal
years, the rate was 4.3 percent, in contrast
to the 3.6 percent figure cited above for
manufacturing in the gross product serles.

The two output measures differ most in
level after 1955. For the period 1947-54 the
difference would be only about 1 percent if
weights for 1954, which are used in the gross
product measure, were also used in the Fed-
eral Reserve index. The Federal Reserve in-
dex uses 1947 weights for the 1947-52 period,
and these are linked to series with 1957
welghts in January 1853. It is believed that
such a weighting system is more appropriate
than a single welght year for the whole post-
war period, which has seen substantial shifts
in price relationships,

Since the gross product measure excludes
Intermediate purchases by manufacturers,
its smaller rise than the Federal Reserve in-
dex seems to be inconsistent with evidence

? S8ee Manpower Report of the President,
March 11, 1963. On pp. 82-83 of that re-
port agriculture, contract construction, man-
ufacturing, and mining industries are clas-
sified as “goods-producing” sectors. It is
pointed out there that the total economy rose
at a rate of 29 percent from 1957 to 1962,
compared with 2.3 percent from 1957 to
1961.

* The results were published by the De-
partment of Commerce, “Survey of Current
Business,” October 1962. In these OBE series
for gross product originating in manufac-
turing and 15 other major industry sectors,
the basic annual data, in current dollars,
were derived from previously published na-
tional income and product figures. For the
manufacturing sector, gross product in con-
stant dollars was calculated by use of spe-
clally developed net output deflators for the
years 1947 through 1958. These deflators
were obtained by converting census value of
output data for standard industrial classifi-
cation four-digit industries to 1954 dollars
by means of special price series based on
Bureau of Labor Statistics price indexes.
From these were subtracted the cost of ma-
terials consumed, converted to 1954 dollars
by means of other special BLS price series.

The resulting value added in constant dol-
lars was aggregated to the two-diglt level and
divided into value added in current dollars to
yield the net output deflators. These de-
flators were then applied to the gross product
figures for manufacturing. ¥For the years
1959-61, the data were carried forward by use
of changes in the BLS index for gross prod-
uet in manufacturing, as noted in a descrip-
tive pamphlet published by the OBE, “GNP
by Major Industries,” p. 12,
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tries in recent years. For the utility sector
from other sources of greater efficiency in
the use of materials by some major indus-
alone—and here per unit cost and recelpts
data are reasonably trustworthy—the OBE
net output index shows about a 5 percent
greater rise from 1947 to 1960 than the Fed-
eral Reserve utility index based on gross out-
put series. In the mining sector, where the
OBE used the Federal Reserve physical vol-
ume series with national income welghts, the
results are similar to the published Federal
Reserve annual index for mining.

For manufacturing, it is clear that the
deflated gross product results are more de-
pendent on the accuracy and the appro-
priateness of avallable wholesale price in-
dexes than the Pederal Reserve production
index, which makes greater use of physical
volume measures.

Also on the basis of these OBE data, the
Manpower Report observed that gross prod-
uct in the service-connected industries—
which in its classification includes trade,
transportation, and utilities—grew at a rate
of 3.1 percent in the 1957-61 perlod. This
was noted to be a lower rate than earlier, but
not so much lower as the rate of growth in
the goods-producing area cited above.

This classification of utilities as services
may be questioned. For some time interna-
tional standards have appropriately provided
that residential utility series be classified
as goods rather than services in the national
income accounts and that total industry
output of utllities be combined with manu-
facturing and mining in industrial produc-
tion indexes.

The practice followed in the Manpower
Report of excluding commodity transporta-
tion and the wholesaling and retailing of
goods from calculations of the goods-pro-
dueing sectors of the economy is even more
important. In calculating final expendi-
tures for the gross product series, goods are
not measured currently, except for inven-
tories, until they are sold to final users.
But to attribute the slowdown in economic
growth mainly to a less rapid rate of in-
crease in final demands for goods while at
the same time excluding from the calculation
the output of the utllities and the activities
involved in the distribution of goods con-
fuses the measurement problem,

OUTPUT OF MAJOR PRODUCTS

Analysis of growth in manufacturing and
other industries is facilitated by an exami-
nation of data on output of major products
as shown by the GNP series and the produc-
tion indexes. Changes in the regularly pub-
lished total GNP in constant dollars can be
compared in a summary fashion by using
a three-way split of final expenditures for
major types of product—goods, services, and
construction. The annual data beginning
in 1046 are shown in chart 4. These series
have been published on a quarterly basis
since November 1962 as a part of the regular
GNP tables in the Survey of Current Busi-
ness.

Services: Growth in total services, includ-
ing both consumer and Government pur-
chases, as measured by the GNP accounts,
has not slackened from the 4 percent rate
prevailing in the 1947-57 period; for con-
sumer services alone the rate has also been
about 4 percent in recent years, If an
allowance could be made for the probable
upward bias in the price indexes used to
calculate these constant dollar figures—
such as the indexes on medical care—the
rate of growth would be higher.

Some analysts seem to suggest that growth
in services is of less economic significance
than growth in goods. It is true that such
growth may involve considerably less ex-
pansion in production of steel and other
industrial materials than does growth in
final demands for goods. On the other hand,
an increase in services is probably a more

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

sustainable force in the economy than an
expansion in industrial activity. One reason
for this is that services are seldom accumu-
lated In the way that business or consumer
stocks of goods can be. Some of the up-
trend in services is solely the consequence
of an expanding population, but an impor-
tant segment reflects better living conditions.

Construction: In contrast to the continued
uptrend in services, the GNP data show a
marked downward shift since 1957 in the
rate of growth in construction activity.
Part of this shift reflects the adjustment of
the current dollar series for advances in
wages and in prices of materials without
allowance for increases in the efficiency with
which labor and materials are used.! These
price-reducing forces have probably been
accentuated in recent years by increased
competitive pressures. Consequently, the
rate of physical construction has probably
continued to rise faster than chart 4 (not
printed in the Recorp) would indicate.

The series on construction activity before
1959 is currently being revised upward to
provide a level more comparable with the
data since that time. This will reduce the
growth rate from that now shown for the
earlier postwar years.

Various developments in the economy are
responsible for the less rapid growth in con-
struction in recent years, especially of pri-
vately financed nonresidential building.
For example, new plants for such industries
as chemicals and utilities requires much less
building per unit of potential output than
used to be needed. The growth of television
broadcasting has reduced the need to build
more theaters, and part of such growth as
there has been in new motion pleture facili-
ties has been in outdoor theaters. Although
there are many other factors involved in an
appraisal of such differences, the expansion
of television too has resulted in large savings
in the use of labor and material resources.

As for residential construction, new hous-
ing starts and residential construction activ-
ity have been as high or higher since 1959
as they were in the previous decade. Al-
though this may not involve an equivalent
amount of total real output—because the
proportion of multifamily residential con-
struction has increased in the past several
years—here, t00, a lessened use of resources
presumably has been achieved. The volume
of lumber, furnaces, and other building com-
ponents used per unit of residential output
is considerably less for the average apart-
ment than for the average single family
dwelling. There are also savings in street,
water line, and other supporting construc-
tion activity.

Goods: The goods component of GNP is
larger than construction and services com-
bined, so that trends in this segment weigh
heavily in any analysis of growth trends.
Any underestimate of growth for this seg-
ment would show up strongly in rates for
the economy as a whole.

Growth in both total output and output
of goods as measured by varlous series may
differ for several reasons. The most impor-
tant of these are that the compilation meth-
ods and coverage of the GNP series and the
production indexes are different. Conse-
quently, it seems advisable to discuss some
of these differences—together with any ad-
justments that are possible—and their effects
on the rates of growth obtained.

Type of measure: There are a number of
conceptual and practical differences between
GNP and the production indexes. Exact data
are not available, however, to indicate to
what extent these differences average out in
the broad results for the total output of

4 These limitations have been noted in the
descriptive material on the deflated GNP
data as, for example, on page 10 of the Octo-
ber 1952 Survey.
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goods® Because the production indexes are
compiled by a different approach from that
used for the GNP and because they permit
more detailed comparisons 6f changes by in-
dustry and market groups, it is believed that
they provide useful alternative measures of
the growth in output of goods.

The production indexes published by the
Federal Reserve are based on detailed prod-
uct and man-hour series reported by factory,
mine, and utility establishments, and the
indexes are adjusted to census benchmark
data for 1939, 1947, and 1954. They have
also been checked on a preliminary basis
against the comprehensive 1058 Census of
Manufactures and the Annual Surveys of
other recent years. Detailed adjustments to
annual levels have generally not bee~ carried
through for the period since 1957. Continu-
ing comparisons, however, are made to see
whether historical relationships between
changes in the total index and its major
categories remain consistent with changes
in other irdependently compiled data on
electric power, railroad freight loadings,
manufacturers' shipments, and employment
and hours for part of industry.

Changes in the current GNP series in con-
stant dollars for personal consumption ex-
penditures on durable and nondurable goods
depend to a considerable extent on the level
and the representativeness of the retail sales
data published by the Department of Com-
merce, and on the accuracy and appropri-
ateness of the BLS Consumer Price Indexes
for deflating these data. The current dollar
figures for the consumption series are
checked against the detalled Census Annual
Survey of Manufactures.

In addition, changes in the GNP total
goods series depend on the accuracy of the
available wholesale price indexes for equip-
ment, which are now in process of improve-
ment; on the representativeness of the data
from SEC-Commerce plant and equipment
surveys, which were last fitted to benchmark
data for 1947; and on the adequacy of the
nonresidential construction estimates sub-
tracted to derive the equipment component.
The GNP goods data were fitted to bench-
marks for 1939 and 1947 by the commodity
flow method of adding estimated transporta-
tion costs, trade markups, taxes, and adjust-
ments for exports, imports, and inventory
changes to census producers' values, while
some departures were made for the calcula-
tion of these data for 1954,

In appraising the accuracy of current and
recent records it may be noted that historical
revisions of both the GNP and industrial
production series have typically resulted in
ralsing the levels of the figures.

Final products: Changes in industrial out-
put of final products are more representative
of trends in final demand than total indus-
trial production, and the production meas-
ure for final products has been expanding
almost as fast since the beginning of 1959

& Note, for example, that the GNP allocates
17 percent of passenger automobiles to pro-
ducers' equipment and the remainder to con-
sumer expenditures, while the industrial pro-
duction index classifies all auto output as
consumer goods; this subdivision, however,
cancels out in the goods total. On the other
hand, series for some products such as food
produced and consumed on farms and flow-
ers, seeds, and potted plants are included in
GNP goods but not in industrial production.
For the purpose of this analysis series for
residential gas and electricity, oil and gas
well drilling, and construction materials have
been added to the GNP goods total, and a
series for farm gross product has been sub-
tracted, to make the results more compara-
ble with industrial production., There re-
main still the differences between the weight
systems and weight years employed in the
two sets of data.



1963

as during the 1947-57 period. There was
an acceleration in total output of these goods
during the Korean war period, mainly be-
cause of defense production. The chart also
shows growth in output of final products
other than defense products, which is equiv-
alent to the total for business equipment
and consumer goods. Growth in this total
was interrupted in 1957-58, but by 1862 and
early 1963 total output of these goods was
‘expanding at a rate consistent with the rate
from 1947 to 1957. As noted later, some of
these goods were produced for sale as defense
products both before and after the Korean
WAL,

For most analyses a period as short as
that since the : of 1959 might be
too short to permit generalizations, but in
this instance it seems permissible because
at the beginning of that period industrial
production was back close to its 1957 pre-
recession high. Of considerable importance
in appraising the expansion in this period
will be developments for the whole of 1863.
Output of consumer goods has generally risen
since last autumn and business equipment
has increased again this year. Retall sales
of autos and other goods have been running
about 5 percent higher than they were last
year. This is likely to be the fifth year in
a row when industrial output of final prod-
ucts has expanded, and except for 1961 the
rate has been 4 percent or more.

Consumer goods: The apparent slowdown
in the goods sector has often been attributed
to the satisfaction by 1953, 1955, or 1957 of
the large consumer demands accumulated
during World War II for appliances and other
durable goods. However, the course of out-
put data based largely on physical volume
figures does not support this conclusion. It
is true that there was a slowing down in
total production of consumer goods in the
1956-57 perlod as prices advanced on a broad
front following record levels of auto sales
and credit extension in 1955. Consumer
credit terms had eased in 19564-56 when
maturity standards for new auto financing
shifted from a 2-year to a 3-year maximum.
Some observers thought that this shift in
credit terms was about the last possible
major stimulus to auto sales in the postwar
period and that the levels of auto production
in 1955 would not soon be reached again.

Apart from the longer period of leveling off
and of decline in consumer goods output in
1956-58, the persistent growth in this domi-
nant sector of the economy has been a strik-
ing feature of the postwar period, as chart 6
shows. Although there has been some un-
easiness about the slower rate of expansion
in the deflated GNP expenditure series for
consumer durable goods in recent years, the
industrial production indexes for these goods
do not show any persistent slackening.

In the production indexes published regu-
larly the indexes for the home goods and ap-
parel groups are combined and are contrast-
ed with separate groups for automotive prod-
ucts and staples for better analysis of cyeclical
changes. For analysis of growth, however,
it is more pertinent to use the combination
of automotive and home goods to provide a
consumer durable goods total, and the com-
bination of apparel and consumer staples to
provide a nondurable goods total. This sec-
ond category includes residential utilities,

Although the rate of expansion in the in-
dexes for automotive and home durable
goods has been far more irregular than that
for apparel and staples, production has con-
tinued to grow at about the same rate—4
percent per year—as for nondurable goods
and for the total index of consumer goods.

Equipment series: Another component of
the goods sector cited as accounting for a
major part of the retardation in growth after
1957 is private investment. A portion of the
indicated retardation here reflects greater
national productive efficlency, resulting to a
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small extent from a decline in average busi-
ness inventory-sales ratios, If the economy
can operate with a smaller relative growth in
inventories, less capacity is required than
would otherwise be needed. This is & gain
from the wviewpoint of national efficlency,
unless the resources released are simply
added to the total of unused resources,

Likewise, there Iz a gain in efficlency if
chemical plants can be built in the South
without much external structure. And re-
cently there has been a marked shift in
Federal programs to space and other types
of activities that involve a smaller relative
base of industrial materials than before. If
growth in output of industrial materials is
Jless because of these shifts and because of a
decline in material usage per unit of output
of final product, this 1s a gain in national
efficiency that should be taken into account
in appraising the net increase in the national
output of goods.

One reason that the private Investment
segment of GNP has appeared to grow more
slowly than in earlier years is that the de-
flated expenditure figures are probably un-
derstated more for the later period. The
results of intensified research and competi-
tive. pressures on the design and perform=-
ance of capital equipment have not been
adequately reflected in the price indexes used
to deflate the expenditure series. This has
been strikingly illustrated by the data for
electric generators and related power equip-
ment. Also, a large amount of new machin-
ery and aerospace equipment has been de-
veloped and produced that is not being priced
at all in the present indexes.

Even some of the current dollar estimates
have been outmoded by the rapid growth of
new technology. For example, over the past
5 years no increase has been allowed for in
the GNP investment accounts for privately
purchased noncorporate business equip-
ment, and the combined total for noncor-
porate and nonprofit sectors has risen only
a few percent per year. Yet there has been
amagzingly rapid growth in the use of com-
puters and other new office equipment and
medical and other institutional uses of com-
mercial equipment.

In the industrial production index, the
total business equipment component is up
about one-fifth from 1957, or considerably
more than the increase shown by the GNP
series in constant dollars for producers’ du-
rable equipment. The GNP component
shows such a small expansion from 1947 to
19567—about 1 percent per year—that it is
hardly meaningful to refer to a retardation in
growth since 1957, although the recent level
shown is only slightly above the 1957 peak.

Precise comparisons are difficult because
of the conceptual and statistical problems
involved. The producers’ equipment com-
ponent of GNP in constant dollars was ad-
justed to eliminate some of its main dif-
ferences from the business equipment in-
dex in industrial production® The serles
are still not strictly comparable because the
production indexes relate mainly to work

¢ The GNP figures were adjusted to include
data for Federal, State, and local government
purchases of nonmilitary equipment and of
equipment for oil and gas well drllling, and
for exports of equipment. Serles for im-
ports of equipment, noncorporate business
purchases of autos, and capital outlays
to current account have been ex-
cluded. A test using gross value weights
rather than value-added weights to combine
the business equipment series in the produc-
tion index showed little difference in results
since 1947 except for a downward shift of
about 4 percent from early 1948 to late 1949
in the gross value results as compared to the
value-added measure. The adjustments were
developed by Peter Gajewskl of the Board’s
staff,
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done rather than to expenditures for final
products and are y based on total

generall
Aindustry activities. These would include

some defense equipment output at plants
that produce business equipment primarily,
a fact that accounts. for part of the rise in
the equipment index at the time of the
Korean war.

It is possible that the production indexes
are overstated as indicators of business-type
equipment produced for all buyers—public
as well as private, foreign as well as domes~
tic. But comparisons of the indexes with
financial and other data suggest that what-
ever the exact nature of the differences
shown between these two series, the deflated
GNP serles, which is based largely on the
SEC-Commerce surveys of domestic expendi-
tures for business plant and equipment, is
understated.

Some evidence is being developed from
the producers’ side which indicates that the
current monthly reports on manufacturers’
sales have been overstated by the available
sample figures. For example, the presently
published figures for manufacturers’ sales of
machinery are expected to be revised notice-
ably downward for vecent years as a result
of an adjustment now underway to the cen-
sus annual survey figures. This revision
may foreshadow some reduction in the level
of the production indexes for machinery
unless it appears that actual prices have
been declining rather than remaining stable.
No final conclusion can be reached until
the census benchmarks for manufacturing
Pproduction for 1958 and 1963 are calculated.

Any evidence of a decline in capital-out-
put ratios—the relation of fixed capital used
to units of goods produced—is difficult to
develop without reliable estimates of changes
in stocks of physical capital, Manufactur-
ing output and capacity have risen about
one-fourth since 1957 while deflated capital
expenditures by manufacturers have re-
mained below earlier levels, but this is not
conclusive.

Total nonfarm goods: The Manpower Re-
port cited earlier stated that “In the early
postwar years, economic activity was stimu-
lated by backlogs of demand for consumer
and capital goods resulting from restricted
production for nonessential goods during
the war.” These backlogs of demand doubt-
less were more of a fact than the GNP out-
put figures indicate for the early postwar
period, since there was little net increase
over the 4 years from 1946 to early 1950
in the GNP series for total nonfarm goods.
This stability in the constant dollar series
may have reflected in part the difficulties of
price deflation at that time, as mentioned
on page 1048.

Much of the more rapid average growth
rate shown by the GNP series in the first
postwar decade came in the 1950-52 period
when Federal defense expenditures rose by
$35 billion in current prices and both busi-
ness and consumer buyers, remembering
World War II sh , went on a buying
spree. During the autumn of 1950 about 10
percent of industrial production was going
into the accumulation of business inventory.
Such an imbalance in output relations and
the inflationary uptrend in prices were not
conducive to sustained growth.

There appear to be two main reasons for
the broad divergence shown by the two lines
on nonfarm goods output in chart 8 (not
printed in Recorp). One is the possible dif-
ference between the production index and
the GNP series in their measurement of out-
put in the industrial sector. The production
index represents output through the mining,
utility, and manufacturing stages of all goods
except farm products. If output of farm
products were added to both series shown in
the chart, they would both show less rise.
But the differences in recent years would not
be appreciable.
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The other main reason for the divergence
may be the difference between the movement
of the distribution allowances in the GNP
series and the movement based on an as-
sumption that distribution tends to move
generally with production. There would also
be certain ecyclical differences in behavior
and various other discrepancies, for example,
such as those reflecting the handling of farm
products,

The GNP total for goods production in-
cludes allowances for trade and for com-
modity transportation, but the industrial
production indexes do not. Yet if business
inventories are not being accumulated in ex-
cessive volume, then presumably goods are
being transported and sold in a volume
broadly consistent with their output. If an
expansion in output and distribution is be-
ing accomplished with fewer employees—in
the railroad and trucking industries and in
retail and wholesale outlets, as well as in in-
dustrial establishments—then the economy is
performing more efficiently than before.

Industrial production accounts for about
half of the GNP nonfarm goods total. The
relatively large differences in the trends of
industrial production and the GNP nonfarm
goods total—with the former showing more
increase in the 1946-48 period and then again
from the end of 1949 to late 1961—are per-
plexing if one considers (1) that the postwar
growth in output of consumer goods was
relatively steady, (2) that such goods require
more distribution activity per unit than ei-
ther business or defense equipment, and (3)
that they make up a large part of the GNP
nonfarm total. A comparison of the quarter-
1y fluctuations of the two series also indi-
cates some puzzling differences. These dif-
ferences necessarily have implications for
such related measures as productivity and
changes in inventories, as well as for the out-
put and price indexes involved.

GROWTH IN PRODUCTIVITY

The upper half of chart 9 (not printed in

) shows an annual productivity index

with 1846 for manufacturing ac-

tivity alone. This index is based on the
manufacturing component of industrial
production and on BLS data for average
hours worked by all employees in manufac-
turing. The lines are connected for all years
except the 3 recession years of 1940, 1954,
and 1958, According to this index, produc-
tivity in manufacturing has expanded in the
past several years to a rate of 3.5 percent
compared to 3 percent in the previous 9 or
10 years. The increase accelerated last year,
and the higher rate has continued into 1963.7

T The independence of the productivity re-
sults may be questioned on the grounds that
about half of the monthly movements and
the annual levels for the past several years
of the total industrial production index are
influenced by the extrapolated adjustments
for output per man-hour for the series based
on production worker man-hours. The ad-
justments for these man-hour series are con-
tinually reviewed and compared with a va-
riety of other data by the Federal Reserve,
but in revisions of the production index the
industrial series have individually been sub-
Ject to considerable further revision.

In combination, however, after benchmark
and other revisions, the pattern of annual
changes in output per man-hour for the
man-hour area as a whole has been close to
the changes implied in output per man-hour
by the part of the index based on the physical
product series. Consequently, for current
and recent periods this pattern is used to
modify the adjustment factors for the man-
hour serles, as discussed on p. 22 of the 1959
Revision publication and as demonstrated in
the accompanying tabulation. This shows
for the major periods delineated in this paper
how similar the allowances for changes in
output per man-hour—for production work-
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An adjustment of the employment series to
a more recent benchmark, to be available
this summer, is expected to narrow the dif-
ference slightly, but the pattern of accelera-
tion would still be evident.

For the period since 1857 manufacturing
productivity would probably show an addi-
tional rise of 2 or 3 percent if based on hours
actually worked rather than those paid for.
Census reports indicate that paid vacations
and other paid-for nonworking time have
increased

Although data on man-hours paid for are
suitable for analysis of changes in labor
costs, they are not so appropriate for meas-
uring changes in labor requirements. Simi-
larly although data on output per man-hour
worked are suitable for analysis of produc-
tivity, they are for some purposes less ade-
quate indicators of employment needs than
a measure of output per employee.

If only the final products of industry were
considered, the indicated growth in produc-
tion and productivity in the recent period
would be even greater than that shown by
total manufacturing. Over the past several
years industrial output of final products has
been 5 percent higher than output of mate-
rials when compared with average levels of
the earlier postwar period.

If this sort of output comparison is broad-
ened to include the total nonfarm goods-
producing sector, a definite acceleration in
output per employee is shown in the past
several years. These results, based on indus-
trial production as the output indicator and
the view that movements in trade and com-
modity transportation are broadly similar
to trends in industrial production, involve
some inconsistencies of comparison as noted
earlier. Although these inconsistencies limit
long-run comparisons, they probably do not
materially affect the patterns of change
shown for annual intervals.

CONCLUSBIONS

The conclusion that the economy has
achieved an accelerated rate of productive
efficiency over the past several years is con-
sistent with two developments that have
been cited as evidence of a slowdown in
the U.S. economy. One is the lower average
rate of use of manufacturing capacity and
other resources. This can be accounted for
partly by the less rapid expansion in de-
mands for heavy equipment and nonresi-
dential construction, both of which depend
more on output of steel and other industrial
materials than do consumer , services,
or Government space activities. The second
development relates to the abatement in re-
cent years of upward price pressures which
were much in evidence earlier in the postwar
period.

One implication of this inquiry is that
studies of growth should give more attention
to the end products of economic activity
and to the improvement of national produc-
tive efficiency. To focus attention on ag-
gregate measures of activity may, because of
increased efficiency in the use of resources,
create an unwarranted impression of slug-
gish performance by the U.S. economy.
Programs to stimulate economic growth
should give more attention to the adequacy
and sustainability of the expansion in pri-
vate consumption of final products and in
public services rather than stressing general

ers—in the total industrial production index

are to the productivity changes implied in

the physical product area of the total (an-
nual averages, 1947=100) :

Physical

Total product
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national expenditures. This is

true if needs for Dbusiness inventories and
plant and equipment are declining relative
to growing final demands.

Another implication of the inquiry is that
there is less slack in the U.S. economy than
is generally supposed. If the growth in
physical output and consumption has been
faster than the deflated gross expenditure
totals suggest, then margins of unused ca-
pacities are not so large as often thought.

An accelerated rate of expansion in over-
all activity would increase final demands
and investment requirements; and with this
increased investment, incomes and con-
sumer demands would doubtless rise faster.
How much increase would be sustainable
is another question. If expectations became
too exuberant in the process of economic
stimulation, this might increase wupward
price and encourage speculative
activities. The present character and loca-
tion of plant and equipment facilities and
the existing limited supplies of skilled and
professional labor may provide fewer safe-
guards against such developments than is
indicated by the view that a slack economy
exists, Increased emphasis on expanded edu-
cational and occupational training oppor-
tunities would help reduce unemployment
rates and would provide wider margins of
avallable effective resources.

[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 19,
1963)
A DancEROUS DIiAacNOSIS

For a good while now the Administration's
economic doctors have had a simple diag-
nosis for many of the Nation's ills: We've
Jjust lost our old zip. If the economy could
only regain its old growth rate, unemploy-
ment would dwindle and Federal budget-
makers could go back to using black ink.

Proceeding from this analysis, the Govern-
ment prescribes and applies such supposed
zip-producers as ever-easy money and ever-
rising Federal spending. Strangely, the ills
they talk about refuse to go away.

What’s wrong? One of the clearest an-
swers to the guestion comes, oddly enough,
from an economist within the Government
itself. Writing In the current Federal Re-
serve Bulletin, Federal economist Clayton
Gehman explains that the original diagnosis
isfaulty. Not only that; it can be downright
dangerous.

In the past half dozen years the economy
has been doing a lot better than its critics
clalm. In fact, says Mr. Gehman, “growth
in U.8. economic activity in recent years has
been close to longtime rates.”

How can this be? Mr. Gehman would
seem to be flatly contradicting the recent
Manpower Report of the President, which
noted that the annual growth rate of the
Nation’s goods-producing industries fell from
3.4 percent in the 1947-57 decade to 1.5 per-
cent in the period from 1957 to 1961.

The answer chiefly lies in the way some
statisticians use statistics. For one thing,
this 1947-57 period reflected some unusual
conditions, such as the Eorean war buildup,
that could not reasonably be expected to
continue.

But that’s not all; the 1957-61 period is a
peculiar choice for economic comparisons,
too. A business expansion was reaching its
crest in 1957, while 1961 marked the low of
a recession. Bo to say that the economy
wasn’t making headway during that period
is a little like saying that a man who, in
crossing the Alps, has moved from one
mountain's crest to the bottom of another
hasn't made much upward progress. It's
guite true, but hardly significant.

For the fact is that the economy, after
1861, moved a long way toward a sec-
ond crest. Extending economic statistics
through 1962 and into 1963 makes the recent
period look far better. Our growth rate then
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comes much closer to matching that of the
postwar decade despite the special circum-
stances present in that earlier period.

If the economy has been doing so well of
late, someone is sure to ask, Why does it
have surpluses of materials, productive
capacity and—most painful of all—man-
power?

The reason, as Mr. Gehman explains, is
that the economy has not only been grow-
ing bigger but has been getting more effi-
clent, This stems from more than the in-
troduction of new automated equipment.
It also results from such factors as improved
control of inventories and more systematic
scheduling of uction. No longer are
unneeded materlals and products allowed to
pile up so high in warehouses.

In this more efficlent economy, some re-
sources are not only unemployed. Old fac-
tories, to find a place, may have to be re-
built; some workers will have to be retrained.
Easy money and big budget deficits are likely
to be of little help. In any circumstances,
there’s a poor prescription for solid economic
growth; its failure in the 1930's should have
made that clear.

In the current circumstances, the prescrip-
tion may only lead to increased trouble.
For it is the economy’s stock of unemployed
resources that the Government is always cit-
ing as our protection against sharp inflation.
The inflated demand, so the reasoning goes,
will be easlly absorbed by the unused supply
of materlals, manpower, and factories. But
the idle supply of usable, effective resources
is simply not as big as it's cracked up to be;
sooner than some people think, these re-
sources can be stretched past their limit.

Still, the Government goes on administer-
ing its inflationary monetary and fiscal rem-
edies for our ills. And things are never too
hopeful for a patient whose doctor starts
out with a faulty diagnosis.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in
addition, I wish to emphasize a few of
the notable points made by Mr. Gehman.
He has drawn three general conclusions,

The first of these is that growth in
U.S. economic activity in recent years
has been close to longtime rates. If this
is true, Mr. President, it indicates that
there is no particular justification in
terms of the statistics for such proposals
as tax reduction.

His second conclusion is that increased
productive efficiency in the use of labor
and materials has been achieved. All
of us can simply say amen to this, since
this is the ultimate source for increases
in standards of living for our citizenry
generally.

His third conclusion is that there has
been more unemployment and less de-
mand for materials than there would
have been otherwise. Here again we can
be thankful for these results in that they
indicate that we are enjoying a greater
fringe benefit from increased produc-
tivity in the form of leisure hours. The
remaining difficulty from this result is
the distribution of these leisure hours to
those individuals who desire them,
rather than to those individuals who
must work in order to maintain them-
selves. It is for this reason, Mr. Presi-
dent, that I, along with many others,
have encouraged earlier retirements and
retraining programs so as to place the
employment where it is most needed and
to provide additional leisure to those
who deserve it.

Mr. Gehman points out that a review
of U.S. growth over the postwar period
indicates that there was an interruption
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in industrial and total economic expan-
sion during 1956 to 1958. However, in
his view, based on extensive statistical
analysis, an “expansion has been re-
sumed” at a rate about in line with
earlier average longrun trends. He
points out that since late 1961 there has
been a strong demand for autos and a
broad expansion in purchases of other
consumer goods. In constant dollars we
have had since 1961, according to the
Gehman figures, the largest expansion
in nonautomotive retail sales since the
Korean war period. Yet we hear virtu-
ally nothing about these types of ex-
pansion during the time when people
:._ire talking about the need for tax reduc-
on.

Another point made by Mr. Gehman
is that the use of terminal years is very
important in measuring growth. For
example, the Council of Economic Ad-
visors and others have used most re-
cently the year of 1957 fo indicate a slow-
down in rate of growth. However, Mr.
Gehman points out that if 1959 is used,
the rate of expansion in each of the last
3 years has been at least as rapid as in
similar business expansions beginning
with 1946 or 1955. This is true even
though the latest period includes the
1960-61 recession.

Mr. Gehman also examines this growth
in terms of components of gross national
product and finds that in almost every
component across the board growth has
been good or substantial. The items he
examines include services, construction,
and physical goods.

Mr. Gehman’'s conclusion is sufficiently
important that I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be printed at this point in
the REcorb.

There being no objection, the conclu~
sions were ordered to be printed in the
ReEecorbp, as follows:

CONCLUSIONS

The conclusion that the economy has
achieved an accelerated rate of productive
efficiency over the past several years is con-
sistent with two developments that have
been cited as evidence of a slowdown in the
US. economy. One is the lower average
rate of use of manufacturing capacity and
other resources. This can be accounted for
partly by the less rapid expansion in de-
mands for heavy equipment and nonresi-
dential construction, both of which depend
more on output of steel and other industrial
materials than do consumer goods, services,
or Government space activities. The second
development relates to the abatement in
recent years of upward price pressures which
were much in evidence earlier in the postwar
period,

- - L L -

Another implication of the inquiry is that
there is less slack in the U.S. economy than
is generally supposed. If the growth in
physical output and consumption has been
faster than the deflated gross expenditure
totals suggest, then margins of unused
capacities are not so large as often thought.

An accelerated rate of expansion in over-
all activity would increase final demands
and inmtment requlrements and with this
incr and con-
sumer demands wnuld doubtlass rise faster.
How much increase would be sustainable is
another question. If expectations became
too exuberant in the process of economic
stimulation, this might increase upward
price pressures and encourage speculative
activities, The present character and loca-
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tion of plant and equipment facilities and
the existing limited supplies of skilled and
professional labor may provide fewer safe-
guards against such developments than is
indicated by the view that a slack economy
exists, Increased emphasis on expanded
educational and occupational training op-
portunities would help reduce unemploy-
ment rates and would provide wider mar-
gins of available, effective resources,

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, if
there be no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I move that the Senate
adjourn until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4
o’clock and 52 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Wednesday,
September 25, 1963, at 12 o'clock
meridian.

CONFIRMATION
Executive nomination confirmed by
the Senate September 24, 1963:
POSTMASTER GENERAL

John A. Gronouski, of Wisconsin, to be
Postmaster General.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
TuESDAY, SEPTEMBER 24, 1963

The House met at 12 o’clock noon and
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore, the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr, ALBERT].

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid before
the House the following communication
from the Speaker:

THE SPEAKER’S RooM,
September 24, 1963.

I hereby designate the Honorable CARL

ALBERT to act as Speaker pro tempore foday.
JoaN W. McCORMACK,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

I Peter 4: 8: Above all things, have
fervent charity among yourselves.

O Thou eternal God, our Father, who
art of all companions the nearest and
of all counselors the wisest, may we be
grateful and glad that in Thee our baf-
fled minds and burdened hearts may find
serenity and courage, shelter and safety.

Grant that in the arduous tasks and
perplexing problems which . demand
strength and wisdom, we may be blessed
with the guiding and interpreting light
of Thy divine spirit.

May Thy servants be girded with
grace and favor which will make them
impervious to any thoughts and feelings
of anguish and fear for we are confident
that nothing can ever impede the prog-
ress of the forces of righteousness.

Hear us in Christ's name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL
The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.
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