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883). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. POWELL: Committee of conference.
H.R. 6143. A bill to authorize assistance to
public and other nonprofit institutions of
higher education in financing the construc-
tion, rehabilitation, or improvement of
needed academic and related facilities in un-
dergraduate and graduate Institutions
(Rept. No. 884). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.R. 8969. A bill to provide, for the
period ending June 30, 1964, temporary in-
creases in the public debt limit set forth in
section 21 of the Becond Liberty Bond Act;
without amendment (Rept. No. 885). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BROWN of California:

HR.9019. A bill to establish a National
Economic Conversion Commission, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. HERLONG:

H.R.9020. A bill to amend Title I—Tariff
Schedules of the United States, of the Tariff
Act of 1930, as amended by the Tariff Classi-
fication Act of 1962 to correct certain in-
equities in the classification and duty pro-
vided for certain aluminum products and
television plcture tubes; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LLOYD:

H.R.8021. A bill to authorize the convey-
ance of two tracts of land situated in Salt
Lake City, Utah, to the Board of Education
of Salt Lake City; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. PATMAN (by request) :

HR.0022. A bill to amend the Inter-
national Development Assoclation Act to
authorize the United States to participate in
an increase in the resources of the Inter-
national Development Association; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. PATMAN:

H.R.9023. A bill to change the require-
ments for the annual meeting date for na-
tional banks; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

By Mr. PRICE:

H.R.9024. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Indiana Dunes National
Lakeshore, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. SIKES:

H.R, 9025. A bill to determine the need for
a dam and reservoir on Yellow River, Fla.
and Ala.; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. BATTIN:

H.J. Res, 792. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. O'HARA of Illinois:

H.J. Res, 793. Joint resclution authorizing
the United Spanish War Veterans to erect a
memorial in the District of Columbia; to the
Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. BOB WILSON:

H.J. Res, 794, Joint resolution authorizing
the Secretary of State to convene in the
United States in 19656 a World Conference
on Oceanography; to the Committee on For-
elgn Affairs.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXIT,

The SPEAKER nted a memorial of
the Legislature of the State of Massachusetts
memy the President and the Con-
gress of the United States to enact legislation
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providing Federal aid for nursing home care
for aged veterans, which was referred to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. GIAIMO:

H.R.9026. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Con-

suelo Salagzar; to the Committee on the Judi-

clary.
By Mr. HAWKINS:

H.R.9027. A bill for the relief of Chal Tuk
Myung; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. ROOSEVELT:

H.R.9028. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Anna
Diana Tsezana, to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. SCHNEEBELI:

H.R.9029. A bill for the relief of Stalman
Bros.-Simon Wrecking Co.; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

434. By the SPEAEKER: Petition of Norman
Thomas and others, New York, N.Y., to repeal
the Smith Act, the Internal Security Act, and
the Communist Control Aect; to the Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities.

435. Also, petition of Harry Bleecher and
others, Glen Mills, Pa. requesting support

. of the civil rights legislation; to the Com-

mittee on the Judlclary.

SENATE

Monpay, NovEMBER 4, 1963

(Legislative day of Tuesday, October 22,
1963)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore.

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

Mereciful Father, by whose good prov-
idence we are the sharers of the rich
and costly privileges which are our her-
itage in this dear land where shines
freedom’s holy light: Climbing the
world’s great altar stairs which slope
through darkness up to Thee, out of the
depths of our need for guidance, we be-
seech, “Lead, Kindly Light; lead Thou
us on.”

By national and global tasks, too dif-
ficult for us, we are driven unto Thee
for strength to face what must be faced
if freedom is to live on the earth, and
for wisdom to rightly interpret the signs
of these testing times.

May the spokesmen for the people,
who in this Chamber serve in the sacred
stewardship of public welfare, by their
dedication buttress the cause of our free
institutions and the redemption from
thralldom of our common humanity, and
s0 be partners with Thee in building the
city of God on the ruined wastes of this
disturbed and disordered world.

We ask it in the name of the One
whose is the power and the kingdom and
the glory, Amen.

November 4

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MansFIELD, and by

ous consent, the reading of the

Journal of the proceedings of Friday,
November 1, 1963, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one
of his secretaries, and he announced that,
the President had approved and signed
the following acts:

On October 24, 1963:

S.838. An act for the relief of George Cro-
kos; and

5.1313. An act for the relief of Tim L. Yen.

On October 31, 1963:

B5.1576. An act to provide assistance in
combating mental retardation through
grants for construction of research centers
and grants for facllities for the mentally re-
tarded and assistance in improving mental
health through grants for construction of
community mental health centers, and for
other purposes.

ORDER DISPENSING WITH CALL OF
LEGISLATIVE CALENDAR
On request of Mr., MaNSFIELD, and by
ous consent, the call of the Legis-
lative Calendar was dispensed with.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS
On request of Mr. MaNsFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, it was ordered that
there be a morning hour, with statements
limited to 3 mintues.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

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

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

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the
President of the United States submit-
ting the nomination of William Jack
Howard, of California, to be Chairman
of the Military Liaison Committee to the
Atomic Energy Commission, which was
referred to the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy. ' !

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If
there be no reports of committees, the
nomination on the Executive Calendar
will be stated.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Bernard T. Moynahan, Jr., of Ken-
tucky, to be U.S. distriet judge for the
eastern district of Kentucky.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, on be-
half of the distinguished senior Senator
from EKentucky [Mr. Coorerl, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the Recorp a statement,
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prepared by him, relating to this nomi-
nation.

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

STATEMENT OF SENATOR COOFPER

The nomination of the Honorable B. J.
Moynahan to be judge of the Federal court
for the eastern district of Kentucky was ap-
proved unanimously by the SBenate Judiciary
Committee last week.

I live in this distriet and have practiced
many times in this court. Mr. Moynahan
will be the third judge to preside over this
court, which serves approximately one-half
of Kentucky. No objectlon was in
to his nomination, and I have received many
letters approving the nomination.

I am glad to support the nomination, and
I wish for Judge Moynahan a very successful
service in the important position that he will
soon assume.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is, Will the Senate advise and
consent to this nomination? Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Presi-
dent be immediately notified of the con-
firmation of this nomination.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the President will be noti-
fied forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

On motion of Mr. MansFieLD, the Sen-
ate resumed the consideration of legisla-
tive business.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Un-
der the previous order, morning business
is in order.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE
BUDGET, 1964, FOR DISTRICT OF
COLUMEIA (8. DOC. NO. 41)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate a communication from
the President of the United States trans-
mitting an amendment to the budget
for the fiscal year 1964, in the amount of
$308,000, for the District of Columbia,
which, with the accompanying paper, was
referred to the Committee on Appro-
priations, and ordered to be printed.

RESOLUTION OF MASSACHUSE‘ITB
STATE SENATE

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, on be-
half of my colleague, the senior Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL],
and myself, I present a certified copy ot
a resolution entitled “Resolution Me-
morializing the Congress of the United
States To Enact Legislation Providing
Federal Aid for Nursing Home Care for
Aged Veterans,” adopted by the Senate
of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
on October 23, 1963.

I ask that this resolution be appro-
priately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, as follows:
ReEsSOLUTION MEMORIALIZING THE CONGRESS

oF THE UNITED STATES To ENACT LEGISLATION

ProviDiNG FEDERAL AIp vor NumsinG HoME

CARE FOR AGED VETERANS
| Whereas there Is now pending before the
Congress of the United States H.R. 8009
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which has been unanimously passed by the
House of Representatives and presently
awalts further action in the Senate, which
bill establishes Federal responsibility for a
portion of nursing home care for aged vet-
erans, assists State homes in capital outlay
needs, and eliminate the splitting provision
whereby the Veterans’' Administration claims
one-half of any moneys collected from pen-
sion or income of veterans in State homes
when charges are made; and
Whereas by the enactment of H.R. 8009,
the Commonwealth could receive up to $250,-
000 annually which would help to partially
relieve the heavy burden which has been
voluntarily assumed because of the Federal
Government’s fallure to provide sufficient
beds for long-term care of veterans in State
homes: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved, That the Massachusetts Senate
respectfully urges the Congress of the United
States to enact H.R. 8009 providing Federal
aid for nursing home care for aged veterans;
and be it further
Resolved, That an engrossed copy of these
resolutions be transmitted forthwith by the
secretary of the Commonweath to the Presi-
dent of the United States, to the Presiding
Officers of each branch of the Congress, and
to each Member thereof from the Common-
wealth.
Adopted by the Senate October 23, 1963.
THOMAS A, CHADWICK,
Clerk.
Attest:
Kevin H, WHITE,
Secretary of the Commonwealth.

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr. BYRD of Virginia, from the Com-
mittee on Finance, without amendment:

H.R. 8821. An act to revise the provisions
of law relating to the methods by which
amounts made available to the States pur-
suant to the Temporary Unemployment Com-
pensation Act of 1858 and title XII of the
Soclal Security Act are to be restored to
the Treasury (Rept. No. 620).

BILLS INTRODUCED

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

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

8.2279. A bill to authorize the transfer of
the Piegan Unit of the Blackfeet Indian
irrigation project, Montana, to the landown-
ers within the unit; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. HARTKE (for himself and Mr.
BAYH)

8. 2280. A bill to establish a Wabash Basin
Interagency Water Resources Commissi
to the Committee on Public Works.

(See the remarks of Mr. HARTEE when he

introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)
RESOLUTION

ELECTION OF FRANCIS R. VALEO TO
BE SECRETARY FOR THE MAJOR-
ITY OF THE SENATE
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

offer a resolution, which I send to the

desk and ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
resolution will be stated.

The legislative clerk read the reso-
lution (S. Res, 222), as follows:

Resolved, That Francis R. Valeo, of the
District of Columbia, be, and he is hereby,

on;
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elected Secretary for the majority of the
Senate.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the present consider-
ation of the resolution? .

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was considered and agreed to.

WABASH BASIN INTERAGENCY
WATER RESOURCES COMMISSION

Mr, HARTKE. Mr. President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to establish a Wabash Basin Interagency
Water Resources Commission. ‘The
Commission would be composed of mem-
bers of Federal departments which are
principally concerned with water re-
sources development, representatives of
the States of Indiana and Illinois, and a
representative of the Wabash Valley In-
terstate Compact Commission. The pur-
pose of the new Commission is to coordi-
nate a well-integrated and comprehen-
sive plan of development and utilization
of water resources in the Wabash River
Basin.

On February 6, 1961, I introduced S.
811, a bill identical to the one I offer now.
S. 811 was referred to the Senate Com-
mittee on Public Works and it was re-
ported by that committee on June 6, 1961.
In its report to the Senate, the committee
expressed these views:

Comprehensive water resources develop-
ment plans have been prepared In the past
for certaln areas and found to be of great
value in the formulation and selection of
projects for construction. Examples of these
studies are the comprehensive report on the
New York-New England region and the
equally comprehensive report on the Arkan-
sas-White-Red River Basins in Southwestern
United States. Other comprehensive studies,
such as those on the Columbia, the Missouri,
the Mississippl, and the Ohio, have proved
to form an invaluable basis for the develop-
ment of the water resources in those basins.

The Congress has authorized similar study
commissions for the southeastern river basins
of the United States and for certain south-
western river basins. The committee is of
the opinion that the proposed study of the
Wabash Basin will prove of equal value in the
future development of the water and related
resources of this extremely important area
of our Natlon.

The Senate then passed the bill on
June 13, 1961.

On July 13, 1961, the President trans-
mitted to the Congress his draft legis-
lation implementing certain recom-
mendations contained in his message of
February 23, 1961, on natural resources.
This legislation would provide for de-
velopment of the Nation’s natural re-
sources through the establishment of a
Water Resources Council and river basin
commissions. Subsequently, when the
Agency reports on my bill were sent to
the House Committee on Public Works,
they recommended against enactment of
S. 811 saying that they believed the
overall river basin water resources com-
mission proposed by the President was
preferable to individual river basin com-
missions for a particular area. Conse-
quently, the House did not act on my bill.

As we all know, Mr. President, the ad-
ministration’s bill failed to pass Congress
last year. It is not even clear if it will
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pass this year or next. Meanwhile, the
Wabash Basin is waiting.

The late Senator Robert Eerr under-
stood what this Commission could mean
to the Wabash Basin. It was he who
advised me that this kind of commission
would be most effective in coordinating
our flood control efforts in the basin. He
supported S. 811 in the last Congress and
spoke in its behalf when the measure was
offered as an amendment to the omnibus
publie works authorization bill last year.

The Wabash Valley comprises 33,100
square miles and has a population of over
4 million people. Each year parts of the
valley are ravaged by floods which cause
thousands of dollars in damages. Some
years, such as this year, the countryside
shrivels from drought bringing additional

p and financial loss. Recent
losses could have been prevented had a
coordinated and planned flood control
effort bezun 10 or 15 years ago.

The Wabash Basin cannot afford to
wait an interminable length of time for
an effective and comprehensive planning
body to coordinate flood control and
water resources development. Even
though we have made progress in the last
3 to 4 years in initiating vitally needed
flood control projects, we cannot con-
tinue our stop-and-start record of de-
velopment.

Delay is expensive to the people of the
‘Wabash Valley. I ask, therefore, that the
Congress act with dispatch in approving
this bill.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred.

The bill (S. 2280) to establish a Wa-
bash Basin Interagency Water Resources
Commission, introduced by Mr. HARTKE
(for himself and Mr. BavH), was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Public
Works.

AMENDMENT OF TITLE V, OF AGRI-
CULTURAL ACT, AS AMENDED

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, there
is a message at the desk from the House
with respect to S. 1703, a bill fo amend
title V of the Agriculture Act, as amend-
ed, and for other purposes. I wish to
give notice that I shall call up this mes-
sage on Wednesday afternoon next.

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN ASSIST-
ANCE ACT OF 1961 —AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 204

Mr, LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I sub-
mit an amendment to the foreign aid bill,
which is now pending before the Sen-
ate. The amendment is sponsored by
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. Dom-
wick] and myself. It provides for the
removal from the pending bill of the
provisions which would allow the grant-
ing of favorite nations treatment to
Communist governments.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
amendment will be received, printed, and
lie on the table.

AMENDMENT NO. 295
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, from

time to time today and tomorrow I shall
offer a series of amendments to the
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Mansfield amendment, for our checking
with the Parliamentarian makes clear
to us that that is important if we wish
to influence the overall amounts that are
set forth in the Mansfield amendment.

The next amendment that I shall offer,
send to the desk and ask to have printed,
so that it may be called up in the due
course of time, is an amendment to the
Mansfield amendment which, in connec-
tion with the Development Loan Fund,
would strike out $975 million and substi-
tute $900 million. The amendment
would further save $75 million.

We propose to leave the Alliance for
Progress economic aid figure at the
amount contained in the Mansfield
amendment, but we propose to change
the contingency fund from the large in-
crease in the Mansfield amendment back
to $150 million.

In committee I proposed $100 million.
A compromise was made at a higher fig-
ure. Iam not too certain, but my recol-
lection is that the $100 million figure is
the figure proposed by the House. One
hundred and fifty million dollars is not
only ample but, in my judgment, it could
even be cut $50 million more perhaps by
amendments offered by other Senators,
for among some of us who have been dis-
cussing the bill there seems to be an
opinion, rather strongly held by some,
that the amount should not be more than
$100 million.

In justification, I wish only to say of
the $150 million proposed in my amend-
ment that after I lost on the $100 mil-
lion proposal in committee, I went along
with the compromise of the committee,
I feel it was good enough for me there,
and it ought to be good enough for me
here, although I would have no objection
to going to a lower figure, because I
think it would be justified.

But there is one mythical argument
that is being used in support of a higher
allowance for the contingency fund that
I think should be answered very quickly.
A huge contingeney fund is unnecessary.
A contingency fund of $100 or $150
million could meet any immediate
emergency that might confront the
President. The record of our committee
shows that he did not use a dollar of his
contingency fund at the time of the
Cuban crisis. It was left intact.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, I ask
that I may have 1 additional minute.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MORSE. I think we can take ju-
dicial notice that the President can get
to the Capitol in minutes if he faces an
emergency, and he will have no trouble
getting whatever money he needs for the
emergency.

But there is a precious principle of a
check upon the executive branch of the
Government under our constitutional
system, and that is not to give un-
checked discretion to any officer of the
Government. If we should provide the
amount of money that is called for by
the Mansfield amendment, in my judg-
ment, we would give too much power to
any President. I do not care who he is.
When the President can come to Con-
gress and get more money for a real

The
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emergency very quickly, I believe that
the $150 million we are allowing is suf-
ficient.

I close by saying that taking $150 mil-
lion from what the President asked for
in the contingency fund is a rather
harmless way of cutting the bill. And
yet it is important for many reasons, in-
cluding psychological reasons, It would
be rather reassuring to the people of our
country that we are willing to take $150
million off the eontingency fund when
we know that we also give them assur-
ance that if some serious emergency
should arise that would call for more
money, the President would have no
trouble getting it at that time, But I
see No reason why we should tie up $300
million of the taxpayers’ money in the
contingency fund—$150 million is
enough. Therefore we offer the pro-
posal in the amendment. I send the
amendment to the desk and ask that it
be printed.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
amendment will be received, printed,
and lie on the table.

Mr. GRUENING submitted two
amendments (Nos. 296 and 297), intend-
ed to be proposed by him, to House bill
7885, supra, which were ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed.

Mr. ELLENDER submitted two
amendments (Nos. 298 and 299), in-
tended to be proposed by him to the
amendment proposed by Mr., MANSFIELD
(for himself and other Senators)
(amendment No. 280) to House bill 7885,
supra, which were ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

Mr. ELLENDER also submitted an
amendment (No. 300), intended to be
proposed by him, to House bill 7885,
supra, which was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself and Mr.
McGoverN) submitted an amendment
(No. 301), intended to be proposed by
them, jointly, to the amendment pro-
posed by Mr. MansrFIELD (for himself and
other Senators) (No. 280) to House bill
7885, supra, which was ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed.

Mr. MORSE submitted three amend-
ments (Nos. 302, 303, and 304), intended
to be proposed by him to the amend-
ments proposed by Mr. MansFieLp (for
himself and other Senators) (No. 280) to
House bill 7885, supra, which were
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON 8. 2136, TO
AMEND THE FOREIGN AGENTS
REGISTRATION ACT OF 1938

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the
Committee on Foreign Relations an-
nounces today that hearings on the bill
(S. 2136) amending the Foreign Agents
Registration Act of 1938, will begin at
9:30 am. Tuesday, November 19, 1963,
in room 4221, New Senate Office Build-
ing. The session will be open to the
public.

Representatives of the Departments of
State and Justice will be the first wit-
nesses.

On Wednesday, November 20, and
Thursday, November 21, at 9:30 a.m.,
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there will be further hearings on the bill
in room 4221 for additional executive
and public witnesses.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed, without amendment,
the following bills of the Senate:

S.876. An act to authorize the Adminis-
trator of General Services to convey certain
land in Prince Georges County, Md., to the
American National Red Cross; and

8.1201. An act for the relief of Dr. James
T. Maddux.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills and joint resolu-
tion, and they were signed by the Presi-
dent pro tempore:

5.310. An act for the relief of EKaino
Hely Auszis;

HR.1049. An act to amend sections 334,
367, and 369 of the Bankruptey Act (11
U.8.0. 734, 767, 769) and to add a new sec-
tion 355 so as to require claims to be filed
and to limit the time within which claims
may be filed in chapter XI (arrangement)
proceedings to the time prescribed by sec-
tion 57n of the Bankruptey Act (11 U.S.C.

83n);

H.R. 1311, An act for the relief of Jolan
Berczeller;

HR.1345. An act for the relief of Peter
Carson;

H.R. 2260. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Rozsl Neuman;

H.R. 2445. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Barbara Ray Van Olphen;

HR.2764. An act for the relief of Mer~
cedes Robinson Orr;

HR.27567. An act for the rellef of Woo
‘You Lyn (also known as Hom You Fong and
Lyn Fong Y. Hom);

H.R.2836. An act to clarify the status of
circuit and district judges retired from reg-
ular active service;

HR.2068. An act for the relief of Eazi-
mierz Eurmas and Zdzislaw -

HR.3384. An act for the relief of Lee
Buey Jom (also known as Tommy Lee and
Lee Shue Chung);

HR. 4145, An act for the relief of certain
individuals;

H.R. 6097, An act for the relief of Dr, Pedro
B. Montemayor, Jr.;

H.R.6260. An act for the relief of Wal
Chan Chang Liu;

HR. 6500, An act to authorize certain con-
struction at military installations, and for
other purposes; and

H.J. Res. 626. Joint resolution granting
the consent of Congress to the establish-
ment of an interstate school district by
Hanover, N.H,, and Norwich, Vt., and to an
agreement between Hanover School District,
New Hampshire, and Norwich Town School
District, Vermont.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES,
ETC., PRINTED IN THE RECORD
On request, and by unanimous con-

sent, addresses, editorials, articles, ete.,

were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
By Mr. HARTEE:
Address delivered by Senator MaGNUSON
before the 83d Annual World Travel Con-
gress of the American Society of Travel
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Agents, Inc., at Mexico City, October 21,
1963; and address delivered by Milton A.
Marks, before the 83d Annual World Travel
Congress of the American Society of Travel
Agents, Inc., at Mexico City, October 25,
1963.

THE RESPONSIBILITY OF TALENT—
ADDRESS BY C. W. MILLER

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, com-
mencement addresses usually are
characterized in greatest measure by
the pleasantest of platitudes, and so fre-
quently our young people seek in vain,
in such well-meant speeches, the nour-
ishing meat of substance.

It is particularly refreshing, there-
fore, when the unusual happens, and a
sound, straightforward, spirit-challeng-
ing commencement address is served up
to a graduating group eager and able to
come to grips with the new and larger
life beyond the campus.

Such an address recently was deliv-
ered to the graduating class of the
summer class of 1963, at Trinity Univer-
sity, San Antonio, Tex., by Mr. C. W.
Miller, a trustee of Trinity, and retired
president of Sears, Roebuck & Co. I
ask unanimous consent that this splen-
did speech be printed in the Recorp, and
I respectfully draw the attention of my
colleagues to it.

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

THE RESPONSIBILITY OF TALENT
(By C. W. Miller)

President Laurle, fellow trustees, gradu-
ates of the summer class of 1963, ladies and
gentlemen, for you members of the grad-
uating class of summer 1968 here at Trinity
this evening, this is a very significant oc-
caslon. You have completed your university
course. While some of you, no doubt, will
go on to further graduate studies, to most
of you, I presume this evening marks the
end of your university course. Tomorrow,
you will step out into a new world. You
will leave the academic atmosphere of Trin-
ity University, and you will burst into the
hurly-burly, competitive life of business or
of one of the various professions. Your first
concern, I presume, will be to forge for your-
self a place of significance in order to assure
a suitable income for yourself and your fam-
ily. As I have seen you from time to time
going about the campus on my rather fre-
quent trips there, and as I look into your
faces this evening, I hold no doubt but that
over the next few years each of you may be
counted on to become a success in your
chosen field of work and in your home,

‘While making a suitable living is certain-
ly one of man's prime responsibilities, if not
his No. 1 responsibility, as well as one of
the greatest pleasures, it 15 not about this
that I wish to speak to you this evening.
Neither do I wish to talk to you about that
subject which is engaging the thoughts and
time of so many people in all walks of life
across the length and breadth of this great
land of ours; namely, the subject of so-
called civil rights.

Rather, I would draw your attention to
the fleld of your civic responsibilities; not
the rights but the responsibilities. Shall we
say, “The responsibilities of talent”? I am
sure that each of you in this class of sum-
mer 1968 is the possessor of more native abil-
ity and talent than the average nonuniver-
sity graduate. Some of you, of course, have
more talents than your fellow classmates.,
These talents of yours have been added to
and polished and sharpened by your years
at Trinity. They are now ready to be used.
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It is about “The Responsibility of Talent"
that I wish to speak to you tonight.

Christ, in His Parable of the Talents, clearly
teaches that He expects more from those to
whom He has given more; and from those
with the greatest talent, He expects the most.
It is a sad and sorry sight to see a man or &
woman possessed with great native talent
wasting the years away with the petty, the
ordinary, and the humdrum.

Today, in this, the greatest nation in the
world, we are faced with the absolutely
frightening problems of sheer survival.
Abroad, we see a strong and populous nation
openly advocating our overthrow by force.
China would invade our shores tomorrow if
she had the strength to do it. Russia openly
advocates our overthrow but currently only
through the process of changing our form of
government by subversion. At home, our
land is torn by great internal problems. We
see a raclal minority group in many places,
particularly in the South, denied certain
rights guaranteed to it by the Constitution
of the United States and the laws of our land.
We see it struggling to recelve those rights.
But, sadly, we also see it hurting itself and
our Nation by insisting on much that is be-
yond its constitutional rights or the consti-
tutional rights of anyone. We see the
sanctity of private property belng attacked
in a fashion unheard of just a few years ago.

Our free enterprise system that has made
possible the world's wealthiest, the world's
strongest, and the world’s happiest nation is
today being taxed to the breaking point.
Our high taxes of all kinds, Including a con-
fiscatory income tax, is having a stifilng ef-
fect on the business of this country. Taxes
can destroy any nation. Perhaps, this is
what Chairman Ehrushchev had in mind last
summer when he said, “We belleve that to-
morrow the Red flag will wave over the
United States, but we will not take it there—
the Americans will do that themselves.” In
Bexar County alone, we have 55 local taxing
authorities. This does not include the State
or Federal.

We see a philosophy of government cod-
dling from the cradle to the grave—a welfare
state for all. We see a philosophy of big
government and big spending. Instead of
government being the instrument of the tax-
payer, in all too many areas the taxpayer is
thought of merely as the source of supply
for big government, spending. We see waste
in government at all levels—Ilocal, State, and
National. Only this, the wealthiest nation
in all history, could support the wasteful
government we have; and we can't do it
forever.

The profit motive, which is the heart of
our free enterprise system, is being criticized
in high places. Confiscatory income taxes
remove much of the incentives to business
to plan, to invest, or to expand. Let us hope
that Congress will soon cut taxes and thus
lighten this heavy load on business and ac-
company this with a corresponding reduc-
tion of Government spending.

We see gigantic labor unions with millions
of dollars in their treasuries controlling elec-
tlons and politicians. Their monopolistic
actlons are largely beyond our present laws.
No one questions the right of labor to or-
ganize. No one doubts that great good has
come from organized labor, but something
must be done through legislation to control
the great power organized labor has achieved,
not only for the good of business and the
general publie, but for the laboring man him-
self.

On December 2, 1823, President James Mon-
roe announced a new policy for the United
States. It came to be known as the Monroe
Doctrine. It has been echoed by every Presi-
dent since Mr. Monroe's time, including Mr.
John F. Eennedy. That policy in the past
has meant that the Americas are for the
Americans, and without foreign interference
or forelgn pressure or foreign domination.
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I would like to ask this 1963 class of Trin-
ity: Do we, today, have a Monroe Doctrine?
And, if so, what does it mean today—to-
night—if you please? How does it apply to
Cuba as we are gathered here this evening?
How is it possible under the Monroe Doctrine
for Russian guns and planes to be pointed
across a mere 90 miles of ocean at our shores,
with a sneering, threatening dictator daring
the United States to come and remove those
menaces to our safety? How ls this possible
under the Monroe Doctrine of James Mon-
roe and Teddy Roosevelt?

We see our Government giving away the
substance of this great Nation of ours in
ever-increasing amounts. We have seen some
of it, like the Marshall plan, doing great good
in restoring deserving peoples to a state of
self-support and self-respect. But today, we
now see millions and millions being wasted
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I will have to let the politicians handle these
matters because I am just too busy. I am
80 busy, In fact, that I can’t even serve on
my church, or hospital, or school board, or
give time to any service club or civic orga-
nization. In fact, all I can do is look after
my job and then maybe sit back and do as
many others do, just criticize those who do
work for the benefit of their community,
their State, or their Nation.”

It would be very easy for you to say these
things and a lot of people would accept this
as a valid excuse for falling to inform your-
self on the important issues confronting this
Nation today, and then, having formed &
well-thought-out solution for each one of
them, letting your opinion be heard. Christ,
however, teaches that from him who has
been given a great talent, great things are
expected—not just making a living for one-

in a futile attempt to win friends and influ-
ence people to our form of government. We
also see untold millions being given to our
avowed enemies. This, I am sure, they dou-
bly enjoy. In speaking of foreign ald on a
worldwide basis, Eugene Black, the former
President of the World Bank says, “None of
our objectives has been achieved.”

Should we ald a forelgn power in setting
up a U.8. financed, but foreign government-
owned factory to compete with U.S. factories,
as in the case of the steel mill proposed for
India?

Should we aid governments which ex-
propriate U.S.-owned property without com-
pensation, as in the cases of Ceylon and
Brazil? BShould we have glven Marshal Tito,
of Yugoslavia $901 million during the past 9
years with $136 million In this year's pro-
gram while he stands with Khrushchev on
the Berlin question and on all other cold
war matters? Should another $900 million
have gone to Communist Poland in the last
7 years while Poland reships that aild to
Cuba and North Vietnam and East Germany?
Is that even half smart?

Should we have glven the Dictator Su-
karno, of Indonesia, $780 million to bolster
his government while he threatens Singa-
pore, Malaya, and Borneo—each a friend of
the United States?

Two years ago, Mrs. Miller and I traveled
through the communistic countries of
Czechoslovakia, Poland, and Russia, and a
number of so-called neutral countries in-
cluding Indonesia. They have no love for
the United States. They are not our friends,
yet directly and Indirectly, we are glving
them millions of American dollars in ald.
In the last few weeks, Mr. Ehrushchev is
smiling in a very friendly fashion. His hand
is extended in a most cordial manner. But,
we must not forget that this is the man who
has vowed to “bury” us. This is the man
who has always broken his commitments
whenever it suited him. One should not be
moved to complacency simply because an
avowed enemy smiles at one once in a while,

How much of your first month’'s salary
check, which you will recelve after gradua-
tlon, do you want to give to Czechoslovakia,
Poland, Yugoslavia, Indonesla, United Arab
Republic, Cuba, and so on and on? How
much of the Treasury of the United States
should go to subsidize the enemies of the
United States and the so-called neutrals?

The two World Wars and the fiscal policles
of the United States have led to a national
debt of 300 billion or approximately $7,000
for each family in the United States. The
interest alone is mounting at the rate of
$17,000 a minute. In the 20 minutes which
will elapse while I am talking to you this
evening, the interest on the mational debt
alone will increase $134,000.

These are some of the problems that you
otmchuormmet 1963 will face tomor-
‘It will be vm-y easy for you

think about
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self and one’s family, as important as that
is. These great problems hanging over
our heads, threatening our very existence
as a nation, simply have to be solved
and settled. This country must look
for the solutions to these matters to those
possessed with leadership and great talents.
In the laboratories, in the libraries, and in
the classrooms here at Trinity, you have
learned to seek the truth; you have learned
to look it In the face and analyze it. You
have learned to look through the mask of
mere appearances for the hard facts of
reality. You of the class of summer 1863,
here at Trinity tonight, and the others like
you in the other great universities of the
Nation, must lock through the maze of con-
flicting testimony and confused thinking
and help solve these and the other ques-
tions of our time. This s your responsibil-
ity. This is the “Responsibility of Talent.”

In every public opinion poll, there is al-
ways 15 to 25 percent of those polled who
have no opinion, one way or another. In
this time of instantaneous communication
by radlo, TV, newspapers, and magazines,
when all of the facts are presented and all
points of views are expressed, it would seem
that every citizen would take sufficient time
and have sufficlent interest in what is going
on to contemplate on the great issues of our
time and form an opinion.

Of course, among you there will be differ-
ences of opinion as to the proper solution to
pursue on each major issue. This is as it
should be. For it is in the free debate of a
free and informed people that the final and
proper solution to any problem can finally
emerge. It is indifference and fuzzy think-
ing that are the eternal enemies of freedom.
In the long span of history, freedom has
more often been lost by indifference, by cre-
dulity, and by selfishness than by conquering
armies.

Therefore, to you who possess great talent
falls the responsibility of making your
strength of character, your learning, and
your thoughtfulness felt. Your first contact
is, of course, your own circle of friends.
Then comes your representatives in Austin
and Washington—and through all means
available to you—word of mouth, letters, tele-
grams—through any means at your disposal.
It is the job of those with talent to study
and lead. Give your Nation the benefit of
the extra talents which God has so gener-
ously entrusted to you. From you with the
most, God and your country expects the
most. So now, as we are gathered here to-
gether tonight under this starry canopy
which covers the strongest, the richest, and
the happlest land in all the world, but at the
same time a land which is beset by threats of
enemies from abroad and grave problems
here at home; it is my prayer that you, the
class of summer 1963, here at Trinity, will
clearly recognize the responsibility of your
talents and down through the years which lie
ahead, use those talents to the end that our
way of life is preserved and our great Na-
tion made even greater.

November 4

TRADE DECISION ON YUGOSLAVIA
IRKS KENNAN

Mr. MORSE, Mr. President, an article
recently published in the Washington
Post appeared under the headline “Trade
Decision on Yugoslavia Irks Kennan.”

The article begins as follows:

George F, Kennan, a leading U.S. author-
ity on communism, has told Congress he is
bitter because it lgnored his advice and re-
voked favored trade status to Yugoslavia.

Later in the article the Ambassador is
quoted as saying:

If I had known, when I was offered the
position of Ambassador in Yugoslavia, how
little value the Congress would assign to my
own judgment, I would not have accepted
the appointment.

Mr. President, I say to the good Am-
bassador that there was nothing to keep
him from resigning long before he did.

We have a very interesting series of
statements from this Ambassador. I do
not know whether he knows what the
position of an Ambassador is, vis-a-vis
the Congress of the United States; but
I should like to suggest to him that, in
my opinion, such show of pigue is not
going to impress very many Members
of Congress. Perhaps he should rest
from his labors before he utters any ad-
ditional effusions such as this one. Sure-
ly he knew when he went to Belgrade
that it is a function of Congress and not
the President, much less an Ambassador,
to regulate trade with Yugoslavia and
every other nation. Mr, Kennan's views
on the matter were well known, as were
his views in support of continued U.S. aid
to Yugoslavia. Congress simply did not
agree with him.

I would not be a bit surprised if, be-
fore we get through with the foreign aid
bill, there may be some other ambassa-
dors whose entrenched selfish interests
may in some way, somehow, be jeopard-
ized by the final version of the bill, and
they will not be too happy with the
Congress. But we can dispense with
their services; and if any of them share
Mr. Eennan’s views, they should line up
on the right, waiting outside the office of
the Secretary of State as they present

their written resignations.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the entire article be printed at
this point in the RECORD.

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

TrADE DECISION ON YUGOSLAVIA IRKS KENNAN
(By Endre Marton)

George F. Kennan, a leading U.S. author-
ity on communism, has told Congress he is
bitter because it ignored his advice and re-
voked favored trade status to Yugoslavia.

At the time Kennan became Ambassador to
Yugoslavia in 1961 that nation enjoyed most-
favored-nation status in tariff matters—
meaning it could claim the same tarifl privi-
leges as those accorded any other nation by
the United Stafes.

This status was extended to Yugoslavia,
and Poland as well, by both the Eisenhower
and Eennedy administrations, The theory
was that by encouraging trade with these
Communist natlons the United States could
help them avoid being forced completely
under Moscow’s domination.

But Congress revoked the most-favored-
nation status for both countries last year
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and its restoration is pending business now
in the Senate.

“If T had known, when I was offered the
position of Ambassador in Yugoslavia, how
little value the Congress would assign to my
own judgment, I would not have accepted
the appointment,” Kennan sald in a memo-
randum prepared at the request of the Sen-
ate Subcommittee on National Security Staff-
ing and Operations.

Senator Henry M. JacksoN, Democrat, of
Washington, released the memorandum
yesterday.

The diplomat, who served as U.S. Ambassa-
dor to the Soviet Union, retired from the
Forelgn Service in 1953. In 1961 he accepted
President Eennedy's call and went to Bel-
grade, but retired again late last summer to
return to his professorship at the Institute
for Advanced Study at Princeton.

Congress, Kennan complained, placed re-
strictions on trade with Yugoslavia last year
“in the face of the most solemn and formal
sort of warnings and objections on my part.”

When an Ambassador's recommendations
are disr , then his usefulness as a
whole is affected, Eennan warned.

He sald he had similar troubles with the
executive departments especially when the
State Department had no primary responsi-
bility for the decision,

“] was never sure,” EKennan said, “that
they understood, or shared, or respected, the
policy determinations of the Department of
State with relation to Yugoslavia. I had the
impression, perhaps erroneous, that many of
these people were going on the assumption
that Yugoslavia was a member of the Soviet
bloc, a thesis contrary to our own observa-
tions and to the established analysis of the
Department.”

The former diplomat was critlcal also
about the lack of information from Wash-
ington on “what was going on at home in
matters affecting our work in Belgrade.”

Because of the secrecy of internal security
organs, for instance, the Embassy asked in
vain for information whether the Yugoslave
in the United States were conducting any
sort of activity to which we could object.
Such information was important to deter-
mine U.S. policy toward Yugoslavia, he sald.

“We simply had to bat in the dark in all
such matters,” Kennan added.

On the organization of the Gov-
ernment from the standpoint of foreign af-
falrs, Kennan suggested that the Secretary of
Btate should get wider authority to handle
the Nation's external affairs.

Such a change in the Government’s strue-
true implies, however, a priority of foreign
policy, meaning that external affairs should
be given precedence over internal issues, and
that foreign policy should not be permitted
to become a function of domestic-political
convenience, Eennan said.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oregon yield?

Mr. MORSE. Iyield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I commend the Sen-
ator from Oregon for his statement.

What bewilders me is the absolute be-
lief by Mr. Kennan that his judgment
is infallible. Why does he think all
others are wrong and that he is right?

Mr. MORSE. Because he is Mr. Ken-
nan.
Mr., LAUSCHE. This morning, there
came to my desk a letter in which if is
stated that a number of Yugoslavs at-
tended a handicraft fair in Vienna, Aus-
tria, and that 83 of those visitors refused
to return to Yugoslavia. That develop-
ment raises this very interesting ques-
tion: If things under the Communist
domination of Tito are so good and so
sound, why are those people from Slo-
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venia, Croatia, and Serbia trying to re-
main in Austria, just as many of the East
Germans are jumping to their death or
are proceeding in the face of guns in
their attempts to escape the oppression
in East Germany?

It seems to me that on the basis of
these facts, Mr. Kennan cannot speak
categorically about the goodness of the
Tito government. I, for one, believe we
are confronted with a great propaganda
play which is thrown at us at a time when
the foreign aid bill is being considered
by the Senate.

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator
from Ohio. I am somewhat at a loss to
understand the attitude of the Kennans
in our Foreign Service, for he is not
alone, Apparently they seem to think
they are oracles on foreign policy; and
when any question is raised in regard to
what should be in a foreign aid bill, they
seem to think we should bend the knee,
bow from the waist, and yield to their
bad judgment—for seldom do men of
this type have good judgment.

Mr. President, I shall continue to point
out that we have responsibilities in for-
eign policy. We have responsibilities in
determining how much of the taxpayers’
money shall be made available for ex-
penditure on foreign policy. Mr. Ken-
nan needs to learn that lesson. Some
who are still ambassadors will have to
learn that lesson. We have the very
clear duty to see that the financial side
of foreign aid is checked very closely by
the elected representatives of the people;
namely, the Congress of the United
States.

JOURNALISTIC WORKSHOPS FOR
AFRICAN JOURNALISTS

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, jour-
nalism is an important factor in the
growth and development of any country,
as an informed citizenry is basic in the
establishment and preservation of a free
society.

Recently the African-American Insti-
tute Regional Workshops were held in
Addis Ababa, Dar Es Salaam, and Lagos,
Africa. These journalistic schools or
workshops are conducted with the coop-
eration of the State Department and our
foreign aid programs.

Four American journalists and teach-
ers conducted three 2-week regional
workshops for African journalists during
July and August 1963. A workshop was
sited in each of the three previously
mentioned cities where the African-
American Institute has regional oversea
offices. Each workshop lasted approxi-
mately 2 weeks with formal sessions of
7 hours a day on weekdays and a half
day on Saturday. In addition to local
material used for these study courses,
three American textbooks were issued to
the participants, one on reporting, one
on broadcasting and on English style.

At the conclusion of the sessions, a
total of 94 participants received certifi-
cates of completion. Twelve others par-
ticipated but did not complete the mini-
mum requirements. The 94 represented
15 African countries and worked for 41
news publications, 12 broadecasting or-
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ganizations, 9 information ministries,
and 3 news agencies.

Members of the workshop instruc-
tional team were Mr, Malvin R. Goode,
news commentator, American Broadcast-
ing Co., New York; Mr. John McCor-
mally, editor of the Hutchinson News,
Kansas; Prof. Burton Marvin, dean, Wil-
liam Allen White School of Journalism,
University of Kansas, and Dr. Sydney W.
Head, field coordinator.

It is of particular interest to those of
us from Kansas that our State had two
outstanding journalists on the team, Dr.
Burton Marvin, dean of the William Al-
len White School of Journalism, Uni-
versity of Kansas, and Mr. John
MecCormally, editor of the Hutchinson
News, Hutchinson, Kans.

For decades Kansas has been recog-
nized nationally and internationally as
an outstanding journalism center and
this is another honor for our State.

An excellent summary report was pre-
pared by the group and is now being
studied by representatives of our State
Department.

MISREPRESENTATIONS BY CERTAIN
SEGMENTS OF THE PRESS

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, it was
with much interest that I read the Con-
GRESSIONAL REecorp of our last session
prior to today, I refer to the colloquy
between the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from Georgia and the distinguished
Senior Senator from Oregon with re-
spect to what they exposed as misrepre-
sentations made against them and ap-
pearing in one of the local papers.

I commiserate with them. Over 10
years ago a pair of smear writers wrote a
smear book that smeared some two dozen
Senators. I was one of them. They
charged that I was pro-Communist, a
leftwinger and a “fellow traveler” be-
cause of my declaration of conscience.
Against the vigorous warnings of good
friends, I sued them for libel. I was
the only one of the two dozen maligned
Senators who did sue them for libel.

It took me 4% years to get them into
court after their constant stalling and
attempts to evade the inevitable. And
on the first day when the jury was about
to be selected as the case opened, their
spokesman got up in court and admitted
that what they had written about me
was false. They folded and made a
public apology and retraction in promi-
nent newspaper advertisements for
which they paid—and they paid dam-
ages.

It was a complete victory for me and a
significant victory against what Sen-
ators RusserLr and MorsE have called
“yellow journalism”—and while the
smear writers folded when the “chips
were down,” it took me 4% years to nail
them down, to even get them to trial.

Over the weekend I read last Friday's
Recorp with much interest for while
Senators RusseLL and Morse denounced
the misrepresentations made against
them in a local paper, they were rela-
tively lucky compared to the misrepre~
sentations made against me on Sep-
tember 28, 1963, in a column carried by
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hundreds of newspapers throughout the
Nation.

It was just a month ago today that my
assistant wrote a letter of documenta-~
tion refuting the misrepresentations
made against me. Because I believe the
Members of the Senate will be interested
in that letter, I ask unanimous consent
that it be placed in the body of the
REecorp at this point.

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

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., October 4, 1963.
Mr. DREW PEARSON,
Washington, D.C.

Dear DrEw: Over the years you have fre-
quently praised Senator SmrTH in your col-
umn—and you have frequently condemned
her. Your record of reaction to her, I think,
is actually an unconscious tribute to her in-
dependence. For when you praised her on
such matters as the declaration of con-
sclence, her vote against Admiral Strauss,
and her vote against CIA Director John Mec-
Cone, others denounced her and impugned
her motives on the very positions which you
praised.

Over the years you have frequently made
misrepresentations against Senator SmITH.
Many of those misrepresentations were fed
to you by those who wished to reap re-
venge against Senator Smura and discredit
her through your column. On one occasion
you made a public statement that you had
been in error and had been unfair to Sena-
tor SMITH on a radio broadcast you had made
2 years prior.

On the other hand, I know of occaslons
when some of her enemies have given you
information and urged you to write against
her on the basis of that information—but
before doing so you have checked on such
information and finding it to be untrue, you
have refused to be a party to misrepresenta-
tlons against Senator SmiTH. There have
been occasions when you called her office to
check on facts before writing a column
against her. For example, prior to writing
your column of September 17, 1963, in which
you were critical of Reserve members of the
Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee,
you called me and told me that you were
writing such a column and wanted to check
on whether Senator Smrra was in the Air
Force Reserve. I confirmed that she was a
lieutenant colonel in the Air Force, Reserve,
retired (incidentally she does not and never
will receive retired pay in that status), I
think that the opinions that you expressed
in that column were not justified but you
are entitled to your own opinions.

It is when you are in error on facts and
have not made an effort to be sure of your
facts that I take issue with you. That is
why I take issue with your column of Sep-
tember 28, 1963, which is replete with mis-
representations and on which you did not
check with Senator SmrTH or her office prior
to writing that column as you had on the
prior column of September 17, 1963, related
to the same subject of the test ban treaty.

Instead you accepted the misrepresenta-
tions given to you by Leo Goodman, whom
you cast in a magnanimous forgiving role
and Senator SmrrH in the role of a political
ingrate. You made no effort to check on
the accuracy of the charges made by Good-
man against Senator Smira. Those charges
were (1) the implication that Goodman had
singlehandedly elected . SMITH In her
first race for Congress and which you char-
acterized as a struggle for her; (2)-the charge
that Goodman had “asked for an appoint-
ment with" Senator Smrra during the week
of September 15-21; and -(3) the charge that
Senator SmrTH had refused to give Goodman
an appointment and that I had “bawled out”
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Goodman “for trying to influence her vote.”

It is evident not only that Goodman sup-
plied your story against Senator SBmrrH from
the manner in which you quote him but that
he contacted you on Tuesday after the vote
that day and gave you the story with the
false charges. It was a strange performance
of forgiving on Goodman's part. Let me set
the record straight on the Goodman charges
against Senator SmrITH.

1. That Goodman went to Lewiston, Maine,
and singlehandedly elected Mrs. SmiTH when
she first ran for Congress.

In her first election to Congress, Mrs.
SmiTH won by an 11 to 1 margin over
her opposition. That is hardly a narrow
margin for which any individual or any
group could claim credit for singlehandedly
electing Mrs. SmrrH. As for whether Good-
man’s going to Lewiston was a decisive fac-
tor or not, let the record speak for itself—
Lewiston gave Mrs. SmitH a tremendous
total of 303 votes in that election.

Goodman's labor affiliation is with the
CIO, now the combined AFL-CIO. What is
the record of the CIO? Is it one for which
Senator SmrrH has any political indebted-
ness? Hardly, for Goodman's CIO opposed
Mrs. SMITH in 1944, in 1954, and in 1960.

For example, in 1964 her Democratic op-
ponent officially reported that a majority of
all his campaign funds came from the CIO's
Political Action Commiteee. And in 1960, al-
though the 1960 COPE voting scorecard rated
Senator Smrre 80 percent right (higher than
its ratings for Senators Estes Kefauver and
CrinTOoN ANDERSON whom COPE vigorously
supported for reelection that year), the AFL—~
CIO's COPE was the largest source of cam-
paign funds for Senator SMITH'S opposition
and COPE made an all-out effort to defeat
Senator SmrrH. If Goodman is the friend
to Senator SmrrH that he contends he is,
then it would appear that his influence with
his own CIO with respect to Senator SMITH
is nil.

2. That Goodman had “asked for an ap-
pointment with" Senator SmITH during the
week of September 15-21.

The truth is that Goodman did not ask
for an appointment during the week of Sep-
tember 16-21 (the week he apparently rep-
resented to you). In fact, he did not ask
for an appointment at any time. Instead
he suddenly appeared in the reception room
of Senator SmrTH's office at 10 o'clock the
morning of September 24, 1963, just 30 min-
utes before the test ban treaty vote at
10:30—without any previous request by
letter or by telephone call—and asked to
see Senator SmITH immediately. The recep-
tionist told Goodman that the Senate was
convening at that very minute of 10 o’clock
and that Senator Smrre had to be in her
seat at 10:156 for the only time a picture
has ever been taken of the Senate in session
(for historical purposes—Senators had been
warned the day before to be in their seats
at that time—see page 17775 of the Cow-
GRESSIONAL REcorp of September 23, 1963—
and a call had been received by the recep-
tionist at 9:30, before Goodman arrived, re-
minding of the necessity of being in the
Benate at 10:15) and that she thought that
Senator SmrrH had already left the office for
the Senate floor for the start of the session.
The receptionist then buzzed Senator
SmrrH's office and when there was no answer
on the telephone, she informed Goodman
that there was no answer. He then left the
office.

3. That Senator SmrrH had refused to give
Goodman an appointment and that I had
“bawled out” Goodman “for trying to influ-
ence her vote."

The truth is that Goodman had not sought
an appointment as set forth above. As to
whether I “bawled out” Goodman is a mat-
ter of interpretation. I would not in the
slightest deny that I spoke to him very
bluntly and that I expressed my resentment
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that he would be so presumptuous that he
would think that he could at the last minute
come up and tell Senator SmITH how to
vote.

The truth is that Goodman came up to
me as I was standing in line with other sena-
torial staff assistants at the register door to
sign for a pass to the Senate floor and said
that he wanted to talk with me about her
vote on the test ban treaty. In very blunt
words, I told Goodman that he had had
weeks before to come up and talk with Sen-
ator SmITH but had made no effort until at
that last minute and that it was highly pre-
sumptuous of him to attempt to influence
her vote at that time which was around
10:15. I have checked this with another
senatorial staff assistant (of a liberal Demo-
cratic Senator who voted for the test ban
treaty) who witnessed the entire exchange
and who later termed Goodman's tactic as
“incredible.”

Inasmuch as Goodman has apparently mis-
represented to you that he had tried unsue-
cessfully the week before for an appointment
with Senator SmrrH, it is relevant to point
out that the truth is that the last time that
Goodman contacted Senator Smrre or her
office was on August 1, 1962, or more than a
Yyear before his sudden appearance on Sep-
tember 24, 1963. On August 1, 1962, Good-
man called on Senator SmiTH in her office
and requested her to endorse him for ap-
pointment as an Atomic Energy Commis-
sioner. Senator SmurE told him that she
would be delighted to do so—but said that
as a frlend she wondered if her endorsement
would not hurt more than help since it
would be to Democratic President Kennedy
whose personal dislike of her was evidenced
in the fact that he was the only Democratic
Senator who had agreed to go into Maine to
campaign against her. That was in 1054
when Joe McCarthy attempted to have her
defeated, as you well remember—and when
Senator Kennedy refused to support the
Massachusetts Democratic senatorial nomi-
nee against Senator SaLToNsTALL but did go
into Maine to campaign against Senator
SmrrH. Senator SmiTH told Goodman to
think it over and call her later if he still
felt her endorsement would help—that she
would be delighted to do it if he still wanted
her to after thinking it over. She never
heard from him' that time until his sudden
appearance more than a year later on Sep-
tember 24, 1963, minutes before the test ban
treaty vote.

Thus far, I have dealt with the major
misrepresentations in your column that were
apparently given to you by Goodman. In
conclusion, I want to comment on your
false charge in that column that Senator
SmMmITH voted her political ambitions instead
of her conscience on the test ban treaty.
You sought to indict her with a motivation
of a 1964 Goldwater-Smith ticket because
she voted the same as Senator GOLDWATER
In voting against the treaty.

This is reminiscent of guilt by association
and trial by accusation tactics that Senator
SmiTH denounced in her “Declaration of con-
science” on June 1, 1950—tactics which you
yourself have repeatedly denounced when
criticizing those with whom you disagree.
In indicting Senator Smrra with this guilt
by association tactic on the grounds that she
voted the same way that Senator GoLowaTer
did in voting against the treaty, you con-
veniently omitted the fact that on the only
direct vote with respect to Senator Gorp-
wATER on the test ban treaty—the Gold-
water reservation—she voted against Senator
GOLDWATER by voting against the Goldwater
reservation.

Have you forgotten your column in which
you alleged that Senator GorLpwaTer said
that she would not get a nickel from his
Republican senatorial campaign committee
(of which he was chairman) because she
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voted against the confirmation of Admiral
Strauss?

You have every right to disagree with
Senator SmrTH'Ss vote on the test ban treaty.
You have every right to criticize and attack
her on that vote. But you have no right to
make misrepresentations against her and
impugn her integrity merely because you dis-
agree with her.

Sincerely,
‘WiLriam C. LEwis, Jr.,
Ezecutive Assistant to Senator Smith.

LOCAL SERVICE PROGRESSES AS
INDUSTRY AND CAB WORK TO-
GETHER

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, it
was my pleasure to attend the quarterly
meeting of the Association of Local
Transport Airlines in Honolulu last
weekend, The meeting, well and pleas-
urably hosted by Aloha and Hawaiian
Airlines, had the largest attendance of
any meeting in the association’s history.

One of the most thoughtful and
encouraging of the addresses given at the
convention was that of Joseph Minetti,
a member of the Civil Aeronautics
Board.

In his statement regarding the local
service subsidy problem, Mr. Minetti
made it clear that “the Board is not
about to subsidize local carriers out of
business.” He emphasized the need for
the Board, the carriers, and the com-
munities they serve to work together to
assure “a financially healthy local serv-
ice industry, reasonable fares for the
public, and sound subsidy reductions.”

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Minetti’'s speech be printed in the
RECORD.

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

Locar SErvicE 1N RETROSPECT AND PROSPECT
(Address by Hon. G. Joseph Minetti)

Iam ted to be back with you in this
hospltable city of Honolulu. Here, b years
ago I had the pleasure of addressing your
association. The years that have elapsed
since that meeting have seen outstanding
progress in Honolulu, Hawaii is now a State.
There have been many advances in our way
of living. In the field of air transportation,
dynamic strides have been made.

Today marks another im t milestone
in the air tion annals of the State
of Hawail. A new thrift class of air service
between California and Hawall was inaugu-
rated this morning. Gov. John A. Burns,
in his correspondence with the Civil Aero-
nautics Board, sized up the impact of Pan
American’s $100 new economy fare in these
words: “Any reduction in the cost of trans-
portation between our State and the main-
land has important beneficial implications
for Hawail. The proposed $100 fare would
bring substantial numbers of economy-
minded travelers into Hawalii’s travel mar-
ket. Equally important, it would encourage
more frequent travel to the mainland by
many island residents whose frips presently
are limited to rare occasions because
financial considerations, It would appear
the proposed lower rate could generate sub-
stantial new business to the economic ad-
vantage of this State and would indeed en-
courage prospects for development of our
travel industry.”

I am certain all of you here today agree
with Governor Burns, and share my hope
for the success of this new venture in low

fare air transportation.
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But let us talk for a little bit about your
success—the success which you have achieved
in the 6 years since we last met here. The
figures on your performance are gquite im-
pressive. For the 12 months ended June 380,
1958, you carried 4 million passengers. In
the 12 months ended June 30, 1963, you car-
ried over 8 million passengers. In the same
1958 period the total revenue ton-miles of
traffic carried was 80 million, In the year
ended June 30, 1963, they had grown to 180
million. The year ended June 30, 1958, saw
you obtain $56 million in commercial oper-
ating revenues. By June 30, 1963, that an-
nual figure had almost tripled to nearly
$145 million. Moreover, these impressive im-
provements in performance were not un-
attended by increases in profits. On the con-
trary, in 1958 the local service industry
reported a net income of only $1.1 million.
By June 30, 1963, your reported profits to-
taled nearly $5 million.

One solid measure both of your success
and of your improved ability to render good
service to the public is the fact that in 1958
your total fleet consisted of 219 aircraft, of
which only 23 could be characterized as mod-
ern. Today, you operate over 383 alrcraft,
of which more than 211 are the most mod-
ern, twin-engine types, providing service in
the United States.

I think we are both entitled to be proud
of this performance. I recognize the sub-
stantial effort and considerable management
skill which has enabled you to reach this
high operating level, and I think you too
recognize the very healthy and active part
which the Board, in both its route and rate
programs, has played in assisting the indus-
try in reaching these goals.

At the same time let us not lose sight of
the great assistance and understanding giv-
en you by Members of the U.S. Congress,
particularly those on the House Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce Committee and the
Senate Commerce Committee.

We at the Board are entitled to be proud
of the healthy and effective cooperation
which has in the past and will in the future
continue to exist between the Board and the
Assoclation of Local Transport Airlines. For
example, in 19568 I made reference to a docu-
ment containing some imaginative ideas, but
representing a marked departure from past
concepts in ratemaking. That document
which had then been circulated for your
comments and was the begin-
ning of a project that 2 years later culmi-
nated in the first local service subsidy class
rate. I think it is fair to say that without
your cooperation and vision, it would have
been difficult, if not impossible, to have made
effective this significant contribution to the
regulatory framework in which you operate.
The record clearly indicates the advantages
which have resulted from this great coopera-
tive effort.

The local service industry did not have a
single year, prior to 1961 and the adoption
of the first-class rate, in which the carriers
as a group reported satisfactory earnings.
Indeed, as a result of the open subsidy rates
subject to retroactive adjustment for the
major portion of the time, the carriers’ fi-
nancial statements, generally speaking, added
up to losses, rather than profits. Such losses,
however, were not real, because they were
ultimately offset by retroactive subsidy
awards. You know far better than I what a
serious impact the lack of final subsidy rate
determinations had on your standing in the
financlal community and your ability to fi-
nance on reasonable terms,

The revitalization of your credit standing
and investor confidence in the local service
industry since 1961 has been as heartening
to the Board as to you. The satisfactory
results under the class rate have been all the
more encouraging to the because we
were not unaware of the fact that the em-
barkation on a radically revised approach to
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the local service subsidy rate determination—
the class rate—was not without considerable
risk.

In the first 2 calendar years under the ¢lass
rate, 1861 and 1962, the local carriers as a
group reported a rate of return on invest-
ment in excess of 11 percent. While aggre-
gate earnings in the first half of 1963 have
declined in both absolute and relative terms,
we note that the rate of return on invest-
ment for the 13 local carriers in the 12
months ended June 30, 1963, approximated
10 percent.

There are several other healthy signs of
financial improvement. Through the rein-
vestment of the bulk of earnings of recent
years and a number of individual security
issues, the equity base of the local carriers
has grown substantially. By June 1963, the
common equity of the carriers reached 35
percent of total capital with an encourag-
ing, though modest, decline in the ratio of
debt to total capitalization from roughly 75
percent to something below 65 percent.

Another encouraging factor and one that
bodes well for the industry’s ability to fi-
nance future capital requirements on rea-
sonable terms is the relationship between
the market value of your common stock and
the book value of each carrier's stock. Data
for a recent period this summer indicate that
the common stock of 11 of the 12 local
service carriers whose stock is traded publicly
was selling above 1ts book value and, in the
majority of cases, the spread between mar-
ket value and book value was quite sub-
stantial. In the sole instance in which a car-
rier was selling below book value, the differ-
ence was only a few cents.

I think all of you will agree that the
Board's approach in 1960 in instructing the
staffl to work with industry representatives
toward the development of the best class rate
that could be jointly devised was an emi-
nently sound one.

Of course, we are not entirely satisfied
with some of the gquirks and disparities in
the presently effective class rate. I know
that there is a wide range of opinion among
the 13 local service carriers as to both the
good features and the apparent inequities
in this rate structure. Nevertheless, I do
not know of a single carrier or any one on
the Board’s staff, nor any one in the finan-
cial community, who is of the opinion that
the abandonment of the class rate prin-
ciple and a reversion to the individual sub-
sidy rate concept would be either in the
public interest or in your private interest.

I would certalnly like to express a note of
optimism that the cooperative efforts and
the intelligence of the carrier representatives
and the Board staff should unguestionably
assist the Board in formulating a far sound-
er class rate structure than either of the first
two. And one, I am sure, which could be
implemented within a relatively short time.

What I have said so far is strictly on the
bright side. There are, of course, some dis-
appointing trends. Subsidy payments more
than doubled, from £33 million, in the an-
nual period ending June 30, 1958, to $69 mil-
lion in the 1963 period. On the other hand,
we recognize that each dollar of subsidy
bought more service in 1968 than it did in
1958. The really troublesome aspect from
your standpoint, as well as the Board's, is
the decline in load factor from approximate-
ly 46 percent to about 426 percent. It
seems to me that the heart of any program
for the reduction of subsidy requirements
of the air carriers would be inevitably linked
with load factor improvements.

The break-even load factor for the local
service industry, which Is now so far ad-
vanced in the DC-3 replacement program,
has reached the approximate level of 60 per-
cent before return on investment. Roughly
65 percent would be the break-even point in-
cluding fair return on investment. The
spread between your 43 percent recent load
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factor and the 65 percent break-even, includ-
ing return element, is a simple way to explain
the industry’s need for subsidy in the mag-
nitude approximating one-third of total op-
erating revenues.

For years, your assoclation has been ac-
tively interested in the development of pro-
grams for subsidy reduction. Obviously,
your objective was not to reduce subsidy
payments to a level which would jeopardize
your ability to perform the service required
by the public convenience and necessity in
an economic and efficient manner. Rather,
your various pronouncements over the years
have been pointed toward types of actions
which were Intended, in your opinion, to
produce a significant decrease in subsidy
without jeopardizing adequate service.

I think it is completely accurate to state
that the Board's objective has been to move
in a similar direction.

Let us reflect for a moment on the prog-
gress already made, particularly in providing
operating flexibility in the typical local serv-
ice carrier certificates. Fifteen years ago,
typical local service flights stopped at each
intermediate point on a given route and
the chief flexibility in a carrler's operations
was the authority to turn around short of
a terminal point on a particular route seg-
ment. I believe that a sound program in the
direction of curtalling restrictions can fur-
ther improve the economy of your opera-
tions and the service performed for the
public. At the same time, we should not
lose sight of the tremendous progress al-
ready made. In those instances in which
sound, healthy subsidy improvements can
be attained by route improvements, you have
a real “selling job" to do. It is up to you to
develop an adequate record in appropriate
proceedings and to convince the Board that
the specific route improvements you seek,
which all too frequently have their highly
controversial or competitive aspects, are in
the public interest.

By now, I am sure, you are familiar with
the Board's report to the President on the
airline subsidy reduction program. I am not
certain whether this report has produced
more understanding or misunderstanding in
the months since its release.

Accordingly, at the outset I would like to
comment very briefly about this delicate
subject and make the position of the Board
very clear. In a letter to Senators MAGNUSON
and MonNrONEY, the Board through our
Chairman, stated, "I wish to assure you
again that in line with our customary prac-
tice we intend to keep abreast of the sub-
sidy needs of all carriers at all times so that
if it should appear that these estimates are
out of line with the carriers’ requirements,
we shall revise them at the appropriate time
and if necessary, request a supplemental ap-
propriation.”

I believe this statement, more than any-
thing else, should set at ease the minds of
the local service industry. The Board Is
not about to subsidize local carriers out of
business. Where there is an absolute need
for subsidy, it will be paid.

On the procedural side, may I assure you
that it was very expressly and specifically
contemplated by the Board, in its discus-
sions, that the report would not be con-
sidered more than a tentative program until
the industry had an opportunity to analyze
it, submit comments on it, and discuss it
with the Board and its stafl. This, of course,
is aside from the tentative nature of the re-
port pending the Board’'s receipt of com-
ments from the executive branch, as well as
any expressions or congressional action
which may be forthcoming.

This assurance that the Board did not in-
tend to finalize its thinking before it heard
from you also encompassed the somewhat
related problem of the development of a new
class rate, which we hope will be made effec-
tive at the earliest possible date in 1964.
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I am sure it is no breach of the confiden-
tial nature of internal Board discussions to
reveal that not a single Board member ex-
pressed a view different than that the local
carriers would not, could not, and must not
be prejudiced in the negotiation of a new
class rate by virtue of the Board’'s decision
not to consult the local industry prior to
submission of the subsidy reduction report
to the President. I believe Chairman Boyd
reaffirmed that at the meeting with the car-
riers on October 3, and, similarly, in his testi-
mony before the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee on October 14. I agree wholeheart-
edly with his statements assuring you of an
opportunity to be heard, in an effective
sense, before any new programs will be final-
ized to your possible prejudice.

On the substantive side, it is essential to
bear in mind that the report does not indi-
cate a value judgment by the Board as to a
maximum subsidy level which the country
can afford or which the Board believes can
be justified by the public convenlence and
necessity. Nor does it contemplate arbi-
trary annual subsidy levels that must be at-
tained year-by-year regardless of factual de-
velopments bearing on the actual subsidy
requirements of the local carriers, iIndivid-
ually and collectively.

The report, to a considerable extent, is a
forecast of what various programs and fac-
tual developments, such as trafic growth ver-
sus inflationary cost changes, will have on
the need of the carriers in the next 5 years.

Let us not forget, that the subsidy stand-
ards set forth in section 406 of the Federal
Aviation Act have not been amended, and
the need of the air carrlers continues to be
the basic statutory criterion for subsidy
determination.

The Board has no thought of imposing ar-
bitrary cellings on an annual basis to keep
step with the forecast decline in subsidy
need. Moreover, the Board must determine
each year, in light of the latest relevant
factual data and the status of the various
programs which could have an impact on
the carrier’s subsidy requirements, what it
would estimate to be the subsidy require-
ments of the industry for each future year.
Certainly, if the rate of traffic growth ex-
ceeds the rate of forecast in the report, sub-
sidy should decline at a more rapid rate, all
other things being equal. But conversely, if
for some reason, we reach periods of declin-
ing traffic growth, this must necessarily be
reflected in our determination of subsidy
requirements prospectively.

Your association has quite properly al-
ways expressed great interest in programs
for strengthening the routes of local service
carriers by various means. One important
method involves transfers of points or seg-
ments from trunklines to local service car-
riers. This is an area where I helleve that
the initiative of the local service carriers
can accomplish a great deal. I believe the
first step must be the preparation by each
carrier of comprehensive, economic, and
service studies aimed at bringing out the
public service benefits and economic impact
from the standpoint of the communities, the
trunklines, and the particular local carrier
in the specific areas where you believe a
route transfer has a realistic potential.

Potential subsidy savings must be deter-
mined on a realistic basis and a reduction in
subsidy must be shown. Here, too, you must
do a selling job. You must pave the way for
maximum acceptability and minimum re-
sistance by the communities. This you can
do through proper explanation of the ad-
vantages that a local service carrier can
bring to a particular community in the way
of improved and adequate service. Your
selling job with the trunklines might well
address itself to questions of impact of par-
ticular programs on trunkline control of
long-haul traffic, possible joint sales pro-
grams, assurances of convenient trunk-local
connecting services, integration of reserva-
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tion facilities, and even means of absorbing
surplus trunk equipment.

In formal proceedings the support of the
communities and trunklines is not essen-
tial in the determination of public con-
venience and necessity. However, it is only
realistic to assume that the support of the
interested communities and competitive
carriers can go a long way toward eliminat-
ing major obstacles in the path you wish
to pursue.

In this connection, perhaps your associa-
tion can be helpful in making avallable
information of utility to the individual car-
riers as to the success of various transfers
of points on route segments from trunklines
to local service carriers. This is particularly
true in terms of service improvements and
greater traffic generation following such
transfers.

The inclusion of the type of economic
studles of route transfers along the lines
I have discussed should be of great assist-
ance in enabling the Board to determine the
hearing priority to be given a particular
proposal. Concelvably it could also deter-
mine the type of procedure to be used to
process the application, such as, the advisa-
bility of employing the show cause tech-
nique. An extremely important factor, not
only as to the ultimate merits of the Board's
decision, but also in the determination of
priority, would be the factual demonstration
of the potential subsidy impact involved.
Where there is a reasonable likelihood of
a favorable subsidy impact under the pre-
viously announced Board policies for prior-
ities in hearing cases, such applications
would normally be accorded priority treat-
ment.

It is premature to draw any conclusion as
to the effect of a compact air transport as a
successor to the DC-3 until there is some
clarification in the near future as to where
that program is headed. Nevertheless, this
aspect of the problem might well be borne in
mind by the carriers from the standpoint of
looking for types of situations in which a
route transfer would be enhanced in its at-
tractiveness to the public, as well as to the
industry.

Promotional fares, such as Pan-Am's thrift
fare and your own “Visit U.S.A."” fare, have
been occupying the increasing attention of
the industry and the Board in recent years.
I believe that continued careful attention of
the local carriers in the search for economic
promotional fares is even more essential for
the locals than the trunklines. I call your
attention to the following factors, equally
applicable to both segments of the industry,
which, I belleve, emphasize the need for your
diligent efforts to maximize traffic develop-
ment through promotional fares:

1. The sharp increase in the general fare
level in the past b years.

2. In view of the current industry load
factor of less than 48 percent, it is possible
for a major part of future revenue growth to
flow directly to an Improvement in your sub-
sidy or net income position.

3. The success of a number of local car-
riers with programs for the development of
promotional fares.

4. The anomaly of DC-3 fares which are
invariably first-class fares under published
tariffs but which, accordingly, sometimes are
in marked contrast to lower fares for jet
coach operations in the same areas.

I am still convinced, as I was back in 1958,
that something can be accomplished in de-
veloping an equitable arrangement for com-
missions to be pald by the trunk and local
carrlers on the sale of interline tickets, I
know meany studies have been made of pos-
sibilities in this area. A preliminary staff
study indicates that if the prorate system on
joint tickets were modified to provide that
the originating carrier—trunkline or local
service—retain $3 on each ticket and the re-
mainder allocated on a mlleage basis, it
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would increase the revenue of the local serv-
ice airlines by approximately $1.7 million
annually.

I think the prospects of improving the
local service share of interline tickets
through a commission type of arrangement,
or a modification of the present jJoint fare
divisidns, are sufficient to warrant further in-
vestigation by your assoclation. I can as-
sure you of the wholehearted cooperation
of the Board's staff in pursuing this avenue.
The objective should be to determine
whether the local service share of joint tick-
ets for Interline sales is equitable.

Pro, aimed at sound route strength-
ening of the local service industry and the
promotion of efficient operations by the
carriers can be expected to form the back-
bone of any long-range program of subsidy
reduction geared to the gubsidy require-
ments of the carriers. But in addition to
route strengthening, the real key to subsidy
improvement is tied to the load factor on
existing flights as well as any newly author-
ized operations.

The waste inherent in a 43 percent load
factor is a tragic one from the standpoint of
management, the investor, and the taxpayer.

It is only through significant load factor
improvement that the carriers and the pub-
lic can share the benefits of the improved
efficiency that goes with more economical
aircraft.

As President Eennedy said in his trans-
portation message of 1962, “The troubles in
our transportation system are deep; and no
just and comprehensive set of goals * * *
can be quickly or easlly reached. But few
areas of public concern are more basic to
our progress as a nation.”

I hope that sound fare policies, route
strengthening, hard work and constructive
thought geared to load factor improvement
will lead to a financially healthy local serv-
ice industry, reasonable fares for the publie,
and sound subsidy reductions.

I sald in 1058, and I repeat now, Associa-
tlon of Local Transport Airlines can be
proud of its record of cooperation in the
public interest, it has recognized that while
we may disagree on method, our objective
is & common one—the promotion of local air

tlon in the public interest. We
at the Board look forward to a continuance
of our good relationship in working toward
this objective.

SALE OF WHEAT TO RUSSIA

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, Mr.
Charles Nutter, publisher of the
Picayune Item of Picayune, Miss, has
written a most thought provoking edi-
torial regarding the recently announced
plan to sell surplus American wheat to
the Soviets.

This editorial is written by one of Mis-
sissippi’s most able and objective news-
paper publishers, a man who has had
wide experience in journalism and busi-
ness. He is a former Associated Press
correspondent and also a former official
of the International House, a New
Orleans trade establishment.

I commend the editorial to the careful
attention and reading by every Member
of the Congress.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed in the REcCoORD.

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

HERE WE GO AGAIN
- Nicolai Lenin, father of modern com-
munism in the world, was a master psy-
chologist who wunderstood human nature
better than our modern-day leaders, es-
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pecially in the United States. With the
complete and brutal cynicism which char-
acterizes Communist thought, Lenin once re-
marked “When the time comes to hang the
caplitalists, they will be bidding against
each other to sell us the rope.”

Lenin died in 1924, If he was living now
he could say of today's proposed wheat deal
with Russia “you see what I mean.” Since
the beginning in 1917 the Communists have
known and used the fact that trade was a
weapon as eflfective as explosives or propa-
ganda. They have benefited thereby when
they chose to use this weapon.

Today's wheat deal brings back bitter
memories to those who follow Communist
progress. This is a return to the depres-
sion days when American industry, desperate
for business, vied strongly to provide Russia
with automobile and tractor factories, alr-
plane and food industries, gold mining and
petroleum know-how and any number of
other Industries needed by the Soviets in
their first 5-year plan. These plants replaced
and supplemented industries which had
been seized by the Communists and de-
stroyed, ruined, or badly run by the Reds.

American engineers accompanied Ameri-
can know-how and American capital to the
Soviet Union by the thousands in the early
thirties. So did German, British, French,
and Italian engineers and capital. Slowly
Russia began to get on its feet, saved by
capitalism.

This was a repetition of what happened a
decade earlier when Lenin took the Com-
munist back to capitalism for a few years
under the new economic plan, known as
NEP, in order to save the country from star-
vation, and disaster to the Communists. The
same thing happened in the early forties
when we all pitched in to save the Commu-~
nists again in the war, When the danger
was past the Reds kicked us out with insults
and calumny; it happened just like this is
the twenties, the thirties, the forties, and
to some extent in the fifties.

We are falling over ourselves now to rush
to Khrushchev’s aid in his hungry country,
rulned by false agricultural theories and
practices. Already sensing our eagerness he
has started the Insults and terms under
which he will accept our help. History
teaches that history repeats itself. Here we
g0 again.

U.S. AREA REDEVELOPMENT HELPS
FINANCE THE GOOD LIFE

Mr, METCALF. Mr. President, on
September 30, the Washington Daily
News published an article by Robert
Dietsch headlined “U.S. Area Redevelop-
ment Helps Finance the Good Life.”

This article states:

Your tax money has been spent or loaned
to help train copper workers in Montana for
new jobs with Anaconda, the company which
laid off the workers in the first place and
which was looking for people with different
skills to hire. [ARA] spent $10,000 to train
100 copper mine workers for Anaconda, a
giant company with the capability to train
its own workers with its own money.

I asked the Area Redevelopment to
comment on those statements. ARA
wrote me as follows:

The Anaconda Co. has scrupulously ad-
hered to its side of the agreement by bear-
ing the entire cost of retraining the work-
ers, paying them more than $18 a day during
the 4-week training course and hiring them
as hard rock miners, grade 3, upon comple-
tion of the training. The cost to the com-
pany for the training is certainly a great
deal more than that to the Government for
the 2-week orientation program. This co-
operative venture has already created about
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200 taxpaying wage earners who might oth-
erwise have been on permanent relief rolls.

In my opinion, this cooperative ven-
ture of the Area Redevelopment Admin-
istration, the Anaconda Co., the Maon-
tana State Department of Education, the
Montana State Employment Service, and
local officials of Silver Bow and Deer
Lodge Counties is helping to alleviate
hardship and ease the difficult transition
required of workers who face job changes
because of technological advances.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert in the body of the Recorp,
immediately following these remarks, the
Daily News article to which I have re-
ferred and the comments of the Area
Redevelopment Administration.

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

[From the Washington Daily News, Sept. 30,
1963]

TAXPAYERS BuiLp SKr LiFrs—U.S. AREA RE-
DEVELOPMENT HELPS FINANCE THE GOOD LIFE
(By Robert Dietsch)

In the last 2 years, your tax money has
been spent or loaned to:

Build motels, ski resorts, and other recre-
ational facilities in a dozen States, on an
Indian reservation and in Puerto Rico.
Builders or promoters have received $43 mil-
lion in Government loans.

Help buy snow-making machinery for sev-
eral of those resorts and help build golf
courses, cocktail lounges, and bowling alleys
in others. Also train waltresses for the mo-
tel restaurants.

Train sightseeing guldes in Hawaii.

Build a summer theater in North Carolina,

Build roadside handicraft display stands In
Arkansas.

Study the feasibility of harvesting process-
ing and marketing sea lions in Alaska.

Help train copper workers in Montana for
new jobs with Anaconda, the company which
lald off the workers in the first place and
which was looking for people with different
skills to hire.

FOR DEPRESSED AREAS

Loans or grants for all these projects came
from the Area Redevelopment Administra-
tion, an agency set up by the Kennedy ad-
ministration in 1961 to help business and
employment in depressed areas.

Since then, the ARA has become one of the
biggest subjects of controversy on the New
Frontier.

Republicans dub it the “Area Reelection
Administration.”

Businessmen charge it is competing with
private Industry, making reckless loans and
giving money to dubious enterprises, the
type rejected as unfeasible and uneconomic
by private experts.

Edwin P, Neilan, president of the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce, has called ARA the
“Christine Keeler” of an American sc¢andal
involving “wholesale buying and selling of
public office.”

TOO EAGER?

Other critics say ARA is overly eager to
farm out its money. They say ARA supports
new businesses even after local Industrial
developers refuse to contribute their 10 per-
cent required by law.

(ARA can loan up to 65 percent of the
cost of a project; the rest of the money must
come from private financial sources, the local
community booster group, and the project
OwWners.)

ARA officials, understandably, argue their
case with vigor.

Administrator Willlam Batt says his agen-
cy goes into programs shunned by private
businessmen,
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“They aren't interested in creating employ-
ment,"” Mr. Batt said.

He defends the milllons put into motels
by pointing to overall tourist and recreation
growth and its potential.

What's more, ARA claims it has created, or
laid the basis for creating, 47,600 jobs and
for training 23,500 persons.

PROBE

An investigation into all phases of ARA
activity by the Scripps-Howard newspapers
gives the edge to ARA’s critics.

While the Agency has Iindeed acted to cre-
ate some legitimate businesses in depressed
areas (and even some not so depressed)
and has created some employment, the inves-
tigation showed that ARA is overeager fo
farm out the $394 million given to it in 1961.
For example, 1t pressed hard to lend $222,000
to developers of a ski resort between Altoons
and Bedford, Pa., despite reluctance of the
Altoona community development group to
go along; the latter deemed the project too
risky and thought it would create few jobs.

Not only did the resort owners get ARA's
$222,000 but they also received $110,000
from the Rural Electrification Administra-
tion (REA).

In another case, a wealthy Detroit indus-
trialist got almost $1 million to help bulld
“one of the world's most luxurious resorts”
in northern Michigan; he reported the other
day, during a phone conversation, that “ARA
was around suggesting I was ellgible for more
loans.”

That many of the 222 technical assistance
studies approved by ARA (at a cost of more
than $7 million) have been done by others
in the past year. The sea-lion study in
Alaska is one; also grants to study better ex-
ploitation of Indian arts and crafts, uses
of timber in various States, handicraft de-
velopment in the Appalachians and market-
ing of peaches in Georgla.

That ARA job totals are exaggerated; far
fewer than 47,500 positions have been created
or seem in prospect. A metal fabricating
firm in southwestern Pennsylvania, for ex-
ample, carrles a notation of “50 jobs” in

ARA’S directory; the firm now employs 11
persons and the president acknowledges it
will be a long time before the total reaches
20. A candy manufacturer says his employ-
ment may even decrease after he uses ARA
loan money to buy new machinery. He's on
ARA's books for 50 jobs.

That some ARA loan recipients don't try
very hard to seek private financing before
going after Government money, as required
by law. ARA loans carry 4 percent interest;
private loans 6 percent or more.

“Sure, I would have expanded my plant
if ARA weren't around,” conceded one in-
dustrial plant manager. “I would have used
my working capital or gone after bank fi-
nancing harder than I did. But I got to-
gether with ARA; after all, you don’t find
4-percent money very often these days.”

That some ARA training programs are of a
dublous nature. There presumably are
plenty of sightseeing guides in Hawaii but
ARA nevertheless spent £5,000 to train 22
part-time farmers in that work. It spent
$10,000 to train 100 copper-mine workers for
Anaconda—a giant company with the capa-
bility to train its own workers with its own
money. To this list can be added the walt-
resses trained with taxpayer funds for duty
at a Michigan resort and others trained for
restaurant jobs in a motel at Paintsville, Ky.
This motel, incidentally, is across the high-
way from a taxpayer-built handicraft stand.

-HOW FAR?

Inherent in the ARA program, and in &
growing nmumber of other assistance pro-
grams initialed by the Eennedy administra-
tion, is the philosophical question of how
far the Federal Government should go in
seeking to create jobs and loan taxpayer
money to private enterprise.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

As Chamber President Neilan has pointed
out and as the Scripps-Howard probe of ARA
showed, even those who abhor the idea of
Federal intervention solicit Federal money
after programs are approved.

While a few local business groups across
the country have spurned ARA help, most
have accepted it and many have sought it.

The idea of having Uncle Sam help bring
a new firm into town overshadows criticism
of Federal intrusion into private enterprise.

The Kennedy administration obviously
thinks highly of ARA, It wants Congress to
double the Agency's budget and extend its
life.

The Senate has agreed but the House, in
June, rejected the proposal by five votes,

The Democratic leadership now wants the
House Rules Committee to send an
amended ARA bill to the floor.

COMMENTS BY THE AREA REDEVELOPMENT AD-
MINISTEATION ON THE VOCATIONAL PRE-
TRAINING PROGRAM OF OcToBER 3, 1962, FOR
THE BUTTE, MONT., DEVELOPMENT AREA OF
8mver Bow anD DEErR LopGeE COUNTRIES

As can be best judged from the coples of
actual proposals submitted by local and State
agencles, to the Departments of Labor,
Health, Education, and Welfare, Commerce,
and the Area Redevelopment Administration,
automation in the Anaconda copper smelter
in Butte, Mont., resulted in the employment
termination of 300 or more smelter workers.
The company had jobs for hard rock miners,
but a month of intensive retraining would be
required for men accustomed to underground
work. However, because the smelter workers,
faced with layoffs and perhaps permanent
unemployment, had never worked under-
ground, longer training would be required,
and the company was reluctant to consider
them. This is expensive training and the
company’s reluctance to experiment with
totally inexperienced men was under-
standable.

At the request of State and local officials
together with the union and company offi-
cials, the Area Redevelopment Administra-
tion agreed to handle 2 weeks of pretraining
orientation for the workers, and the Ana-
conda Co. agreed to conduct the actual traln-
ing program at the company’s expense. The
cost of the orientation, paid by ARA, was
about $5,000 for the first 100 workers. The
results were so successful that ARA was re-
quested to repeat the orientation on another
100 which was done a similar cost and has
been so successful that ARA has now been
requested to repeat with the third 100.

The company has scrupulously adhered to
its ‘side of the agreement by bearing the
entire cost of the workers, paying
them more than $18 a day during the 4-week
training course and hiring them as hard rock
miners, grade 3, upon completion of the
training. The cost to the company for the
training is certainly a great deal more than
that to the Government for the 2-week orien-
tation program. This cooperative venture
has already created about 200 taxpaylng wage
earners who might otherwise have been on
permanent relief rolls.

BACKGROUND COMMENTS BY AREA REDEVELOP-
MENT ADMINISTRATION

The economy of the cities of Butte and
Ameondslsbmdonthemmmgmaproc-
essing of nonferrous metals mined
smelted in the area. The Anaconda Co ap
due to technological advance In processing
raw ore, is building a new ore concentra-
tion plant in the city of Butte and discon-
tinuing concentrating ore in Anaconda. The
new plant will be able to increase efficlency
in low-grade ore and save trans-
porting a low-value product 22 miles by rail,
In addition, it will be able to operate more
efficiently with considerably less manpower.
It 1s estimated that approximately 2560 men

will lose their jobs in Anaconda as a result
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of this application of advance technology in
concentrating ore in Silver Bow and Deer
Lodge Counties, In cooperation with the
Anaconda Co. and local planning commit-
tees, the Montana State Employment Serv-
ice is doing all it can to ease the effect of
this change on workers and loeal business
by helping them find other jobs. i

One possibility is an offer by the Anaconda
Co. to absorb 100 of these men into their
mining operation in Butte. The Anaconda
Co. has estimated an increase in activity in
the deep mines will continue through 1964.

One of the drawbacks to transferring these
men from smeltermen to miners is the
training necessary to become a successful
hardrock miner,

A number of men fail to make the grade
underground because they have never had
surface training and orientation prior to
their starting actual mining work.

It is the purpose of this proposed ARA
training course to give 2 weeks of concen-
trated training to give the men going into
the underground mining enough knowledge
to qualify them as grade 3. The Anaconda
Co. will then hire those gualified at $18.48
per shift and give them 30 more days of
student mining under actual mining condi-
tions. Those successfully completing train-
ing will then be put on a contract basis
with a $20.60 per day base rate while on
contract.

REPORT BY NATIONAL FUELS AND
ENERGY STUDY—TRIBUTE TO
SAMUEL G. LASKY

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, on
October 13, 1962, I called to the attention
of the Senate the report of the national
fuels and energy study group on an as-
sessment of available information on
energy in the United States. The report,
which had been submitted to the Senate
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, is a complete and informative
analysis of our national energy situation.

The study group found that competi-
tion within the fuels industries has pro-
vided oil, natural gas, coal, electricity,
and other sources of power to the public
at the lowest possible cost, and that while
America’s energy requirements will dou-
ble by 1980, our domestic fuel resources
can readily meet all requirements in the
foreseeable future.

The Chairman of the Fuels Study
Group was the Assistant Director of Min-
eral Resources in the Office of Coal Re-
search of the Department of the Interior,
Mr. Samuel G. Lasky. Mr. Lasky has
completed 32 years of outstanding service
to the Department of the Interior both
as an unusually capable technician in
geology and as a skilled administrator
and manager. Because of this and be-
cause of his outstanding performance as
Chairman of the study group, he is a
recent recipient of the highest honor
the Department can bestow, the Distin-
guished Service Award.

The contributions of such outstanding
civil servants often go unrecognized. It
is good, therefore, to note that suitable
recognition has been accorded to a Gov=
ernment employee whose career has in-
cluded a number of significant achieve-
ments in the broad area of minerals pol-
icy, a subject of vital and continuing
interest to the entire Nation. I am pri-
vileged to add my own recognition to
that Mr. Lasky has already been ac-
corded by Secretary Udall.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the citation which
accompanied the Distinguished Service
Award, presented to Mr. Lasky by the
Secretary of the Interior, be printed in
the RECORD.

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

CITATION FOR DISTINGUISHED SERVICE—

SAMUEL G. LasKy
(By the Secretary of the Interlor,
Washington, D.C.)

In recognition of his 32 years of outstand-
ing serviece in geology and technical and ad-
ministrative management in the Department
of the Interior: Since 1931 when Mr. Lasky
began his Federal service as an assistant
geologist with the Geological Survey, his
work has been characterized by exceptional
initiative, personal integrity, and profes-
sional excellence. He advanced to principal
geologist with the Survey and in 1951 he
transferred to the Office of the Secretary
where his special talents and experience were
utilized in guiding departmental planning
in mineral resources, first on the staff of the
Assistant , Mineral Resources, and
from 1958 to 1960 as a member of the tech-
nical review staff. In 1960, Mr. Lasky was
again on the staff of the Assistant Secretary,
Mineral Resources, charged with developing
and implementing the organization of the
Office of Coal Research. In May 1961, he was
appointed Assistant Director of the Office. He
assisted the U.S. Senate Committee on Inte-
rior and Insular Affairs as chairman of its
national fuels and energy study from August
1, 1961, to September 7, 1962. The work of
this study under his chairmanship was highly
praised. It was the latest of many such spe-
clal and difficult assignments ably handled
by Mr. Lasky during his Federal service, in
all of which he has brought great credit
upon this Department. In recognition of his
eminent career in Government, the Depart-
ment of the Inferlor grants to Mr. Lasky its
highest honor, the Distinguished Service
Award.

STEWART L. UpaLL,
Secretary of the Interior,

REPORT OF GENERAL ACCOUNTING
OFFICE ON INTERSTATE HIGH-
WAY CONSTRUCTION

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, some
resentment and indignation were ex-
pressed by some Nebraskans on the criti-
cal nature of the recent report of the
General Accounting Office on interstate
highway building within that State.
This is very unfortunate indeed because
this arm of the Congress is competent,
well considered, and well operated. It
will be remembered as an agency which
was created through the active efforts
of many Senators, including Senator
George W. Norris, of Nebraska. The
very first Comptroller General was the
late Mr. McCarl, of MeCook, Nebr.

Review of any Government expendi-
ture on interstate highways by such a
competent body should be welcomed be-
cause when the Interstate Highway Sys-
tem is completed, it will be turned over
to the State of Nebraska for maintenance
at State expense. It therefore behooves
anyone who has Nebraska's best interests
at heart to insist upon the best possible
building and construction job in the first
instance.

The General Accounting Office is fair
in its operations. Before its report on
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Nebrasks State construction was re-
leased, its proposed text was made avail-
able to the Federal Bureau of Roads for
its comment to be included in the report
as published. The Appropriations Com-
mittee of the Senate was informed that
the Federal bureau, in turn, communi-
cated with the Nebraska highway de-
partment for its comment. This is typi-
cal of the fairness and the thoroughness
with which an effort is made to produce
a helpful and meaningful report.

Under the able leadership of Comp-
troller General Joseph Campbell, the
General Accounting Office goes about its
job quietly and efficiently. Without its
honest examination and appraisal of
governmental operations, the Congress
would have no intelligent accounting of
the extensive spending programs which
we authorize.

In sharp contrast to the legions of
public information officers who thump
the publicity tubs for almost every other
agency, the General Accounting Office
does not even have a public information
office. Yet its work is respected and
regarded highly by the public.

. These thoughts are expressed in more
detail in a recent editorial in the Omaha
World-Herald. I ask unanimous con-

sent, Mr. President, to hdve the editorial
printed in the

“Lonely Sentinels,”
RECORD.

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

[From the Omaha (Nebr,) World-Herald,
Oct. 29, 1963]

LONELY SENTINELS

If the Federal agencies in Washington,
D.C., were to compete on a basis of charm,
glamour and persuasive publicity techniques,
the General Accounting Office wouldn't even
be in the running.

It's a plain Jane outfit which does its job
without press agentry. The sticky hand of
partisan or factional politics is not to be
found there. It does not run political er-
rands for the Eennedy administration or for
anybody else, including its boss, the Con-
gress of the United States.

What the GAO does do is review Federal
spending and make investigations to see that
the taxpayers' money is spent as Congress
intended. After so doing, it makes written

to the Congress, pointing out where
it believes an agency handling Federal money
has strayed from proper procedures,

The GAO has made news in Nebraska these
past 10 days because it issued a report in
which it concluded that “ineffective review
and supervision” by both the State of Ne-
braska and the Federal Bureau of Public
Roads had resulted in “less than first-quality
interstate highways in the State.”

The agency added that a number of faults
had been corrected, but that some remalined,
and that, all in all, substantial amounts of
Federal-ald funds had been wasted in Ne-
braska on design features of questionable
necessity.

This is a serious matter. Governor Mor-
rison, the Nebraska Department of Roads and
the Federal Bureau of Roads have reason to
be concerned, and should fee! called upon
to answer the specific eriticisms.

But we can see no occasion to attack the
Accounting Office and to ask for an investiga-
tion, as Governor Morrison did last week.
Congressmen questioned by this newspaper’s
Washington bureau seem satisfiled that the
GAO report is in order and that it will have
a good effect. We strongly hope and belleve
that it will.

20957

If it were not for the GAO, Congress would
have no effective way of following up the
spending of Federal dollars, just as without
the Nebraska Legislature's Budget Commit-
tee and the legislature's independent fiscal
analyst, there could be no effective planning
and review of State spending.

Legislative controlled accounting agencies,
Federal and State, often make themselves
unpopular with the spending agencies be-
cause it Is the accounting agencies' job to
let the legislatures and the people know
what the spending score is.

At a time when executive departments and
spending agencies are trying to blow down
and run over Congress and the State legis-
latures with their plans for bigger and bigger
government and bigger and bigger spending,
the accounting agencies often stand like
lonely sentinels as they carry out their mis-
sions to alert and inform the legislatures
and the people.

But the sentinels are essential if the repre-
sentative system and legislative control of
Government are to survive. They deserve
every citizen's support.

FREEDOM VERSUS COERCION

Mr. PELL. It seems increasingly
clear to me that whatever the future
holds with regard to the nature of the
cold war confrontation, the ideological
aspect of that confrontation is going to
continue. Premier Khrushchev has
made it crystal clear that he intends
no coexistence in the realm of ideology.
I, for one, relish that challenge and am
optimistic about its outcome. My opti-
mism is based on what I believe to be an
overriding advantage our society has—
whereas our adversary seeks to capture
men's minds, we seek to make them free.

In this competition of freedom versus
coercion, the U.S. Information Agency
bears the official Government responsi-
bility for representing our side. That
Agency conducts its work through every
possible means of communication—radio,
television, films, books, magazines, and
so forth. Due to limitations on our
ability to conduct information activities
behind the Iron Curtain, other than
shortwave broadcasting by the Voice of
America, the Agency has relied heavily
on exhibits. These exhibits are con-
ducted in accordance with cultural ex-
change agreements and have met with
considerable success. In the last year
they have covered such subjects as plas-
fies, transportation, and medicine. The
exhibits are accompanied by about 25
Americans who are fluent in the lan-
guage of the country in which we
are exhibiting. I am told that these
guides are at least as important as the
subject matter of the exhibit itself in
terms of representing our country. Dur-
ing the past year close to a million So-
viet citizens attended our exhibits. All
reports indicate the impact has been
impressive.

I call to the attention of my colleagues
the most recent USIA exhibit entitled
“Graphic Arts: U.S.A.,” which opened
just 2 weeks ago in Alma Ata, Kazakh-
stan, During the first week alone over
100,000 Soviet citizens attended the ex-
hibit. These Soviet visitors have an op-
portunity to see some 2,000 items of
American graphic arts and how they are
useful in our society. While, in part, the
very existence of something American in
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the hinterlands of the Soviet Union as-
sures a large audience, the introduction
into the gray Soviet society of an exhibit
such as this, illustrating the color and
artistry of our open society, is a vital con-
tributing factor. This graphic arts ex-
hibit will go from Alma-Ata to Moscow
for a month and then conclude its So-
viet journey in Yerevan, Soviet Armenia.

Several articles have recently ap-
peared in the U.S. press describing the
reception of the graphic arts exhibit as
well as the transportation exhibit in Ru-~
mania and a recent art exhibit in Séo
Paulo, Brazil.

I commend these articles which follow
from the New York Times of October 11,
the Herald Tribune of October 7, and the
Washington Evening Star of October 8
for consideration by my colleagues, and
ask unanimous consent that they be
printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the New York (N.Y.) Times, Oct. 11,
1963]
U.S. Arr SHow DrAws LarRGE CROWDS IN
D DisPLAY OF GrAPHICS AT-
TRACTS 1,000 AN Hour IN KAZAKHSTAN
CAPITAL
(By Henry Tanner)

Arma-Ata, USSR, October 8—An exhi-
bition of graphic art from the United States
has become a tremendously popular attrac-
tion in this central Asian city, the capital of
the Soviet Republic of Kazakhstan.

In 2 days, more than 17,000 Soviet citizens,
most of them In their teens or early twen-
ties, have come to see a gay collection of
funny American posters, preposterous ads,
colorful book covers, and abstract prints.

The exhibition is a study in calculated
disorder, diversity and gaiety. It has been
designed to show what happens in a society
where an artist, whatever his talents, is free
to let his imagination run in any direction
he wants and the message is getting across.

“You mean you're really allowed to paint
like this and nobody says anything?” one of
the visitors asked.

“I am against abstract art,” a middle-aged
man declared after having seen it all. Then
he éka.dsded, “I've bought tickets for the next 2
weeks.”

Like all the others, he carried off a port-
folio of prints and brochures given to each
visitor. By the end of this week American
abstract prints may be pinned to the walls
of 50,000 homes of Alma-Ata and the central
Asian farmlands around it.

The slze of the crowds came as a surprise
to Jack Masey of the exhibits division of the
U.8. Information Agency. He expected a
sizable turnout but not the more than 1,000
every hour who have been pouring in since
the show opened.

Alma-Ata, fewer than 200 miles from the
Chinese border, is the exhibition’s first stop.
It will be here 1 month; in December it will
move to Moscow for a month, and early next
year it will go to the southern part of the
Soviet Unlon.

Much of the excitement of the opening
days centered on Russian-speaking young
Americans who are guides. American ex-
hibitions in the Soviet Unlon have been
using such guides, mostly students of Rus-
sian literature at American universities, for
the last 4 years. The guldes in front of the
abstract prints were the most embattled.

“What would you say if they painted you
like this,” Oresta aArowyez, a young New
Yorker, was asked in front of an abstract

portrait,

“There are all sorts of people and they
shouldn’t all be made to look beautiful,” she
answered.
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A young Eazakh woman looking at an ab-
straction titled, *Vis-A-Vis” suddenly ex-
claimed, “there I see that line now, there's
something there.”

“You see, when you lock and think, you
begin to see it,” sald Oresta happily.

An abstraction called White on White,
showing oblong and roundish white forms
on a background of a different shade of
white attracted the most attention and some
scorn. “What is it?” people wanted to
know. “An experiment,” Oresta answered.

“Looks like noodles,” a woman sald.

“I thought blinl [Russian pancakes]" de-
clared her husband as they walked away
shaking their heads.

[From the New York (N.Y.) Herald Tribune,
Oct. 7, 1963]

RUMANIA'S WILD ABouT U.S. SHOW
(By David Miller)

BucHAREST.—A crowd of 10,000 Rumanians
pressed against a police barrier yesterday
in a wvain attempt to enter a U.S. Govern-
ment transportation exhibit already
swamped by record attendance.

Western diplomats said it was the greatest
display of affection for the United States or
any Western country in postwar Rumanian
history.

More than 50,000 Rumanians filed through
a pavilion housing 1963 model American
cars and a model of the Mercury capsule
used by Astronaut Gordon Cooper. At least
5,000 Rumanians were walting for admission
when doors opened at 10 a.m.

Attendance has been the heaviest at any
show ever sponsored by a foreign country.
Since its opening on September 27, the ex-
hibit has attracted an average of 25,000 a
day—five times the original estimate—and
40,000 last Sunday in the rain,

An hour before the show was to close
yesterday at 7 p.m., U.S. officials and Ru-
manian police decided part of the vast crowd
waiting outside could never be admitted in
the time remaining. Four Rumanian-speak-
ing American guides went through the tail
end of the line and advised those walting
that the exhibit would be in Bucharest until
October 18 and to please go home.

Instead of leaving Haraftrau Park (for-
mally called the Stalin Park of Rest and Cul-
ture), where the exhibit is being held, the
crowd surged forward, broke through pre-
viously erected barriers and raced for the
entrance. Those at the head of the line,
seeing they would be refused admission
pushed forward. The two groups met head
on, pushing and shoving through the narrow

entrance.

Some 20 armed police shouldered their
way through the congestion, forced the
crowd back, erected heavy iron barriers and
announced the show was closed for the
night. Some in the crowd booed the militia
and whistled a sign of derision. They were
later questioned by police.

In another attempt to placate the crowd,
Paul Wheeler, director of the U.S. Informa=-
tion Agency exhibit, mounted a barrier and
told the crowd In Rumanian that it was
physically impossible for so many people to
make their way inside. The crowd dispersed
only gradually. Some 1,600 remained until
the end, hoping to be admitted.

Mr. Wheeler, who served in Rumania
from 19569 until 1961 as cultural attaché at
the U.S. Legation in Bucharest, said he was
aware of the “very sincere interest and un-
derstanding between the Rumanian and
American people,” but the demonstration
today “far surpassed anything he had an-
ticipated.”

The 10 Rumanian-speaking Americans
serving as guides have been driven to
hoarseness by an avalanche of gquestions
about how Americans live.

Armand Scala, 22, of Washington, D.C.,
a forelgn trade major at the American Uni-
versity there, sald he was besieged by ques-
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tlons on salaries, unemployment, the cost
of living and racial problems. Many Ru=-
manians, he said, appeared startled when
told it was possible to buy a car in the
United States with a loan from the bank.

Rumania, although one of the richest
countries in Eastern Europe, has only 12,000
passenger cars. The United States has 68
million.

On display at the exhibit, which will also
tour Brasav (formerly Stalin City) in cen=-
tral Rumania next month, are a Ford
Thunderbird and Falcon statlon-wagon and
a Valiant, as well as a small truck and a
three-wheel post office delivery van, a model
of Telstar, models of airplanes and airports
;nd other developments in U.S. transporta-

on.

The exhibit, given more space than needed,
has been augmented with a Buick sedan and
Oldsmobile and Plymouth station wagons
contributed by the American community of
Bucharest. A Cessna Skymaster arrived in
time for the opening and was displayed in
front of the exhibit hall for 3 days before
leaving for another commitment. A smaller
Cessna is due this week. ]

The crowds are expected to increase in the
remalning days as word spreads through
Bucharest, Handsomely printed Rumanian-
language brochures, the history of

tlon in the United States are
being distributed free at the exhibit,

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
Oct. 8, 1963}
How 1v Sio PauLo

Adolph Gottlieb, a leading American
painter for several decades, has won the top
painting prize, 2 million cruszieros, at the
current Brazilian biennial exhibition at Sdo
Paulo. We congratulate Mr. Gottlieb and
share the pride of interested Americans In
such International recognition accorded one
of our own.

We also congratulate USIA and the Gov-
ernment in general for sponsoring American
participation in the big Brazillan show. This
is the first time our representation has been
underwritten by the Government, in con-
trast to all other participating nations.
Heretofore, American representation at Sao
Paulo as at the other great international ex-
hibition, in Venice, has been made possible
by the Museum of Modern Art, New York.
Last year the museum announced it could
no longer afford to carry the burden that is
universally assumed by governments. It is
to the credit of USIA that it has moved into
the gap.

Both Government officials and some per-
sons in the art world have traditionally
feared our Government's participation in the
arts on grounds ranging from the chance of
boondoggling to that of eultural dictatorship.
USIA cut through the problem by contract-
ing the job out to a first-rate American pri-
vate institution, the Walker Art Center in
Minneapolis.

The center, in a decision almost impossible
to imagine being reached by a Government
committee, chose to send a large show of
Gottlieb paintings and a group show of con-
temporary American sculpture.

Previous Government involvement in simi-
lar art projects has been harassed on the one
hand by congressional primitives, on the
other by purist aesthetes. We think the
contractural arrangement, such as is followed
in many Government enterprises, answers
all objectlons and hopefully points the way
to a continuing relationship between art and
Government.

Specifically, the Venice Biennale of 1964 is
presently planned with no American repre-
sentation at all. Since USIA has done so
well its first time out, the Agency should:
stay in the game.
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HarsH Worps INDIcATE Goob Impacr, USIA

(By Bernard Gwertzman)

U.S. Information Agency officlals are de-
lighted these days with the unfavorable
press notices their latest traveling exhibition
has received from Sovlet critics.

“We've really drawn blood this time,” one
USIA man said today in commenting on the
most recent attack on the graphic arts show,
presently in Alma-Ata, capital of Soviet Ka-
zakhstan.

USIA officials judge the worth of their So-
viet exhibitions on a scale roughly like this:
The harsher and more frequent the criti-
clsm the more impact it 1s having on Soviet
audiences.

The graphie arts show is particularly pro-
vocative because it contains abstract litho-
graphs, book covers, advertisements, and the
like, rarely if ever seen in Russia. In Soviet
terms, this is “bourgeoise ideology” at 1ts
worst,

There have been four long articles in So-
viet publications about the exhibition, which
goes on to Moscow in December and to Yere-
van, capital of Soviet Armenia, in February.

Tha latest criticism, published Sunday in
Izvestia, says that after initial interest on
the part of the Alma-Ata people, “the num-
ber of visitors has fallen catastrophically,”
because of the lack of interest in this abstract
art.
“Hogwash,” USIA officials reply, citing fig-
ures showing that about 10,000 persons a
day have been visiting the exhibit, with
30,000 on Sundays. More than 200,000 have
been to the show in the 21, weeks since its
opening. USIA had counted on only about
4,000 a day when the show opened.

The Soviet critics have distinguished care-
fully between the realistic works which
one review sald “attract the visitors,” and
other works which the same critics said have
“very little light in them, very little humane-
ness, little of that ennobling clarity and sim-
plicity which real art possesses.”

One drawing which drew considerable criti-
cism was Ellen Raskin's crayon portralt of
F. M. Dostoyevsky, the Russian writer, done
for a cover of the jubllee edition of his works.

“In the first place, it is hard to call this
sketch a portrait; it is so primitive,” one
Soviet critic sald. But the most important
thing is what we see in this drawing—not a

glant of thought, not a great writer who~
knew how to uncover the most complex-

secrets of the human soul, but some kind
of frowning peasant-forester with an angu-
lar forehead and an excessively large head
which looks like a hatblock set on stooped,
narrow little shoulders.

“And this pitiful little man, sitting all
crumpled up as if he expected someone to
hit him, is presented to thousands of readers
as F. M, Dostoyevsky."

USIA officials say the criticlsm on the
whole has been fuller and better rounded
than in previous years., Part of the reason
seems to be the improved state of East-West
relations.

They suspect that the critics have been
motlvated by a desire to say some good
things about the United States without en-
dorsing the allen views on art. Thus, one
eritic’s main theme was that he was “deeply
disappointed” by the works.

USIA officials admit they knew the ab-
stract and avant-garde works would shock
many average Soviet viewers—conditioned to
a steady diet of realism—but they said that
omitting such works would give Russians a
distorted impression of American graphic
arts, which thrive on nonrepresentational
forms.

The exhibit 1s one of several that have been
sent to Russia as part of the Soviet-Ameri-
can cultural exchange agreement,
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LET US NOT UNDERCUT TUNITED
STATES-YUGOSLAVIAN RELA-
TIONS

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, dur-
ing the Eisenhower administration pe-
riod, a decision was reached to exempt
Yugoslavia and Poland from some of the
trade and aid restrictions which we
apply to other Communist states. This
decision was based on the conclusion
that these two countries, while operating
under Communist governments, were
nevertheless not entirely controlled by
Moscow. It was believed that by carry-
ing on limited economic and diplomatic
relations with these two states, we could
further decrease their dependence upon
the Soviet bloc.

Mr. President, I believe that this deci-
sion by the Eisenhower administration,
concurred in by the present administra-
tion, was sound. I think we have
profited greatly from the semi-independ-
ent positions which Yugoslavia and
Poland have followed.

It would certainly not be in our inter-
est to deliberately drive these two impor-
tant nations into a tighter relationship
with Moscow. For that reason, I am
opposed to recent actions designed to
curtail trade with Yugoslavia.

Our recently retired Ambassador to
Yugoslavia, Mr. George Kennan, who is
now a member of the faculty at Prince-
ton University’s Institute for Advanced
Study, authored a letter on the subject
which appeared in the New York Times
of October 16, 1963. Ambassador Ken-
nan is generally regarded as the chief
architect of our post-World War II con-
tainment policy. He is one of our wisest
and best informed citizens in the whole
range of problems relating to the Soviet
bloc.

I urge the Members of the Senate to
read carefully the letter by Ambassador
Kennan. I ask unanimous consent that
the letter be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

[From the New York Times, Oct. 16, 1963]
KENNAN BACKS SALES TO Trro—OPPOSITION

DECLARED HARMFUL TO THE CAUSE OF ANTI~

COMMUNISM

(Nore—The writer recently retired as
Ambassador to Yugoslavia. He is now a
member of the faculty of the Institute for
Advanced Study.)

To the EpiTorR OF THE NEw YORK TIMES:

There was reported in your columns on
October 11 a statement made by Senator
Evererr McEINLEY DiRsEN and Represent-
atlve CHARLES A. HALLECE, criticlzing Presi-
dent Kennedy for permitting, by an order of
May 14, 1963, the sale of $2 million of mili~"
tary supplies to Yugoslavia.

The President’s action, they were quoted
as saying, constituted a circumvention of
congressional stipulations prohibiting mili-
tary ald to Communist nations. The legis-
lators referred particularly to the provisions
of the 1963 Foreign Aid Appropriations Act,
which they described as flatly prohibiting
military aid to Communist nations, though
leaving economic aid to the President’s dis-
cretlon, subject to certain restrictions en-~
acted in 1961.

This description of the legal sifuation is
not accurate. The act referred to did indeed
inhibit aid to “Communist” nations; but the
authorizing legislation empowered the Presi-
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dent to make exceptions In instances where

he considered this to be “vital to the secu-

rity of the United States.” This applied to

sales of mllitary supplies as well as to eco-

nomic aid. The President was wholly with-

in his rights in making such a finding.
PAYMENT FOR EQUIPMENT

‘With respect to the particular sale in ques-
tion, the term “ald™ ought never to have
been used. Our military aid program for
Yugoslavia was terminated some 6 years ago,
at the initiative of the Yugoslavs. Since
then they have paid dollar cash for military
equipment purchased in this country. They
will do so in the present instance.

The inclusion of such sales under the pro-
visions of the aid legislation is really a legal
technicality. The purchases to be covered by
this particular authorization consist of spare
parts for end Items acquired by the Yugo-
slavs in earlier years. These end items are,
as I understand it, obsolete or obsolescent by
standards of current military procurement;
and no question of military secrecy is in-
volved.

‘They were acquired In good faith. Many of
them were paid for in cash, The spare parts
are necessary to permit their full utilization.
The Yugoslavs would presumably not have
acquired them had they known that the
spare parts were going to be denied; nor
would we, I am sure, have made the initial
sale had we thought this possible.

We are, after all, not sharpsters. What is
involved here is the good faith of the U.S,
Government, not as a sponsor'of aid but
as a partner to a commercial proceeding.
Messrs. DIRRsEN and HALLECK may not be-
lieve that the good faith of this Government
is vital to the security of the United States.
I do. The President, in approving this sale,
had before him my affirmative recommenda~
tion, submitted In my capacity as Ambassa-
dor to Yugoslavia, for which I gladly accept
full responsibility.

The entire concept underlying the recent
Congressional effort to bar military sales to
Yugoslavia was in my opinion seriously mis-
concelved. The effort has already brought
real damage to American interests in the con-
frontation with Soviet power. For many
years prior to 1961 Yugoslay military pur-
chasing had been directed almost exclusively
to the West.

INCREASED DEPENDENCE

The insistence of the Congress that the
Yugoslavs be denied even obsolete and sur-
plus items for which they were willing to pay
cash has been a major factor in causing them
to turn again to Soviet sources of supply.
The effect can only be to increase the de-
pendence of their military establishment—
one of the largest military establishments in
Europe outside of Soviet control—on Soviet
sources of supply. In this respect, the effect
is analogous to that of the recent legislation
denylng the Yugoslavs normal tariff treat-
ment for their exports to this country.

If, faced with such rebuffs from our side,
the Yugolsavs still retain their independence,
as I belleve they will, this will have to be
ascribed In the circumstances solely to their
own fortitude and good sense, manifested in
spite of, and in defiance of, the best efforts
of some of our legislators to put them in a
position where they would have no choice
but to resubmit to Soviet leadership.

Why any Member of Congress, and particu-
larly any Congressional leader, would wish
this to be said of him—and how, in particu-
lar, he could reconcile it with a professed
devotion to the cause of anti-communism—
escapes me.

GrorcE KENNAN.

PRINCETON, NJ.

THE NEXT STEPS TOWARD PEACE
Mr. MCcGOVERN. Mr. President, the
Department of State Bulletin for
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October 21, 1963, includes a thoughtful,
carefully reasoned statement by Mr. Mc-
George Bundy, special assistant to Presi-
dent Kennedy, entitled “The Next Steps
Toward Peace: Some Notes on the Two-
Legged Process.” Mr. Bundy, as the
Members of the Senate know, is a key
official in the administration charged
especially with responsibility for na-
tional security affairs.

His article is an appeal for the bal-
anced judgment in the formulation of
foreign policy positions. He centers his
remarks on five major foreign policy
issues: First, the partial nuclear test
ban; second, our adventure in space;
third, our policy toward Europe; fourth,
our involvement in South Vietnam; and
fifth, our hope for improvement in
Soviet-American relations.

In each of these problem areas, Mr.
Bundy calls for a balancing of our hopes
for peace with our determination to be
vigilant in the face of a potentially dan-
gerous enemy. He pleads for an appre-
ciation of the viewpoints of our fellow
citizens who may happen to be in dis-
agreement with us on any given issue:

Error comes mainly not from support of
one's own position but from suspicions of
the other man's—

Mr. Bundy says. He adds:

Where danger comes is not in these equal-
ly right perceptions of important phe-
nomena but in the human tendency * * *
to suppose that one's own reality is the
only reality, so that the observation of the
other man is somehow misleading.

Mr. President, I think Mr. Bundy
would agree that Members of the Senate
often pressed hard for a particular point
of view without apparent concern for
a conflicting viewpoint because of a
conviction that a corrective is needed to
a generally accepted position. Such
zeal for one’s own personal insight or
bias is perhaps a necessary quality of
political effectiveness.

But I am grateful that high in the
councils of Government where final pol-
icy decisions are made, there is a man
of Mr. Bundy's intellect and emotional
balance—one who is capable of looking
clearly at all sides of vital issues. In
this highly dangerous nuclear age, there
is a desperate need for restraint, mod-
eration, and objectivity in decisionmak-
ing.
I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Bundy's article be printed in the ReEcorp
at this point and I commend it to my
colleagues.

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

THE NEXT STEPS TOWARD PEACE: SoME NOTES
oN THE Two-LEGGED PROCESS

(By McGeorge Bundy, speclal assistant to

the President?)

We have all heard a great deal in recent
months about steps toward peace, large and
small, and in taking them as my topic I do
not intend to try to say what the next
steps may be, or even whether we can now
look forward to rapid in the ful-
fillment of hopes we share with other men

ev . Certainly we can agree that
there is more reason for hope than there was

1 Address made before a World Affairs Con-
ference at Albany, N.Y., on Sept. 80.
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& year ago. Certainly also we can agree
that much remains to be done. As we meet,
discussions are proceeding both with our al-
lies and with the Soviet Government on a
wide range of possibilities. So this is not
the time, and I am not the person, to at-
tempt any general prediction.

What I want to do instead, and what I
think may be more useful, is to offer a de-
scription of one aspect of the reality of in-
ternational affairs which is likely to be char-
acteristic of many of the next major events
in our affairs. What I want to suggest is
that, when there is a debate on these great
issues among us, there is almost always both
an element of truth and a danger of error
in each of the opposed positions. And I
want to suggest further that, precisely be-
cause we are now entering a period in which
tension is lower and the sharpness of danger
less apparent, it is important in thinking
about these issues not to ignore one aspect
of the truth in concentration on another.

The most general form of this proposition,
of course, is that all steps toward peace
rest upon adequate readiness for defense,
at every level of force. The prospect for
peace now is better than it was last Septem-
ber; the major cause of this improvement is
the resolution displayed by the people and
Government of the United States in the
crisis of October 1962, The indispensable
connection between military strength and
the maintenance of peace is obvious—and
frequently forgotten,

It is crucial to the understanding of inter-
national affairs that we should never sepa-
rate the idea of peace from this requirement
of vigilance in defense. It follows that, when
we think of steps toward peace, we should
not think only of disarmament, or inter-
national agreement, or cooperation among
nations, We should think also of successful
resistance to subversion, of proper planning
for the defense of the free world, and of our
own strength and health as a free society.
The specific cases on which I wish to com-
ment are related to these areas too, and I
hope you will agree that it is right to think
of all of them as elements in our national
pursuit of peace.

THE LIMITED TEST BAN TREATY

As I say, my central proposition is that in
nearly all of these great matters, where feel-
ings become strong and difference of opinion
becomes evident, there is some truth on
every side and also some danger of error.
One way of stating the problem of states-
manship is to see it as a matter of the reso-
lution of arguments in which both sides are
partly right and each runs a risk of error.
Before I apply this proposition to current is-
sues, it may be helpful to begin with the re-
cently concluded debate on the test ban
treaty. That debate is familiar, I am sure, to
most of us, and it happens that it illustrates
my polnt quite neatly.

The central arguments for the test ban
treaty, as the President put them in his first
report to the country,” are four in number:
first, that it can be a step toward reduced
world tension; second, it can be a step to-
ward freeing the world from radioactive fall-
out; third, it can be a step toward preventing
the spread of nuclear weapons; and fourth,
it can limit the arms race in ways which
strengthen our security far more than the
continuing of unrestricted testing. These
four arguments withstood the test of na-
tional debate, and the vote in the Senate
records the consensus of the country that, in
sum, they justify the treaty.

Yet at the same time, and in the same
speech, the President took note of the re-
quirement that under this treaty the United
States should observe and maintaln a sub-
stantial vigilance, in defense of its interests
and those of all freemen, against the risk

: Bulletin of Aug. 12, 1063, p. 234.
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of violatlon or evasion and also against the
danger of unwarranted relaxation in our de-
fense. As the debate developed, the Presi-
dent and his administration were always
ready to respond to requests for reassurance
on this point, and in successive statements,
culminating in the President's letter to
Senator EvVERETT MCEKINLEY DRESEN of
September 10, it was made plain that with
this limited treaty the United States will,
because it must, maintain strong weapons
laboratories, an energetic program of under-
ground testing, a readiness to resume tests
in the atmosphere in the event of violation
of the treaty by others, and of course a full
constitutional respect for the rights and ob-
ligations of the Senate if at any time this
treaty should be amended.

The limited test ban treaty, then, is an
opportunity for hope but not a reason for
relaxation, and the national consensus
which has emerged rests upon both hope
and vigilance, It is this balanced spirit
which has governed both the executive
branch and the Senate, and it appears very
plainly in the eloquent statements support-
ing the treaty made by such leaders as Sen-
ators [Mrke] MANSFIELD, DIRxsSEN, and [J.
W. FuLeriGHT. The best advocates of dis-
armament, like Senator [Huserr H.] Hum-
PHREY, have always understood the require-
ment of vigilance, and determined support-
ers of our nuclear strength like Senator
[Jorn O©.] PastorE, have understood the
necessity for hope.

But not everyone in the country observed
the same balance, and in the national de-
bate there were on each side errors of excess.
On the one hand, in their emphasis on
hope, some of those supporting the treaty
were inattentive to the problem of safe-
guards and appeared to belleve that it was
somehow not in the spirit of the treaty that
the TUnifed States should make clear the
need for vigllance. And on the other hand,
some of those most concerned about safe-
guards and vigilance were blind to the real
hopes represented in the treaty and unwill-
ing to entertain the possibility that any
agreement with the Soviet Union could con-
ceivably be in the interest of both sides,
I am not now debating the overall merits
or demerits of the treaty as such, but only
pointing out the hazard of a one-sided con-
cern for either its dangers or its hopes, taken
alone,

The limited test ban treaty is more a
beginning than an end in itself. It may
or may not lead onward. But it does indeed
offer the four kinds of hope of which the
President spoke, and it does indeed require
the safeguards he has stated. So when we
sift the arguments, we find much to keep
from both sides; and what it is wise to re-
ject, in the main, is the conclusion or atti-
tude which rests primarily upon a total
rejection of the concerns of others. Those
supporting the treaty uncritically have been
wrong mainly where they have too much
resisted the concerns of those more cautious
than themselves. Those who have opposed
it root and branch have erred mainly in
neglecting or underrating the reality of the
hope it represents. My suggestion is that
there has been more truth in the affirmative
beliefs of both sides than in their criticisms
of each other.

And what I wish to do next is to suggest
that this same conclusion has some validity
in four other fields; our ad in sf
our policy toward Europe, our effort for free-
dom in South Vietnam, and our hope for
improvement in relations with the Soviet
Union.

U.S. POSITION ON COOPERATION IN SPACE

I take the problem of space first because in
a measure it is the simplest. Here we have
a single national policy with two major

2 For text, see ibid., Sept. 30, 1063, p. 496.
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strands. The first is our national effort to
develop the technical, industrial, and human
resources which are necessary for the exten-
sion of man's capacity from the earth to-
ward outer space. This wide undertaking is
symbolized as it is stimulated by the na-
tional decision taken 2 years ago to aim at
the landing of a man on the moon within
this decade. But it is the wider program and
purpose, and not the single personal adven-
ture, which shapes our policy and justifies
this effort.

Parallel to this national effort, and steadi-
1y sustained over a 5-year perlod, is our pur-
pose of cooperation In space. This purpose
was dramatically reafirmed by the President
10 days ago in his address to the United Na-
tions; ¢ there he urged that we should ex-
plore the possibility of joining with the
Soviet Union, even in sending men to the
moon. And again, it is the broad purpose
of cooperation, and not only the possible
sharing of a single great personal adventure,
which is at the center of our policy.

The question which has been raised in this
last week is whether there is somehow a
contradiction between the national effort and
the purpose of cooperation. The position of
your Government is that these two under-
takings are part of a single program, each re-
inforeing the other. As the President put it
last week In a letter to Representative Ar-
BERT THOMAS! “This great national effort and
this steadily stated readiness to cooperate
with others are not in conflict. * * * We
do not make our space effort with the nar-
row purpose of national aggrandizement.
We make it so that the United States may
have a leading and honorable role in man-
kind's peaceful conquest of space. It is this
great effort which permits us now to offer
increased cooperation with no susplicion any-
where that we speak from weakness. And
in the same way, our readiness to cooperate
with others enlarges the international mean-
ing of our own peaceful American program
in space.”

It is right then, we believe, to press on
with the space program of the United States
and to press on also in the effort to find
wider paths to greater cooperation. In this
policy we accept great parts from each of two
kinds of arguments—those urging. we must
be strong in space, and those urging that we
must miss no opportunity for ccoperation
with the Soviet Union.

At the same time, &5 in the case of the
debate on the test ban treaty, it is also nec-
essary to reject some parts of the two differ-
ent arguments. On the one hand, we do not
believe that the very limited progress which
has been made so far in real cooperation
with the Soviet Union in any sense justifies
a weakening or slackening in the national
space effort. To abandon or attenuate our
clear national commitment to a major effort
in space, on the strength of hope and good
will alone, would be as wrong as accepting
a test ban treaty without proper safeguards.

On the other hand, we must also reject the
notion that the national program in space is
somehow weakened or endangered by a
peaceful program of cooperation. We have
not entered space only in fear or in hos-
tility. Our strength and our readiness to
meet any hazard—Iin this and other areas—
do not require that we turn our back on
every prospect of cooperative effort. In this
instance, then, as In that of the test ban
treaty, there is truth on both sides of the
argument, and error comes mainly not from
support of one’s own position but from
susplicion of the other man’s,

ATLANTIC PARTNERSHIP AND EUROPEAN UNITY

I turn now to the politics of Europe. This
problem is more and the subtleties

eomplex.
of a full-scale argument are impossible
here; I must content myself with a sketch.

+1Ibld., Oct. 7, 1968, p. 580.
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But I think it clear that once again the
great hazard is in the tendency to think of
“elther-or” instead of ‘“both-and.” There
is a belief that somehow there must be
either an Atlantic or a European focus to
the policy of the Western nations. And
the argument rages over the head of re-
ality, between men who fear that the great-
ness of Europe may be somehow drowned
in the Atlantic and men who seem to be-
lieve that the Atlantic partnership may be
endangered by growing strength and unity
in Europe. The policy of the United States
is to reject this false cholce—to assert, in
every field and on all occasions, the inter-
locking and mutually supporting ideas of
Atlantic partnership and n unity.
The clearest and most authoritative state-
ment of this position is in the President's
address at the Paulskirche, in Frankfurt, on
June 25 of this year,® and I cannot do better
than to quote to you these sentences which
state the double commitment of our policy:

““We are partners for peace—not in a nar-
row bilateral context but in a framework of
Atlantic partnership. The ocean divides us
less than the Mediterranean divided the
ancient world of Greece and Rome. Our
Constitution is old and yours is young, and
our culture is young and yours is old, but
in our commitment we can and must speak
and act with but one volce. Our roles are
distinet but complementary—and our goals
are the same: peace and freedom for all
men, for all time, in a world of abundance,
in a world of justice.

“The future of the West lies in Atlantic
partnership—a system of cooperation, inter-
dependence, and harmony whose people can
Jointly meet their burdens and opportunities
throughout the world.”

That was the Atlantic commitment, but
the President went on to Europe:

“It is not in our interest to try to domi-
nate the European councils of decision. If
that were our objective, we would prefer to
see Europe divided and weak, enabling the
United States to deal with each fragment

individually. Instead we have and now look

forward to a Europe united and strong—
speaking with a common volce, acting with
a common will—a world power capable of
meeting world problems as a full and equal
partner.

“This is in the interest of us all. For war
in Europe, as we learned twice in 40 years,
destroys peace in America. A threat to the
freedom of Europe is a threat to the freedom
of America. * * * And that is why we look
forward to a united Europe in an Atlantic
partnership—an entity of interdependent
parts, sharing equally both burdens and
decisions and linked together in the tasks
of defense as well as the arts of peace.”

Here again, as In our previous examples,
there is truth In both concepts, and error
comes mainly from hostility to one or the
other. It is not necessary, in the construc-
tion of the new Europe, that the ties of
partnership across the Atlantic should be
cut. BStill less is it required, for the effec-
tiveness of the Atlantic community, that
there should be any hostility to the idea of
Europe. This is what American policy has
recognized; it is also what the greatest men
of Europe have understood and preached.

THE SITUATION IN SOUTH VIETNAM

The difficult situation in the troubled
country of South Vietnam is one which I
have even less desire to discuss, in substan-
tive terms, than the other questions I have
taken as examples. The important mission
of Secretary [of Defense Robert 8.] Mec-
Namara and General [Maxwell D.] Taylor
is only just ending, and it would be wholly
iInappropriate for me to comment on the
course of action which may be chosen in
the light of this mission and of the con-

81Ibid., July 22, 1963, p. 118.
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tinuing consideration which' is golng for-
ward in Saigon wunder the leadership of
Ambassador [Hsm-y Cabot] Lodge, and also
in Wash

Yetitisnotwrong I think, to suggest that
in this case again there are two propositions,
both of them true, and two kinds of error
which can result from an unwillingness to
accept them both. And again both proposi-
tlons have been stated clearly by the Presi-
dent.” The first is that the object of Ameri-
can policy in this part of the world is to
assist In a most difficult and important
struggle against Communist subversion—
military, paramilitary, and political. The
commitment of the United States to the
independence of South Vietnam goes back
many years. This commitment was inten-
sified and reinforced 2 years ago, and since
then a major cooperative effort has been
carried forward with energy-
and at least until recently with increasing
success—by Americans working closely with
the people and Government of South Viet-
nam. It is the policy of the United States
to sustain that effort.

Yet it would be folly for the United States
to neglect, or to regard with Indifference,
political developments of recent months
which raise gquestions about the ability of
the Government and people of SBouth Viet-
nam to support each other effectively in
their contest with communism. The Presi-
dent has made it clear that the United States
is not indifferent to these events and
them with great concern. It is and must be
the policy of the U.S. Government to make
clear its interest in whatever improvements
it judges to be necessary, always of course
with a proper regard for responsibilities
which rest in the first Instance upon the
people of South Vietnam.

It is no secret that observers of the scene
in South Vietnam have often differec sharply
in their interpretation of events. From these
differences there have come divergent rec-
ommendations for policy. There is nothing
discreditable in the existence of such differ-
ences. In a situation in which easy solu-
tions do not exist and in which commIitments
of purpose and hope are high, it is only
natural that there should be a tendency in
each observer to emphasize the part of the
truth to which he is nearest. If a particu-
lar antisubversive effort is going well, the
man who is working on that effort is bound
to see that part of reality as very large. If
in the citles there is repression and aliena-
tion of public support, men living in those
citles, with responsibilities more civil than
military, will feel a special and intense con-
cern. Where danger comes is not in these
equally right perceptions of important phe-
nomens but in the human tendency, here
as in each of my preceding examples to sup-
pose that one's-own reality is the only reality,
80 that the observation of the other man is
somehow misleading.

The requirement upon statesmanship, once
again, is to seek ways of meeting both the
need for effective prosecution of the struggle
and the need for a workable relation between
the people and government of a friendly
country. No one can say that this task is
easy. No one can even say it ls certainly
possible. But what can be said, and what
the President has sald already, 1s that the
United States will not shrink from this re-
sponsibility or attempt to make it easier than
it is by pretending that only one part of it
is important.

UNITED STATES RELATIONS WITH SOVIET UNION

Finally, returning to the wider arena, I
come to the question of our relations with

the Soviet Union. And again I offer two
propositions. The first is that we must and

% See p. 624.
"For background, see Bulletin of Jan. 1,
1962, p. 13, and Sept. 30, 1963, p. 498.
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will seek for improvement in our relations
with the Soviet Government, for a rellable
and extended easing of tenslons, for the
“next steps""—Iin the direct sense—after the
first small step of the limited test ban treaty.
But the second proposition is that in this
purpose and process the United States will
give no comfort or support to those who be-
lieve that it is right or even possible to lle
down in trust with Communists and their
su in the free socleties of the West or
in places where communism subsists only by
force and fraud, as most notably today in
Cuba.

The first proposition hardly requires elab-
oration, I think, in the light of the Presi-
dent’s own address at the United Natlons,
We seek a reliable easing of tensions. We
never intend to be second in this honorable
search, and, while we will always insist on
the proper rights and interests of our allies,
and especlally on the legitimate purpose of
reunification which animates the people of
Germany, we believe that there can be real
progress toward peace and security between
the West and the Soviet Union whenever the
Soviet Government is really ready.

It is the other proposition which needs
more emphasis. Too often in the past, at
moments of lower tension or of surface cor-
dialty, freemen have been tempted to
suppose that a change in'the atmosphere s
the same as a reversal of baslc Communist
purpose. History since 1920 is littered with
the wreckage of such illusory hopes. The

wrecks are those left from the period
of the Popular Front between 1935 and 1939,
but smaller and instructive shipwrecks of
hope occurred after the summit meeting of
19656 and even at the time of the aborted
summit of 1860. So now it is essential to
distinguish between the real and serious
hope of sustaining our progress toward less
critically dangerous relations with the Soviet
Government, and the equally real and seri-
ous necessity of unrelenting hostility to
Communist subversion, whether sustained by
m u in Cuba, or by political intrigue and
as among Communist parties
throushoutt-he world.

In this case, as in the others, the danger
of error comes from rigid rejection of either
half of this double reality. There are some,
preoccupied with the danger of letting down
our guard against subversion, who believe
that it 1s wrong to seek any improvement
at all in the relations between the great
powers. There are others who concentrate
their attention so sharply on the hope for
improvement in our relations with Moscow
that they disregard the need for respect to
our allles and wariness against a at-
mosphere of general reconciliation which
would serve only the implacable underminers
of liberty among us.

BALANCING BOTH ASPECTS OF REALITY

I have finished with my five cases—one
just settled and four still before us, but all
of present Importance. I want now to offer
one comment on all five—and to
offer it as a suggestion only, with no at-
tempt at detalled demonstration. I believe
that in each of these five cases the balanced

of both aspects of reality is in
fact essential to the purposes which seem
central to those who themselves emphasize
only one side. Let me offer 10 sentences,
without proof, in support of this suggestion.
I think that:
On the test ban
1. The test ban treaty helps our security
‘by enlisting hope as well as fear.
Safeguards help toward disarmament by
perm.lttlns confidence.
On space

9. Our national effort in space is the es-

sential underpinning of a plausible and self-

respecting purpose of cooperation.
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4, Our purpose of cooperation can attract
support and understanding both at home
and abroad for the national space effort.

On policy toward Europe

5. Our loyalty to Atlantic partnership is
a prerequisite of the growth of self-confi-
dence and self-reliance in Europe.

6. Progress toward the unity of Europe is
essential to the coherence of the Atlantic
community.

In Vietnam

7. Resolute perseverance in the effort
against the Vietcong is essential to political
improvement in that country.

8. U.B. concern for political improvement
in Vietnam is a necessary part of our loyalty
to the effort against communism there.

In our relations with communism

9. The search for honorable improvement
in our relations with the Soviet Union is
an essentlal part of our policy of opposing
Communists and their sympathizers in the
West—it deprives them of the argument that
't.he responsibility for the cold war rests with

10 Alert and determined opposition to
Communist force and fraud among us is an
essential prerequisite to any sound and last-
ing settlement with the Soviet Government,
which will never respect a West it can hope
to divide or subvert.

I have come a long way through a number
of complex issues, and it may be that I have
pressed my thesis too strongly in one in-
stance or another. Moreover, there is always
the hazard that, in weighing conflicting
considerations, one may unfairly tilt the
scales In favor of one’s own notion of the
properly balanced position. So, in closing,
I would urge upon you not the wis-
dom of the specific proportions I have sup-
ported but the general wisdom of the general
concept that there is usually some truth in
what is urged by both sides in our great de-
bates on foreign affairs. And whatever may
be our attitudes on specific issues, the accept-
ance of this more general proposition can
lead to the generosity of spirit and breadth of
understanding which are essential to sus-
tained good will and effective action in the
dangerous age in which, even in these days
of growing hope, we are required to live.

COLONIAL WILLIAMSBURG

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, the
whole world is indebted to the remark-
able foresight and unprecedented gen-
erosity of the late John D. Rockefeller,
Jr., who decided to finance the restora-
tion of Colonial Williamsburg. That has
been accompanied by the splendid de-
velopment, as a national monument, by
the National Park Service of the nearby
Yorktown Battlefield and of Jamestown
Island.

Students of history will recall that 50
yvears after the end of the Revolutionary
War, the patriotic citizens of Massachu-
setts dedicated a monument at Bunker
Hill, where members of the Massachu-
setts State Militia had made a brave and
historic fight against better trained and
better equipped troops of the British
Army. On that occasion, Webster made
an historic speech in which, among other
things, he said that as long as the James
flows by Jamestown Island; as long as
the Atlantic washes Plymouth Rock, no
vigor of youth, no maturity of manhood
will cause our Nation to forget those
early spots that cradled and defended
the infancy of our Republic.
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In Jamestown Island, in 1619, an
election was held to select a body of
competent men to govern the island.
That was the first experiment in repre-
sentative democracy on the North Amer-
ican Continent. As the little colony of
Jamestown grew, it extended into a vil-
lage named “Williamsburg,” which be-
ecame the capital of the colony and the
seat of the English Governor. If also be-
came the site of a college named for a
British King and his wife—William and
Mary—which would have been the oldest
college in our Nation today but for the
fact that the King went on a hunting trip
when he should have mailed to the Gov-
ernor in Virginia the charter for the col-
lege, and because of that delay, Harvard,
which was founded without a royal char-
ter, became the first college to be started
in our country. At the College of Wil-
liam and Mary were trained not only
many of the leaders of the subsequent
Revolutionary period but some of the
greatest statesmen that the world has
ever known. Two of those statesmen, in
whom Virginia takes great pride, were
George Mason, the author of our Bill of
Rights, and Thomas Jefferson, the au-
thor of our Declaration of Independence.
And it was, of course, at Williamsburg
that Patrick Henry, the sparkplug of the
American Revolutionary War, made a
famous speech in which he urged sup-
port of the freedom-loving people of
Massachusetts who had complained of
the onerous stamp taxes, including an
outrageous tax on tea and also of the
fact that the British Government was
reserving for British ships all of the
straightest, finest trees to be found in the
forests of Massachusetts.

Therefore, as I said, John D. Rocke-
feller, Jr., rendered a service not only
to Virginia and to all of the United
States, but to the world in investing
over $73 million in the restoration of
the Governor’s Palace at Williamsburg,
in the House of Burgesses, in which was
framed Virginia’s Bill of Rights, the res-
toration of early buildings at the college
which had been designed by the great
English architect, Christopher Wren.
And then in order that hundreds of
thousands of visitors might get the in-
spiration to be derived from a personal
contact with “those early spots that
cradled and defended the infancy of our
Republic,” Mr. Rockefeller, through his
organization called Colonial Williams-
burg, built the Williamsburg Inn, the
lodge and the motor court, which can
offer accommodations for the tourists
equaled by few hotels and surpassed by
none in the United States or the civilized
world.

In order to facilitate the meeting of
conferences at Williamsburg, Colonial
Williamsburg recently built what it calls
“the Conference Center.” Early last
month, the annual meeting of the Na-
tional Association of Supervisors of
State Banks was held at Williamsburg,
at which, incidentally, every State in
the Union was represented. I addressed
that meeting on the morning of October
3 and was impressed by the beautiful
carpet that was on the conference room
floor, When I asked for an explanation
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of the remarkable pattern that had
been woven into that rug and also infor-
mation as to where the rug was made, all
I could learn was that the rug had been
woven in my home county of Rockbridge
by the Glasgow, Va., division of James
Lees & Sons, now a part of the
textile empire of Burlington Mills. So,
I wrote my friend, the very able and
efficient president of Colonial Williams-
burg, Hon. Carlisle H. Humelsine, to tell
me why what appeared to be the great
seal on the carpet showed the national
emblem, the bald eagle, looking to the
right, as in the great seal, is holding
arrows in his right talon and the olive
branch in his left—which is the reverse
of what appears in the great seal.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may have printed at this
point in the ReEcorp a letter to me of Oc-
tober 31 from President Humelsine, ex-
plaining the pattern of that gold rug
at the Williamsburg Conference Center.

Mr. President, perhaps this is a felici-
tous time to make available to many
American citizens who have not yet had
an opportunity to enjoy the wonderful
food that is served at the Williamsburg
Inn and the other places of entertain-
ment in Williamsburg, recipes of some
of the wonderful dishes that have come
down to us from our colonial ancestors.
I therefore ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp at this time
the following recipes taken from the
1962 President’s report of Colonial
Williamsburg:

There being no objection, the letter
and recipes ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

WILLIAMSBURG, VA,
October 31, 1963.
Hon. A. WiLL1S ROBERTSON,
U.S. Senate,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear Wimris: You are a most observant
visitor,

The sunburst pattern in the gold rug at
the conference center is derived from the
Nova Constellatio patterns in silver, which
were represented in perhaps the first U.S.
colnage. They were designed for Gouverneur
Morris to carry out his ideas in a decimal
coinage system, As the proposed denomina-
tions and coins did not advance beyond the
pattern stage, the pleces are all dated 1783
and are extremely rare. In the original pat-
tern an eye appeared in the center of the
sunburst which we have omitted,

The heraldic eagle appearing in the rug
was used in 1797 on dimes, dollars, half
eagles, and eagles. In those coins, the rela-
tionship between the eagle, the arrows, and
the olive branch were reversed as you de-
tected from their position in the Great Seal
and in modern coinage.

You have raised an interesting question,
and I think we probably ought to have these
answers published in some form in the con-
ference center as the derivation of the rug
designs is, I think, most interesting.

Accept my very best wishes.

Sincerely,
CArLISLE H. HUMELSINE.

SPOON BREAD
Stir 1 cup of corn meal into 1 pint of boil-
ing water, which contains one-half teaspoon
of salt. Stir 1 minute, remove from fire and
add 2 tablespoons of butter. Beat well, add
4 beaten eggs and beat in 1 cup of cold milk.
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Beat again and pour into hot buttered bak-
ing dish, Bake 25 minutes in hot oven and
serve from baking dish.

CorN PUDDING

Take 6 large, tender, milky ears of corn.
Split the corn down the center of each row;
cut off the top and then scrape the cob well.
Beat 2 eggs and stir them into the corn. Add
one-fourth cup of flour, 1 teaspoon of salt
and one-half teaspoon of black pepper. Stir
in 1 pint of fresh milk and mix all together
thoroughly. Put in a cold buttered pan
about 4 inches deep. Cover the top with 2
heaping tablespoons of butter cut in small
pleces. Bake in a moderately hot oven
about 1 hour. Serve hot,

How To CooX AN OLD VIRGINIA Ham

Select a 3- to 5-year old ham weighing
12 to 18 pounds. Trim and wash carefully
and soak overnight. Change water and add
1 cup of apple vinegar and 1 cup of brown
sugar. Cover with water. Boll very slowly
5 or 6 hours, or until end bone is loose.
Leave the ham in the water in which it was
cooked until water is cold, then skin. Put
ham in bakingpan and bake to a nice brown.

CANADA'S EXPORT PROBLEM

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, a distin-
guished Canadian industrialist last week
summed up Canada's need for larger ex-
ports to the United States in an im-
portant speech before the Advertising
Club of Washington, D.C.

It was my privilege to meet the speak-
er, T. J. “Ted” Emmert, president and
chief executive officer of Hawker Siddeley
Canada, Ltd. I was impressed by him
personally as well as by the message he
delivered.

We in the United States have long rec-
ognized Canada as a good and friendly
neighbor. With this in mind we need
to consider seriously Canada’s problem of
economic imbalance in her business rela-
tions with this country.

Mr. Emmert’s speech is the opinion
of an industrial statesman, and I rec-
ommend heartily to my colleagues that
it be carefully read. I ask unanimous
consent that the text of the address be
included at this point in the REcorp.

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

Your business is advertising and selling,
and very largely, s0 is mine. Normally I am
advertising or selling on behalf of my own
company.

But today, the product is Canada, the
country I have chosen to live and work in.

In size, Canada ranks next only to Russia
and our operating companies which are from
the Atlantic to the Pacific are 4,200 miles
apart—or the distance from Chicago to Paris.
Windsor, Ontario, 1s parallel with northern
California, and from Windsor we look north
to Detroit. Our northern frontier is the
Arctic Circle. v

In this tremendous landmass we have a
population of only 19 milllon—about the
same number of people living in New York
State.

Our form of government is based on the
British system, as free and representative as

your own. Canada is an equal partner in the
British Commonwealth and subservient to

no one.
Although we have full nationhood, and
complete political entity, because of geog-
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raphy and tremendous distances we Canadi-
ans tend to look upon Canada as not one but
five Canadas; The Maritime Provinces, Que-
bec, Central Canada, the Prairies and British
Columbia.

Canadians have, for a long time, been ex-
traordinarily interested in the United States,
and our media give a lot of attention to your
aflairs.

But today the United States is making a
great deal of news in Canada in a manner
previously unknown. And with it is a feel-
ing of apprehension.

The subject of the news is not political,
defense or friendship. It is freedom—eco-
nomic freedom, without which so many other
freedoms and principles go by the board.

To put it very simply, U.S. investors and
business are now so extensively involved in
the Canadian economy that the situation has
become critical. As Canada continues to buy
much more from the United States than she
sells to the United States, every passing year
aggravates the sltuation.

U.8. investment in Canada is nothing new.
After all, Canada is the United States big-
gest customer. Two-thirds of all Canada's
international transactions are with the
United States. Canada has always welcomed
outside capital, but today its proportions
and its drain on the economic stability of
Canada are too great. Canada is living be-
yond her means on a dangerous scale.

Our two countries have always had their
differences and always will, but like a family
we settle our disputes by compromise or
mediation.

This economic situation goes much deeper
than a family dispute. Many Canadians see
their sovereignty in jeopardy.

How is this feeling possible when the coun-
tries have been so close for so many years?
And very often the only way you can tell a
Canadian from an American is by the brand
of cigarettes he smokes.

The U.S. people haven't changed, that's
true, but their stature in Canadian aflairs
has changed.

Canada’s annual average deficit with the
United States is now running at $1.5 billion,
which is the equivalent in the United States
of a deficit of $20 billion annually with one
trading partner.

To the United States with a gross national
product of around $600 billion, Canada’s
#1.5 billlon problem is negligible, But to
Canada with a $44 billion gross mnational
product it is economic survival.

Our Minister of Finance sald this month:
“The Government of Canada is determined
to give priority in its economic policy to
measures that will bring order, stability, and
better balance in our international trade
payments. This will not be easy. It will
mean some changes in the way we do things.”

He sald also: “The direction we must take
is clear and unmistakable. We will proceed
carefully in seeking and applying solutions.
We will bear in mind the Interests of our
friends and neighbors, but there can be no
question about the compelling need for
effective action.”

To Canadians the economic facts are loud
and clear and dangerous. The danger of re-
lying on the flow of foreign capital into
Canada as an offset to trade imbalance was
brought rudely home last year when the
flow stopped. The result was an extreme ex~
change crisis.

The logical question here is: How did Can-
ada get herself into this position? Well, I
guess we can blame the war and the boom
years that followed, when we changed from
a primary producer to a manufacturer.

The cry was " Canada can make It.” Lit-
erally hundreds of new factories sprang up
every year in a phenomenal industrial expan-
sion, Many of these factories were subsidi-
aries of U.S. and oversea companies,
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In 1988 primary industries such as mining
and agriculture accounted for over 40 per-
cent of the dollar value of Canada’s total pro-
duction. By 1960 that figure had slumped to
26 percent, and today mondary industry
accounts for three-quarters of the dollar
volume of Canadian production,

Canada has had to pay the price for this
rapid progress and today U.S. interests con-
trol well over half of all Canadian industrial
enterprises, including some 45 percent of
manufacturing. While this ecircumstance
could be viewed with alarm and contrib-
ute to our current economic difficulties it has
speeded up the development of Canada and
provided the high standard of living we
enjoy today.

‘We should remind ourselves that it was
European investors who provided the finan-
cial strength for the development of the
United States when she became an inde-
pendent Nation. Yet America has retained
her economic independence. Naturally, Can-
ada 18 equally anxious to retain hers—and I
feel sure she will.

A further problem has been the youth and
inexperience of Canada’s new secondary in-
dustry in export markets. Often it has been
a matter of timidity; sometimes restraint by
the parent company, especially in attempt-
ing to penetrate the U.S. market, or neglect

complacency in the boom years of
the domestic market.

Geography has also added to Canada’s
dilemma. Much of the population of Can-
ada Is resident in the large new industrial
belts along the Great Lakes and on the US.
border.

As a result, these people who are the pace-
setters in Canadian standards of living are
directly under the full omslaught of T.S.
influence. Through television and radio,
magazines and all other methods of com-
muneciation—a fleld in which Americans are
expert—the desire for U.S. standards has
spread—and this is good.

Today a Canadian in Ontarlo has his own
home, his new model car, his refrigerator,
his was! machine, his television and all
the other material things expected in the
United States.

The only trouble is that while the individ-
ual Canadian may be able to meet the pay-
ments for all these things, his country can't
meet the bills without borrowing. And
there’s a limit to what can be borrowed
safely.

As a nation we are now committed to
industry. But because of our much smaller
domestic market, industrial Canada today
must look elsewhere to sell her goods. Quite
naturally her eye turns first to the immense
U.8. market.

In order to balance trade something has
to go. Either Canada lowers her standard
of living by cutting imports or she balances
the books by selling more to the United
States—#$1.6 billion worth annually to be
exact. And the people of Canada are not
willing to accept the first alternative.

My own company operates internationally.
Our divisions and subsidiaries are not afrald
to compete in any market. That is why we
do a fair amount of business abroad. We
don't win them all, but of sales totaling
$1.3 billion In the last 6 years, about $200
million has been earned in foreign markets.

I am all for opening more trade doors
and closing fewer. Restrictions eripple ini-
tiative, expansion, and progress. In this day
and age no nation can sit on its hands be-
hind a high protective wall and survive. The
Europeans found this out.

I was pleased to note that in a speech
given the other day, Gen. E. W. Rawlings,
U.8. Air Force, retired, one of your distin-
gulshed military men and now a leading
industrialist, pointed out to a Toronto audi-
ence that one of North America's chronic
problems is a matter of geography.
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*“Basically,” he said, “certain problems arise
on our North American Continent because
politically the dividing lines run east and
west, whereas economically they run north
and south.”

This is of real concern to enlightened in-
dustrialists on both sides of the border, but
I am sure that in the course of time some
practical solution will be found for this
problem.

From my own experience in the farm
equipment business where there are no duty
barriers, I found that both Canadian and
United States agricultural equipment con-
sumers and manufacturers benefit by the
free north and south flow of their goods.

The question now is: Where do we go
from here?

First. Canada is not looking for handouts.
She is mot a recipient of foreign aid—but
is in fact a giver.

Second. What she seeks is a better oppor-
tunity to sell her secondary products in the
U.S. markets. She feels she has earned that
right by her “wider door” policy with the
United States, and is still earning that right.

Third. Canada doesn’t want a better mar-
ket share through charity. Her goods should
be marketed in the United States on quality
and price,

Fourth and probably the most important.
Canada needs better U.S. education and un-
derstanding of her position, her role in North
American affairs, and acceptance of her new
industrialization.

I do not fear Canada’s ability to com-
pete successfully in the United States under
fair ground rules. Canada can compete.
There's no doubt about that.

Today we sell a lot of goods In certain
U.8. markets. But many other markets are
virtually closed to us.

We are constantly studying the U.S, mar-
ket and we accept the challenge.

For example, in order to do business U.S.-
style, our company opened a subsidiary in
Chicago 14 months ago staffed entirely by
Americans. This is an engineering and as-
sembly plant for the production of power
packages using industrial gas turbine en-
gines developed and manufactured by our
Orenda Engines Division, which has been
in business for nearly 20 years. By the end
of this year we will have about $2 million
invested over here, in hopes of getting it
and some more back by penetrating your
market with a first-class product at competi-
tive prices.

Next year, Canada hopes to export more
than #6.8 billion worth of goods and serv-
ices, and undoubtedly an increasing pro-

on will be in manufactured goods
which are showing some encouraging im-
provements.

Generally, however, we are looking and’

must loock more to the U.S. market. And
when a Canadian industrialist looks at the
American market one thing happens—his
mouth waters.

A fractionally greater share of that vast
market can solve Canada's greatest economic
problems.

Good relations between Canada and the
TUnited States are vital for the future pros-
perity and perhaps even the survival of
both countries. Therefore, we must not only
seek to encourage a better understanding
of the problems which have arisen and may
arise, but also to develop solutions which
are in the common Interest of both coun-
tries.

It may well be in the future that Canada
will appear to be adamant in many matters
while wrestling with her problems.

Itthislsd.lsturblngiwouldukyouto
remember the words of Vincent Massey, first
Canadian citizen to become Governor Gen-
eral of Canada and former Canadian Am-
bassador to Washington, who says in his re-
cently published biography: “Americans do
not dislike us when we are loyal to our-
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selves, and they respect us when we stand
up for what we believe to be our rights, as
they are always zealous in defending what
they believe to be theirs.”

And having lived on both sides of the
border, I believe that this is true.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there further morning business? If not,
morning business is closed.

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN ASSIST-
ANCE ACT OF 1961

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Chair lays before the Senate the unfin-
ished business, which will be stated.

The LecistATivE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
7885) to amend further the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, as amended, and
for other purposes.

The Senate resumed the conaideration
of the bill.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Florida [Mr.
Howrranp] to the so-called Mansfield
amendments, which were offered by the
Senator from Montana on his own be-
half and on behalf of other Senators.
The amendment will be stated.

The LecisLaTivE CLERK. On page 1, in
line 8, of the amendments (No. 280) sub-
mitted by Mr. MansrFieLp, on behalf of
himself and other Senators, the follow-
ing amendment (No. 290) is proposed:
namely, strike out the figure “$1,500,-
000,000” and insert the figure “$975,-
000,000".

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 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 dispensed with

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Wlth-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HOLLAND obtained the floor.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The amendment
of the Senator from Florida is the pend-
ing business. I ask unanimous consent
that I may suggest the absence of a
quorum, with the understanding that
the Senator from Florida will not lose
his right to the floor.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ap~
preciate the courtesy of the Senator from
Montana. I shall be happy to accept it,
if the Senate gives permission for a
quorum call, provided that in doing so I
do not lose my right to the floor.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr
WarTers in the chair). Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, before
urging my amendment upon the Senate,
and before the distinguished chairman of
the committee leaves the Senate Cham-~
ber, let me say that I appreciate the fact
that the majority leader, the minority
leader, the chairman of the committee,
and the ranking minority member have
tried to deal realistically with the prob-
lem presented this year in offering their
amendments, They show a realistic ap-
proach to the thinking of the country
which, I am sure, is strongly in favor of
a substantial reduction in the foreign
aid program. Senators who have joined
in offering these amendments are prob-
ably in closer touch with the problem
than other Senators—certainly much
closer than I am. I appreciate their ef-
fort, and I want to support it. I hope
that I shall be able to support it. But
there is one feature in it which has
seemed to me to be not realistic and not
showing an understanding of what I be-
lieve is in the minds of other Senators,
and certainly in the minds of the great
majority of our people—that is, that we
are hoping not merely for a reduction
of the program this year, but for con-
tinued reductions and for an end to the
program at as early a time in the future
as possible.

The Senate has noted, I am sure, in
the amendments offered by the majority
and minority leaders and the distin-
guished ranking members of the For-
eign Relations Committee, including, in
addition to the ones I have already men-
tioned, the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
SparkmMaN] and the Senator from -Ver-
mont [Mr. Aixken] that on line 8 of page
1 of the printed amendments there ap-
pears a reauthorization of the entire
amounts included in the Development
Loan Pund, by existing law, for the 2
years 1965 and 1966.

The reduction for this year to $975
million from the $1,500 million previ-
ously authorized for this year is, I think,
a realistic reduction. I am glad the lead-
ers have proposed it. But I think there
is even more need for a reduction in the
authorizations for the ensuing 2 years,
1965 and 1966.

It would be incomprehensible to me if
the Senate, knowing of the hopeful at-
titude of the country that the Congress
should not only reduce the program, but
end the program at an early date, would
reauthorize at this time the whole $1,500
million included in the original act of
1961, as the authorizations for each of
the years 1965 and 1966.

I do not believe there is present in the
Senate an intention to reauthorize that
very large amount for the Development
Loan Fund for 1965 and 1966.

I call attention to the fact that, if the
amendments offered by the leadership
were adopted, they would, in fact, re-
authorize the $1,500 million authoriza-
tions for 1965 and 1966.

Because I think we should not do that,
but should show the deliberate intention
of the Senate to reduce this program for
the future, and to look to an even greater
reduction than we have offered in the
amendments of the leadership for this
year, I have offered my amendment,
which would reduce the $1,500 million
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authorization in the amendment for 1965
to $975 million, and accomplish the same
thing as to the $1,500 million authoriza-
tion for 1966.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Am I correct in my
understanding that in the existing au-
thorization there is allowed $1,500 mil-
lion for the fiscal years, separately, of
1964, 1965, and 1966?

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The amendments of-
fered by the Senator from Montana [Mr.
MansrFIELp], on behalf of himself, the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN],
and other Senators, would reduce the
$1,500 million authorization for the fis-
cal year 1964 to $9756 million, but would
allow the $1,500 million authorization,
respectively, for the fiscal years 1965 and
1966 to continue, Is that correct?

Mr. HOLLAND. They would not
merely allow it to continue; they would
reauthorize the amounts. If the amend-
ments offered by the leadership had
referred only to 1964, they would not
have been as objectionable in this re-
spect as they are; but they include these
words, and I read now the words to be
inserted in the present authorization:

For the fiscal year 1963, $975,000,000 for
the fiscal year 1964, and $1,500,000,000 for
each of the next two succeeding fiscal years.

I believe the Senate has the duty to
work upon that part of the Mansfield
amendment by saying that we are
not merely hoping to reduce the large
amount authorized for this year, but are
looking forward, with equal hope, to the
next 2 succeeding years.

I am sorry I have no evidence on which
to make a request for less than $975 mil-
lion for each of those future years, but
I know that with a ceiling of that amount
for 1965 and 1966, a reduction in the pro-
grams would be much more likely to take
place than it would with a ceiling of
$1,500 million, as under the present law.

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

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the
Senator let me pursue that thought?

Mr. HOLLAND. Yes. I yield to the
Senator from Ohio. Then I shall yield
to the Senator from Oregon. * -

Mr. LAUSCHE. If the amendment of
the Senator from Florida were adopted,
it would mean that the amount which
has been recommended for authoriza-
tion in fiscal year 1964 would also be the
amount for fiscal year 1965 and fiscal
year 1966, which is $975 million. Is that
correct?

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is cor-
rect. That would be the authorized
amount for the 2 following years, mean-
ing that that would be the ceiling for
those years. This year the authorized
ceiling is $1,500 million. The amend-
ments offered by the leadership would
reduce that amount, which was already
reduced by the committee to the budget-
ed amount—I believe the budgeted
amount was $1,060 million, or something
like that—to $975 million. They have
accomplished those two reductions from
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the $1,500 million ceiling in the authori-
zation for the year 1964. For 1965 and
1966 my amendment proposes a ceiling
in the authorization of $975 million, in-
stead of $1,500 million, as would be the
case if the amendments of the leader-
ship, as written, were to be adopted.

Mr. LAUSCHE. It is the argument of
the Senator from Florida that, if there
is legitimacy in the argument that we
are to reduce the amount, we should be-
gin the reduction in some way at the
present time, rather than increase or
allow the larger sum to remain for 1965
and 1966. Isthat correct?

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is cor-
rect. I think we should show our inten-
tion to the people. It would be an ap-
preciated act on the part of Congress, if,
in regard to this program, we not only
reduce it this year, but also look to the
future. If we reduced the ceiling for
1965 by $525 million at this time, and
for 1966 by the same amount, namely,
$525 million, I think it would begin to
show to the country that we really are
working toward a reduction, and, we hope
soon, an elimination of this program.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. Iyield to the Senator
from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. I wish to raise a point
or two with regard to the Senator’s
amendment in relation to the Mansfield
amendments. One of the “gimmicks” of
the Mansfield amendments is the provi-
sion that seeks to commit the Senate to
an authorization for 1965 and 1966. Does
the Senator know any reason why we
si'ggg.;d not limit the authorization to

Mr. HOLLAND. That, of course,
would be an appropriate way to approach
the problem; but there is a problem
stated in these amendments, in which
there is a proposal for a reauthorization
of $1.5 billion for 1965 and 1966. So far
as the Senator from Florida is concerned,
he thinks it would be a great mistake
for the Senate to go on record that we
should retain that huge authorization for
the years 1965 and 1966. I think we
ought to begin to work our will toward
a substantial reduction of the program
for the future by cutting the ceiling for
those years from this part of the pro-
gram, that is, the Development Loan
Fund, from $1.5 billion to $975 million.

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, let me
tell the Senator what I believe to be a
great mistake. It is to have in the bill
any language that authorizes expendi-
tures for 1965 and 1966. The Senate
ought to face what I call a ‘“sleeper”
proposal in the amendment. There is
no doubt that the proponents of foreign
aid know that foreign aid is in serious
trouble in the United States. I am
satisfied that most of the proponents of
foreign aid know that if foreign aid went
to a referendum vote by the American
people, it would be overwhelmingly de-
feated. The American people have had
enough.

That does not mean that the Ameri-
can people would note vote for some
reasonable foreign aid program. How-
ever, I believe that the American people
are satisfied that the foreign aid pro-
gram is unreasonable, unjustified, and
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uncalled for. The American people are
preparing to strike it down. They are
going to strike it down in a variety of
ways. They are going to strike down
some Senators and Representatives in
1964, when they come up for election.

I hope it will be remembered that the
senior Senator from Florida said so on
the floor of the Senate today, and will
remember it when we take a look at the
results of the 1964 election. The people
are going to strike them down. Some
of us believe that we had better wait and
let the people decide what we should
do for 1964 in the election of 1964, be-
fore we proceed with the Mansfield
amendments to authorize for 2 addi-
tional years $11%4 billion of foreign aid.
That is my first point.

My second point is that I believe any-
one who will study the foreign aid pro-
gram knows that we ought to reduce
the number of countries that are re-
ceiving aid. We cannot justify con-
tinuing to pour foreign aid funds into
countries which are as well able to sup-
port themselves as we are to support
ourselves. They have no right to
receive any additional money from the
United States. Before we finish with the
debate we shall present our evidence to
show our reasons for believing that this
is already true of most of the NATO
countries. We shall propose a reduc-
tion in most of the foreign aid money
that is intended to be poured into a
number of countries, because they are
able to support themselves and should
not be getting a subsidy from the Ameri-
can taxpayers.

There is in the bill an authorization
of a billion and a half dollars for the
next 2 years. I know what the pro-
ponents of foreign aid will say. They
will say, “We have it in our pockets.”
I believe that next year the entire
foreign aid program ought to come
before us as a matter of necessity.

It can be said that the people are not
going to do anything to stop Congress
from going into foreign aid if it wills
to do so. The Senator from Flordia
knows, as well as I do, that the Senate
does not go out looking for business,
usually; it has enough to do to handle
the calendar of bills that automatically
comes before us. :

If an authorization bill does not come
before us, no one will go out to dredge
one up. I would propose to strike all
the language on line 8, page 1 of the
Mansfield amendments “And $1,500,-
000,000 for each of the next two succeed-
ing fiscal years.”

I do not believe we ought to vote for
an authorization for fiscal years 1965
and 1966. We ought to pass only on
1964, and then take a look at what the
situation is for 1965 after the American
people have taken a look at the elec-
tion. Thank God, we have the kind of
democratic system in our country under
which the people can go into the voting
booth and register their dissent from ac-
tions of Congress, by retiring a few Sena-
tors and Representatives who ought to
be retired. The American people are
entitled to have us, in this session of
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Congress, pass what our wisdom as of
now indicates should be the authoriza-
tion for 1964. I do not believe it ought
to extend beyond that period for 1 day.
I make the suggestion because I want the
Senator from Florida to know that I
would like very much to find myself in
agreement with him as far as possible.
He is making a contribution by the
amendment that he has offered. How-
ever, it does not go far enough.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is al-
ways frank. I always like to be in agree-
ment with him, not only because he
is my seatmate, but also because of his
brillance and his broad grasp of so many
problems.

I invite his attention, with some te-
merity, to the fact that if the course he
suggests is followed, it will leave as a
part of the law the authorization now
outstanding, which is for a billion and
a half dollars for 1965 and a billion and
a half dollars for 1966.

We have a precious opportunity to
bring the authorized amount down. I
am suggesting it be brought down by
more than a billion dollars by the
amendment which I am suggesting. I
am also stating that I do not propose to
vote for any reauthorization of these
huge amounts if they are left in the
amendments proposed to us as the re-

sult of some very careful study, I am’

sure, by the distinguished Senators who
offer them. We shall find ourselves in
the position of facing a billion and a
half dollar authorization for next year,
because it is already on the books, and
a billion and a half dollar authorization
for the year following, in connection
with the Development Loan Fund.

I believe there is a wonderful oppor-
tunity to show to the country that the
Senate is not merely performing an op-
eration on this year’s budgeted request,
but is also laying a predicate for a great-
er diminution of the program in the
future,

I am sorry, as I have already said, that
I eannot intelligently fix any other figure

for 1965 and 1966, other than to take

the diminished figure which is proposed
to be put in the bill for 1964, which I
believe is real progress, because it sug-
gests the elimination from the program
of a total of a billion and fifty million
dollars in the authorization for the next
2 fiscal yeaxs. .

I am sure, knowing how the Senator
from Oregon feels about the whole pro-
gram, that he will admit that this is a
very meritorious objective in itself.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I admit
that it is a meritorious objective. Ap-
parently I did not make myself clear.
What we propose to do is to repeal the
authorization in the existing law for
1964 and 1965. We propose to repeal it,
and to have nothing but the authoriza-
tion for 1964 remain in the bill. We
do not believe there should be any con-
tinuing authorization beyond this year.
The committee in its report has sug-
gested that the entire foreign aid pro-
gram be reconsidered. We want to
encourage that recommendation, by
repealing the authorization provision
beyond 1964.

November 4

I should like to ask the Senator a pro-
cedural question. I have been asked to
attend a meeting of Democrats being
held in the majority leader’s office, ap-
parently to ask me some questions about
my position in connection with the pend-
ing bill. I cannot very well leave the
floor to do that, because the Senator's
amendment might be adopted in my
absence.

Mr. HOLLAND. I certainly would not
call it up while the Senator is away.

Mr. MORSE. I understand that. Un-
less I made an arrangement, it could
be adopted in my absence. My present
intention would be, after the Senator
finishes his argument, and before action
is taken on the amendment, to have a
live quorum. That would take long
enough so that the meeting, which I
understand will not take very long, could
be held and Senators could return to
the floor.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I am
in sympathy with the situation in which
the Senator from Oregon finds himself,
I ask unanimous consent that I may
vield the floor for the purpose of sug-
gesting the absence of a quorum, and
that I may have the floor upon the con-
clusion of the quorum eall. I give notice
that this will be a live quorum,

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will
the Senator withhold his suggestion of
the absence of a quorum?

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to with-
hold it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest of the Senator from Florida?

Mr. HOLLAND. I withdraw my re-
quest. The distinguished minority lead-
er, being always able to take care of
every situation, will, I think; take care
of this one in such a way as to enable
Senators who are members of the other
palrg t.g s;téit.edr;dtt.he caucus.

.1 P nt, I amend my request
that there be a quorum call by with-
drawing the part relating to the sugges-
tion that there be a live quorum. I sug-
gest the absence of a gquorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Florida that he retain the floor
at the conelusion of the guorum eall?
The Chair hears none, and it is so or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll,

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

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

Mr. LAUSCHE., Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the unanimous-consent agreement, the
Senator from Florida was to retain the
floor at the conclusion of the guorum
call. Is there objection to allowing the
Senator from Ohio to proceed?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Ohio may proceed, notwithstand-
ing the request of the Senator from
Florida.

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




1963

RECOGNITION OF PRESENT GOV-
ERNMENT OF DOMINICAN RE-
PUBLIC

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the
present Government of the Dominican
Republic should be recognized by the
United States promptly and without any
further delay. Recognition is required
in the interest of fairplay to the people
of the Dominican Republic, the United
States, and the Western Hemisphere in
general.

We cannot afford to have the creation
of any further Communist governments
in this hemisphere. Failure to recog-
nize the present regime of the Domin-
ican Republic is likely to produce that
very unwanted condition. By our re-
fusal to recognize the present govern-
ment and to give it the aid that was
formerly being given to the Bosch regime,
we are inexcusably rejecting the will of
the Dominican people and the friendly
attitude of the present government; thus
giving encouragement to the leftwing
forces of that country.

The revolution against Bosch had the
practically solid backing of the Domini-
can people, It is true that the military
forces led the movement in overthrow-
ing the government. All the evidence,
however, shows that they did not have
personal ambitions, as indicated by the
fact that within 24 hours the military
forces succeeded in having the six most
important political parties—genuine
representatives of the people—selecting
and electing a triumvirate from among
the nonpolitical elements to rule provi-
sionally for 2 years.

The Bosch regime was overthrown by
the people because of general discontent
in the soft-handed treatment, and in
fact paternalism, that was accorded to
the Communists.

I suggest that a careful study of the
developments since the Bosch govern-
ment went into power will disclose the
existence of facts that justified the Do-
minicans in apprehensive of
the Communists taking control of their
government.

Several specific and manifest situa-
tions finally had such an impaet upon
the people that they concluded the need
of removing Bosch in order to es-
cape communism. The people became
alarmed because:

First, The exiled Communists were
coming back into the Dominican Re-
public in droves and without hindrance.

Second. The Bosch government rented
to the Communist Party a school build-
ing to be used in the teaching of the
Communist technique and doctrine.

Third. The governmentally operated
radio and television station was made
available to Communists for the spread
of their propaganda against the free
West and in favor of the Communists.

Fourth. An uninhibited outflow and
inflow of Cuban and Dominican Repub-
lican youth made possible the use of the
Communist beachhead in the Western
Hemisphere in Cuba as a further place
of indoctrination in communism.

Fifth. On July 26, 1963, when Castro
in Cuba was celebrating the 10th an-
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niversary of the initiation of the Castro
revolutionary group, Bosch sent from the
Dominican Republic 48 students to par-
ticipate as the representatives of the
Dominican Government in the celebra-
tion.

Sixth. Communists were placed in im-
portant govermmental positions, espe-
cially in the agency having control of the
radio and television facilities. These
facilities were used by the Communists
to attack the non-Communist political
parties, advocate what was called social
revolution, and otherwise to extol the
Communist cause,

While these things were happening,
Bosch was being urged to bring to an
end the privilege that was granted to
the Communist exiles, the rental to the
Communist Party of the school and the
television and radio facilities, and the
use of facilities for a Cuban base of in-
doctrination. Bosch turned a deaf ear
to all these pleas and, if anything, al-
lowed the activities of the Communists
to be expanded.

Early in October, when Bosch was
asked whether Castroism had influence
in the Dominican Republic, he replied
that in Santa Domingo there was a Cas-
troite movement, as in Venezuela, Colom-
bia, and Mexico. ‘This movement,” he
added, “is fighting, not for communism,
but for liberty.”

Mr. President, with that statement, I
cannot agree.

We do know that in Venezuela Castro-
ism is dynamiting the interests of the
Venezuelan people and those of the
United States. The army there has
sounded the alarm against what is hap-
pening.

The opponents of the present regime
argue that it has usurped power, is un-
lawfully holding office, and should not
be recognized or aided, because it over-
thre:v a constitutionally selected govern-
ment.

It is true that the military did act.
What it did, however, was the product
of the will of the workers, the farmers,
the religionists, the business, professional
and mining men, the housewives and the
merchants. The Dominican people do
not want a Communist government in
their land ; they are friendly to the West.
The military leaders foresaw what was
happening, and, for that reason, pro-
ceeded to remove the government which
was allowing communism to take hold;
moreover, it was actually aiding the
Communists. But these military persons
did not have personal ambitions, for it
is obvious that within 24 hours afier
they removed the Bosch government,
they turned it over to a triumvirate se-
lected by the six leading political parties
of the land.

Emilio de los Santos, the President of
the provisional government triumvirate,
in his inaugural address 24 hours after
the overthrow said:

We are not a product of Castro's institu-
tions; this government came as a result of
the mismanagement under which we were
suffering, and the will of the people who can
be considered to be mpmentad by polltlual
parties which command a vast abundance
of national votes.
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Manifestly the Dominican people re-
jected the honeyed words coming from
the Marxists and Leninists. They recog-
nized the failure of the Communist sys-
tem, especially in the agricultural field,
which has been so clearly evidenced by
the embarrassing acts of the Commu-
nists in buying, with their gold, wheat
from the United States, Canada, and
Australia.

The claim that the present regime is
made up of Trujillo devotees is com-
pletely without foundation; it is false.
Manuel Enrique Tavares, a present mem-
ber of the incumbent government, was
implicated and arrested in connection
with the death of Trujillo; a second
member, Mr. Tapia Espinal, was secre-
tary of the government after the down-
fall of Trujillo’s reign.

The triumvirate government was, in
the main, to Trujillo; and it is
opposed to the Communists, and is rep-
resentative of the thinking of the people
of the Dominican Republic.

Mr. President, I submit that two
courses are left for the people of the
United States with respect to the Do-
minican Republic: First, by our failure
to recognize the encumbent government
and to give it aid, we can deliver it to
the Communists: second, we can preserve
the government in that nation for the
people, through immediate recognition
of the present civilian government.

The assertion that a government can
at the same time be democratic and
communistic is a paradox and an un-
truth. The existence of communism
demonstrates that democracy and con-
stitutional government are absent. The
people of the United States want democ-
racies established everywhere, but will
not be duped into believing that a con-
stitutional form of government can ex-
ist where Communists are in charge.

Let us not delay. We should let the
world know now that the overthrow of
the Bosch regime was induced by the
manifest rejection of communism by the
Dominican people. Mr, Bosch was soft
and yielding to the Communists, and
thus suffered his overthrow.

I believe Bosch is an idealist; but he
allowed the Communists to take charge.
The result was that the strong and the
weak, the rich and the poor, those from
every rank of life in the Dominican Re-
publie, became apprehensive, and joined
in the movement for the removal of the
Bosch government.

Mr. President, we must not delay. If
we do, we are likely to create another
Cuba in the Western Hemisphere.

My words become especially impor-
tant because we are now at the thresh-
hold of deciding what we shall do in
regard to South Vietnam, If the United
States recognizes the South Vietnamese
Government, how can it fail to recognize
the government in the Dominican
Republic?

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

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

" The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr, Mc-
InTYRE in the chair.) The clerk will
call the roll.
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The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN ASSIST-
ANCE ACT OF 1861

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 7885) to amend further
the Foreign Assistance Aect of 1961, as
amended, and for other purposes.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, while
many Senators are presently in the
Chamber, I ask for the yeas and nays
on the pending amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second?

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I do
not wish to press the question at any
particular time. I certainly do not wish
to call up the amendment when the
Senator from Oregon is not present in
the Chamber. But while so many Sen-
ators are present, I should like to state
again briefly that my amendment would
merely seize the present golden oppor-
tunity to say to the Nation and to every-
one concerned that the Senate desires to
bring the program down, Instead of
reenacting the present authorization of
$1.5 billion for each of the years 1965
and 1966, the amendment would reduce
the ceiling of authorization for each of
those years to $9756 million, the same as
is proposed for the present year, which
would mean eliminating $1,050 million
from the authorization now contained
in existing law.

I have already stated—and I state
again—I am sorry that I do not have
the information, and I do not believe
anyone else does, to propose a reduction
even lower than the $975 million, but I
do not want it to appear that we are re-
authorizing a program which we expect
to be very much larger for next year and
the year after that than what we are
passing for the present year. I say
again that I think we now have a pre-
cious opportunity to see that the program
will be on the way out, and we are cutting
down the future authorizations when we
have an opportunity to do so.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Florida to
the Mansfield amendment to the com-
mittee amendment.

FURTHER AMERICAN CONCESSIONS
ON THE SALE OF WHEAT TO THE
COMMUNIST BLOC

Mr, DODD. Mr. President, the deci-
sion to sell wheat to the Soviet Union at
a subsidized price was announced to
Congress and the American public with
so little advance notice that there was
no time for serious discussion of the
implications of such a deal from the
standpoint of our national security or
of the terms that might make it com-
patible with the national security.

On October 8, I introduced a resolu-
tion asking simply that this decision be

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

deferred until February 1 so that a Sen-
ate committee might study these matters
and submit its report for the guidance
of Congress and the administration.

As matters turned out, we were granted
no such time for consideration.

On the following day, October 9, it
was announced that a deeision had been
made to approve the sale of American
surplus wheat to the Soviets.

This entire matter has been handled
in a piece-by-piece manner which has
obscured the true extent of the conces-
sions we have made both from Congress
and from the American people.

I gravely fear that these concessions
may prepare the way for the complete
collapse of the defenses which we have
so painstakingly erected in our country
and in the free world community
against the shipment of heavy industrial
equipment and other strategic goods to
the Communist bloc.

I intend to speak about this matter at
length in the very near future.

But meanwhile, so that my colleagues
may have a clearer understanding of the
scope of our concessions and the degree
of our humiliation, I wish to tabulate
the separate concessions that we have
made, sometimes in deflance of assur-
ances to Congress and the public, over
the past several months.

First. Immediately on the heels of the
ratification of the test ban treaty, it
was announced that the Johnson Act
would not be applied to the sale of agri-
cultural commodities to the Communist
bloe, and that these commodities would
be available to the Communist nations
on the same terms as apply to friendly
countries.

Nothing was yet said about selling
wheat to the Soviet Union.

But even in the general terms in which
it was couched, I do not see how this ac-
tion can be reconciled either with the
Johnson Act itself, or with the Latta
amendment to the Agricultural Act,
which prohibits subsidies on the sale of
agricultural commodities to Communist
nations.

Second. The official announcement on
October 9 that wheat would be sold to the
Soviet Union sought to obscure the fact
that this sale would be at a subsidized
price.

We were told that the subsidy would
go not to the Soviets, but to the American
graingrowers, and that the wheat itself
would simply be sold at the world price.

What we were not told is that the
world price previously prevailing was an
artificially deflated price based upon the
existence of substantial reserves in a
number of countries; and we were also
not told, although the Agriculture De-
partment subsequently confirmed this
fact, that the United States at this mo-
ment is the only country still command-
ing large reserves of wheat and other
food grains,

If the law of supply and demand has
any meaning at all, what it means in this
case Is that last year’s price is no longer
relevant; the world price should not dif-
fer substantially from the current do-
mestic price.

I find it most disturbing that while we
have insisted on artificially maintaining
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last year's deflated price as a concession
to the Soviets, the price of wheat and
flour on the American market has risen
substantially. Not merely are we sub-
sidizing the Soviet Government to the ex-
tent of almost $100 million, but the
American housewife, in consequence of
this deal, is already called upon to pay an
extra 40 cents per hundredweight of flour
because of the increased price of wheat
futures on the Chicago market.

Third. The impression was fostered at
the time the announcement was made
that this was to be a cash sale, or, at
least, & sale based on a normal com-
mercial eredit arrangement.

On Friday, October 18, however, we
were informed, through an article in the
New York Times, that the Export-Import
Bank would guarantee loans made on the
sale of U.S. wheat to the Soviets. It was
stated that the Export-Import Bank
would charge five-eighths of 1 percent to
guarantee such loans made by com-
mercial banks in this country to Ameri-
can grain traders.

For the entertainment of my col-
leagues, I should like to point out that
Mr. Harold F. Linder, President of the
Bank, while refusing to affirm or deny
the reports, made the following stafte-
ment to the press:

It would be perfectly normal for us to
guarantee all or part of a credit for an ex-
port transaction of this nature. We would

do the same for France and Switzerland, for
example,

We have come to a sorry pass, indeed,
if high-ranking officials can discern no
difference between extending credits to
friendly nations that traditionally
honor their obligations and extending
credit to a government that is com-
mitted to our destruction and that is in
default on more than $800 million on
prior credits extended.

Mr. President, I consider this fo be a
clear violation of the Johnson Act which
prohibits the extension of credit to na-
gons that are in default on prior obliga-

ons.

Fourth. On Friday, October 25, I was
informed that the Justice Department
had ruled that a “normal commercial
credit” could extend to 18 months.

I say that this arbitrary ruling, which
may be intended to cover up the viola-
tion of the Johnson Act, flies in the face
of banking practice and the accepted
usage of the term.

It has always been my understanding
that normal commercial credits extend
from 30 to 90 days at the most. An 18-
month or 3-year credit would not be a
“normal commercial credit” but a
medium-term loan.

In this connection, it seems clear that,
if we enter into such a transaction, we
shall probably be called upon to extend
the loans beyond the original period, as
the Chinese Communists have already
done in the instance of two 18-month
loans negotiated with Canada.

Fifth. Finally, Mr. President, we were
given the firm assurances that this
wheat would be carried in American
ships where available,

The Soviets have objected strenuously
to the use of American bottoms because
the American conference rate of ap-
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proximately $23 per ton is approximately
double that of foreign tramp or charter
rates.

It is now reported that the issue will
be compromised by having the Maritime
Administration set a rate of $18 per ton
for American shipping and by limiting
American shipping to a maximum of 25
percent of the total tonnage carried.

I find it difficult to reconcile this deci-
sion with the Cargo Preference Act which
requires that at least 50 percent of any
Government-financed cargo shall move
on American-flag ships, if available at
“fair and reasonable” rates. The arbi-
trary rate of $18 per ton will be imposed,
apparently, in the face of the fact that
the tighter shipping situation has
already moved foreign shipping rates up-
ward, some say as much as $4 and $5
per ton.

So now the picture is complete.

‘We shall be selling wheat to the Soviets
at a subsidized price which we have arbi-
trarily chosen to regard as the going
world price.

American banks will be lending them
the money with which to make purchase,
and the American Government, through
the Import-Export Bank, will stand
guarantor for a government that refuses
to honor prior obligations.

American shipping will not be used “as
available;” it will be limited to some 25
percent of the tonnage carried, although
the Cargo Preference Act calls for 50
percent.

And instead of the prevailing Ameri-
can rates, American shippers will be paid
at the reduced rate of $18 per ton, which
may turn out to be just about on a par
with the foreign shipping rates now
emerging.

No political concessions will be de-
manded; and new acts of aggression will
be disregarded or played down, in order
not to disturb this strangely one-sided
detente.

I believe that no one would object to
selling wheat to the Soviets if they were
willing to pay for it at a reasonable price
and if, in return for our bailing them out
from their manmade agricultural cri-
sis, they made a few concessions that
would contribute to the peace and sta-
bility of the free world.

Not only have we not demanded such
concessions, but the Soviets have, on at
least four occasions since the negotia-
tions begun, made it clear in a most
humiliating manner that there will be
no abatement of the cold war and no
consideration of any kind in return for
American wheat.

First, on October 22, the very anniver-
sary of the Cuban missile crisis, Soviet
Mig fighters, operating out of Cuba and
probably manned by Soviet crews, at-
tacked an American-owned freighter on
the high seas.

Second, there has been the series of
harassments of American and British
convoys on the Berlin autobahn. We
chose to regard these harassments as
minor incidents that probably resulted
from the excessive zeal of some Soviet
officer.

But I challenge the concept that any
Soviet officer would risk such initiative
without direct orders from the Kremlin,
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I am convinced that the orders for
these harassments came directly from
the Kremlin; and I am also convinced
that we have not seen the end of them
unless we learn to respond in a more
vigorous manner to Communist provo-
cation.

Indeed, this morning brought the
news that another American convoy has
been stopped on the autobahn.

Third, an official Soviet delegation in
Hanoi, the capital of North Vietnam,
broadcast a call for the overthrow of
the Diem government and for the ex-
pulsion of the American imperialists
from South Vietnam,

Fourth, the Soviets have further in-
flamed the highly dangerous situation in
north Africa by sending arms and equip-
ment to the Ben Bella government in
large quantities, and by openly ineciting
the Algerians against the Moroccans.

Each concession we offer the Soviets
on the sale of wheat is repaid not by any
reciprocal political gesture, but by some
new indignity or act of aggression.

I say that this is an intolerable situa-
tion. :

Regrettably, it is a situation which we
ourselves have encouraged by our failure
to impose political conditions and by
our insistence on minimizing, or even
disregarding, all of the recent actions to
which I have referred.

Further dangers loom in the offing.

Now that we have agreed to sell mas-
sive quantities of wheat to the Soviet
Union, American manufacturers are be-
ginning to clamor for a relaxation of
export controls to the Soviet bloc. Even
machine tool manufacturers have asked
the question, “If wheat, why not ma-
chine tools?”

As for the Western European nations,
it is now becoming increasingly ques-
tionable whether they will be willing to
listen to any argument or urging on our
part to exercise some control over ex-
ports to the Soviet Union.

Under the imperfect controls that
heretofore existed, the Soviet Union has
been able to obtain, from the United
States and from its allies, an amazing
variety of machine tools, heavy indus-
trial equipment, transportation equip-
ment, pipeline, and even entire chemical
and metallurgical plants.

But at least they were debarred from
a fairly long list of critical items that
were obviously of strategic importance.

Now the danger is that the barriers
will come tumbling down, both here and
abroad, and the Communists will be able
to purchase even the most sophisticated
and clearly strategic equipment, in the
name of business and of coexistence.

Mr. President, again I ask that we
pause to consider the possible conse-
quences of our action before it is too late.

I earnestly hope that the Agriculture
and Forestry Committee will not delay
too long in reporting the resolution which
I submitted on October 8, with the co-
sponsorship of several other Senators.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp a
number of newspaper items arranged in
groups under the following captions:

First. “The Soviet Wheat Deal.” Un-
der this caption I would refer my col-
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leagues particularly to the article pub-
lished in last Sunday’s Washington Post,
written by Professor Brzezinski; to the
article written by Mr. A. A. Berle, Jr., and
published in the Sunday Times maga-
zine of October 20, 1963; and to the
article written by Mr. Leslie Gould, and
published in the New York Journal-

American of October 30, 1963.

Second. “The Collapsing Controls on
East-West Trade.”

Third. “The Soviet
Crisis.”

‘Fourth. “The Soviet Industrial and
Economie Crisis.”

Fifth. “Soviet Economic Warfare.”

Sixth. “Moscow Continues the Cold
War.”

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

THE SoviET WHEAT DEAL
[From the New York Times magazine, Oct 20,
1963]

DrarnoG? YEs—CONCESSIONS? BEwWAre! In
THE WAKE oF THE WHEAT DEAL, AN OB-
SERVER WARNS THAT TrADE ALONE Is No
ANSWER TO THE HARD PROBLEMS THAT RE-
MAIN To BE WorrEp Our WrTH THE RUSs-
SIANS

Agricultural

(By A. A. Berle, Jr.)

(Note—A. A. Berle, Jr., an attorney and
professor at Columbia Law School, was an
Asslstant Secretary of State, 1938 to 1944,
He wrote “The 20th Century Capitalist Revo-
lution.™)

The Soviet Union and several satellite
countries have just arranged to purchase
about 150 million bushels of American wheat.
The purchase of 240 million bushels from
Canada had already been reported. It was
not enough to meet Russian needs. Bread,
the chief item of Russian family food, is al-
ready rationed, and the squeeze will become
very severe mext spring.

Preliminary information of Russia’s desire
to buy from U.S. stocks reached Washington
last month, Formal negotiations to pur-
chase were opened in early October. On
October 7, President Eennedy held a White
House conference on the problem. Forty-
eight hours later, he approved, in prineiple,
a single-shot deal to sell wheat to the
Boviets.

Does this decision suggest a new policy of
open trade with the Soviet Uniom, and
change the settled plan of campalgn in the
cold war? The one-shot wheat deal is one
thing. General opening of trade barriers is
something else. My own view is that the
one-shot deal, on balance, was justifiable—
but that a change in the no-trading policy
at present would not be.

Sentimental ts may be eliminated
at the outeet. Soviet “goodwill” will not be
bought by selling wheat, still less by lifting
trade restrictions. I doubt that the Soviet
man in the street will even know about it.
The Moscow government can hardly be ex-
pected to emphasize the Communist agri-
cultural failure. Nor will Communist offi-
cials attribute to the United States any mo-
tive higher than capitalist avarice.

1 had a vivid experience with Soviet trade.
In 1919, hoping to find a basis for peaceful
adjustment with Russia, a commission
headed by Willlam C. Bullitt, reporting
through my office in the American Peace
Commission in Paris, negotiated a very fair
working arrangement with Lenin, and re-
turned with the document. (Nothing came
of it: Clemenceau and the French Govern-
ment torpedoed it.)

Later, the researches of George Kennan un-
covered Lenin's real motive as expounded by
him at the time to his colleagues. He said
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he was worried about Japanese moves in Si-
beria; he wanted temporary rellef from the
Western side. The agreement he offered
would set American capitalists slavering for
the profit and plunder of concessions in
Siberia, He explained that these hopes would
be dashed in due time, but that, meanwhile,
the capitalists who controlled the U.S, Gov-
ernment would make sure that American
and allied moves were not dangerous to the
Soviet Union.

EKhrushchev, Mikoyan, Gromyko, and many
of their colleagues today come straight out of
the Leninist school. If therefore the United
Btates opens trading with the Soviet Gov-
ernment, it must do so either because the
arrangements satisfy our moral instinet, or
because they strengthen our position—or
preferably both.

The question of trading has released sev-
eral sets of American instinctive reactions,
none of them originally political, though the
issue is rapidly pushing toward a high place
on the agenda in the 1864 presidential cam-
paign. The wheat deal released a natural
emotion: if Russians are hungry and need
food, Americans ought not to sit on fat sur-
pluses, saying “No.” But even that emotion
was qualified by facts, which apply with far
greater force to a policy of general trading.

The Soviet Union is anything but friendly
to the United States. True, there has been
some relaxing of tension. This means only
that propaganda directed at the U.S. public
has temporarily stopped some of its abuse.
Not so elsewhere, I was recently in Venezuela.
There, the Soviet fifth column is damning the
United States, bombing American enterprises,
murdering friends of the United States and
occasionally kidnaping Americans. In vary-
ing degrees of intensity, such activity goes on
over much of Latin America, Washington
diplomates talk of detente—but try to find it
in the Caribbean.

Will not trade with Russia merely
give the Soviet Union more resources to fight
our friends—and ourselves? Certainly it can;
no one has forgotten American sales of scrap
iron to Japan just prior to Pearl Harbor.

Common business considerations, it is
argued, indiecate selling to the Soviet Union.
We have agricultural surpluses of little use
to us. We can sell heavy machinery, chemi-
cals and manufactured products to the Rus-
sians. We can use some extra foreign ex-
change. American farmers would rather see
their surpluses eaten than stockpiled.
American manufacturers certainly want to
sell more, and nobody would object to more
employment. But, important as trade con-
siderations may be, they are, ultimately,
only, incidental to a vastly deeper issue.
‘What bearing does trade have on the great
question of the current war, now “cold” but
potentially very hot (especlally in Latin
America), and on the chance of peace?

The Eennedy administration has developed
the strategy of a continuing “dialog” with
the Russians. The hope is that tiny accords
in some fields may pave the way for a
widening range of more significant agree-
ments that possibly might set the stage for
& real ending of the cold war. This
dialog is an experimental operation.

The test-ban treaty was a first, tiny step.
Diplomatic exchanges are already going for-
ward in other areas—as with Forelgn Minis-
ter Gromyko's visit to President EKennedy
in Washington—but no one can forecast the
result. The President merely points out that
the dialog policy seems better than pas-
sively walting for a collision.

Dialog—as such—can do no harm. But
concessions can become dangerous gambles,
If they result in peace, they may later be
hailed as great statesmanship. If they fail,
the end could be disaster. That was the fate
of the British attempt to settle matters by
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dialog and concessions to Hitler at Munich
in 1938,

Opening general trade barriers is such a
concession. In doing that, the United States
might well enable the Soviet Union to con-
tinue a policy of armament rather than pro-
duction, of maintaining armed occupations,
of subsidizing Imperialist grabs, of
covert selzures in great areas. Without the
trade opportunity, Russia might have to
modify, if not relinquish, her policy in sub-
stantial areas.

The Boviet Union now is supplylng arms,
planes, and training to Indonesia to attack
Malaysia; to Cuba to attack Venezuela and
Central America; to Communist armies in
Laos. At the same time, a growing wvolume
of evidence indicates that the Soviet econ-
omy is in difficulties. Agriculture is in ter-
rible shape. Manufacturing is at best a bad
second rate. The Soviet Union has commit-
ted too large a part of her gross national
product to arms and military or paramili-
tary adventures. Indeed, she has overcom-
mitted herself, promising other countries
arms and other products (including wheat—
yes, wheat) which she cannot deliver. For
these reasons, she is buylng outside. If the
United States dropped trade barriers, we
should merely help the process along.

The Soviet agricultural picture is particu-
larly serious. Disaster and bad weather did
not produce its defects; they are endemiec to
the Communist agricultural system. A
friend of mine, an excellent farmer, last year
spent some time looking over farms in the
Boviet Union. He was shocked. How could
anyone, he asked rhetorically, expect even
tolerable results under a system so ineffictent,
80 bureaucratic, so centralized?

Forty-five percent of Soviet workers are
agricultural (in the United States about 11
percent of the population is engaged in ag-
riculture). With reasonable efficiency, the
Soviet Union and certain of the satellite
countries, notably Hungary, could produce
more food than they need with less than half
the labor. More than half the food finding
its way into Sovlet city markets comes from
the small plots Russian peasants are allowed
to cultivate in their spare time for their own
account.

If this allocation of labor, however ineffi-
cient, produced adequate food, and left ade-
quate labor for manufacturing, it might be
justified as a way of taking care of people.
But it does not, and shows no signs of ever
doing so. Certainly it will not support a
huge policy of military aggression.

This is the dusty result of a half century
of Communist organization in Russia, and
of more than 18 years of Communist control
in the Iron Curtain countries. These areas
were the breadbaskets of Europe before the
Communists took over. Some of them, like
East Germany, Czechoslovakia, and parts of
Poland, were great manufacturing produec-
ers. Blame has been lald by Communist
governments on bad planning. Yet if the
Communist governments more nearly re-
sponded to what human beings want, in-
stead of pushing them into arbitrary frames,
the planning would not have been so dis-
astrous. It will take more than new ferti-
lizer plants and good weather to bring So-
viet agriculture within hailing distance of
American productive standards, or, indeed.
of Boviet needs.

In manufacturing, though the picture is
better than in agriculture, the “guns or but-
ter"” ratio is at length exacting its grim price.
The Soviet Union has a population of 221
million, as against 1890 million in the United
States. Her gross national product is on the
order of two-thirds of ours. She devotes a
far greater proportion of that than we do
to armaments—guided missiles, land armies
and submarine fleets. Additional substantial
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amounts have gone into supplying bloody
adventures llke those in Cuba, Indonesia,
and Laos, and political-economic adventures
like the Aswan High Dam in Egypt. Now
she has not enough product to go around.
The Communist rulers of Russia know it.
In recent speeches arguing against Red
China’s shrieks for military conflict, Khru-
shehey has come pretty close to saying so.

The Soviet Union may one of
these days want a real detente. The Kennedy
“dialog” is intended to explore this pos-
sibility. Yet Moscow has never yet indicated
that its policy might shift to minding its
own business for awhile, although such a
policy is the only possible foundation for an
enduring peace.

For an agreement in any sphere, the Rus-
sians want concessions from us. Open trade
with the United States would be a solid con-
cession on our side. What does the Soviet
Unlon propose in return? So far as we know,
it has yet to offer anything of significance.

In the case of the test ban, the Russians
conceded little; we conceded £
though not much. President Kennedy and
Secretary of State Rusk stated that the dia-
log had produced a tiny fragment of tol-
erable agreement which just might pave the
way for more significant settlements., The
next round, probably in quiet preparation
now, will raise far more dangerous subjects.

There are Berlin and its wall—involving
the security of all Western Europe. There
is Russian military control of Cuba—endan-
gering the peace of Latin America, There
are the broken treaty agreements and the
Russian military supply lines running into
Laos. There are—always—the betrayed ac-
cords of Yalta and the continuing agony of
Hungary and Poland,

I doubt that the Soviet Union is yet pre-
pared to make real concessions in any of
these areas. I think at present the Russian
leaders would rather squeeze their people
than give up an even partly successful ter-
ritorial grab. If they retire from any posi-
tion it will not be for temporary economic
advantage, but because they have become
convinced the position is untenable.

The dialog is still going on., The results
have still to be observed. I for one will
watch carefully the terrorist campalgn
against our good friend, the enlightened and
successful Government of Venezuela, as a
sort of thermometer. If that and similar
campaigns continue, the dialog test will
have failed. We shall then have to recog-
nize that materials sold to the Soviet Union
will merely increase her capacity for para-
military and propaganda campaigns against
the United States and its friends.

Business considerations, it seems to me,
are childlessly trivial compared with the
great issues involved. Of course, we would
gather in a little foreign exchange. Of
course, someé manufacturers and traders
could make a little money, But the United
States as a nation, and our businessmen as
well, do not greatly need this; our country is
quite comfortably prosperous without it.

Equally trivial is the argument that some
of our frlends and allles will sell to the Rus-
sians—and make money—if we do not. Per-
haps. But the precise result of a trading
agreement made for business considerations
would be to pretend that we are neutral in
the cold war. Some of our allies may feel
differently—I think they are wrong—but I
am clear we cannot so pretend.

The single-shot wheat deal can probably
be cobbled up with conditions, and deliveries
so arranged that it affords minimal support
for Russian imperial adventurlsm, With-
out a major shift in Soviet policy, it is dif-
flcult to see how this could be done with a
current of general trade.

This will not be the last opportunity—
and is not even the great one—to change
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out economic policy toward the Communist
countries. My guess is that the Soviet
Union will not be out of her agricultural
troubles for a long time. She will not be
able to meet her needs for consumer goods
until she cuts down on her foreign military
adventures and her enormous armament

program.

A realistic base for trading is the only
one that makes sense to Communist negoti-
ators. If they think our chief concern is
that some of our traders can make money,
the dialog will get no further than did the
British dialog with Hitler in 1938. They
will use pressure, of course (the recent brief
blockade at Berlin may have been an illus-
tration). Their propaganda machine will
make bad noises about us. They will create
tensions and ask us to buy alleviation. But
their abuse has ceased to be important one
way or the other: it has already done its
work, The Ilast thing Americans should
consider is making concessions to buy relief
from Soviet abuse.

My conclusion, therefore, is that trade
restrictions ought not now to be suspended—
that, although I think the wheat deal jus-
tifiable, it should be treated as a single-shot
operation while the dialog continues. Al-
ways, we must remember, unrepresented
millions have to be considered. There are
East Germans, there are Hungarians; there
are Poles. There are Malaysians in South-
east Asia; peasants and patriots in Vene-
zuela; silent, suffering Cubans in the Carib-
bean. Soviet authorities alone know what
the stakes are on the Sinkiang border of
Red China.

Most of us would be glad to trade with a
peace-seeking, peace-loving Soviet Union at-
tending to her own people and administering
her own country. Yet, few if any, of us
want to become part of a supply line for
a Soviet military and paramilitary machine.

This is the real subject of the dialog. It
had better continue awhile and show results
before we make a further change in our
economic policy.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post,
Nov. 8, 1963]
PoriTics oF WHEAT DEAL GIVES UNITED STATES
UPPER HAND
(By Zbigniew Brzezinski)

(Note.—Director of the Research Institute
on Communist Affairs and professor of pub-
lic law and government at Columbia Univer-
sity, Brzezinski is the author of “The Soviet
Bloc: Unity and Conflict,” “Ideology and
Power in Soviet Politics” and other books.)

It has been argued that the wheat deal
with the Soviet Union is desirable on human-
itarian grounds. If Russian people are starv-
ing, the United States should not stand
back, sald former President Truman on the
radio, and he has been echoed by some
clergymen and by various people of good
will.

Others have suggested that the wheat deal
is purely a matter of economics. The Rus-
slans need our wheat; we can use their gold.
Their food needs will be met; our food sur-
pluses will be diminished. We both gain
equally.

The humanitarian argument can be dis-
missed quickly. First of all, there is no fam-
ine in Russia. The Soviet people are not
starving, and the Government has not lost
all of its ability to meet a food crisis. It
could certainly divert some Of its resources
from heavy industry to better agricultural
management, and it is still capable of pro-
viding the basic staples to meet Russian
needs.

Even if all the Western countries were to
refuse wheat to Russia, no Russian would
starve because of it. There is no doubt, how-
ever, that certain kinds of foods would be
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in short supply, and this would create con-
siderable social and political difficulties for
the Soviet Government.

“OUTRAGEOUS” APPROACH

The economic argument is more complex.
The simple equation of profit and trade is
deeply rooted in the American tradition, and
it 1s not easy to convince an American that
the Soviet approach to the problem is some-
what different. Yet as George Kennan has
amply demonstrated in his book “Russia and
the West,” the Soviet approach to the prob-
lem of trade is a highly political one.

Writing about the Soviet attitude toward
the West in the very early 1920's, Kennan
thus projected the Soviet reasoning on the
subject of trade with the West:

“We despise you. We consider that you
should be swept from the earth as govern-
ments and physically destroyed as individ-
uals. We reserve the right, in our private if
not in our official capacities, to do what we
can to bring this about; to revile you pub-
licly, to do everything within our power to
detach your own people from their loyalty
to you and their confidence in you, to sub=-
vert your armed forces and to work for your
downfall in favor of the Communist dictator=-
ship.

“But since we are not strong enough to
destroy you today—since an interval must
unfortunately elapse before we can give you
the coup de grace—we want you during this
interval to trade with us * * *. An out-
rageous demand? Perhaps. But you wiil
accept it nevertheless.

“You will accept it because you are not
free agents, because you are slaves to your
own capitalist appetites, because when profit
is involved, you have no pride, no principles,
no honor. In the blindness that character-
izes declining and perishing classes, you will
wink at our efforts to destroy you, you will
compete with one another for our favor.”

One may wonder, in the light of the 1962
Cuban confrontation with Ehrushchev's gen-
eral policy of “burying" us, whether this ap-
proach has changed so very fundamentally.

A NECESSARY FAILURE

To the Soviet leaders, the wheat deal is
political because two very vital Soviet polit-
ical interests are involved. The first is the
stability of the collective agricultural system
itself. Over many years, that system has
falled to deliver the goods, at least insofar
as the Soviet consumer is concerned. Yet
to the political leadership, the collective
system is essential.

A recent critical reevaluation of the Stalin-
ist drive for collectivization, published in
Voprosy istorii, state quite categorically that
the collectivist system was necessary in order
to build socialism in the Soviet Union and
for the defense of the country. Mounting
consumer dissatisfaction with the inability
of the present agricultural system to produce
adequately might, over the long haul, force
the Soviet leaders to revise the agricultural
system. However, if the Soviet leadership
finds other means of meeting domestic needs,
i.e, imports paid for with gold, it can per-
petuate the collectivist system.

Collectivization was abandoned in Poland
and Yugoslavia because the leaderships had
no way out. By importing wheat, the So-
viet leadership sees a way out, and hence
the wheat deal is necessary to Moscow in
order to maintain its domestic system of
collectivization.

EXPORTS POLITICAL, TOO

Secondly, the importation of wheat is nec-
essary to the Soviet Union in order for it to
meet its grain export commitments. These
commitments are important to the Soviet
leadership primarily for political reasons.

Last year the Soviet Union exported ap-
proximately 7.8 million tons of grain, of
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which wheat constituted 4.7 million tons.
The list of clients shows clearly the political
importance of the exports: the largest con-
sumer was East Germany, followed succes-
slvely by Czechoslovakia, Poland, Bragzil, and
Cuba,.

The restriction that President Eennedy
wishes to impose on the re-exportation of
American grain to these countries creates
a technical impediment to such exports.
The Soviet Union would not be able to ship
them American wheat directly. Nonethe-
less, the availability of American wheat, and
indeed of other Western wheat, would mean
that Sovlet graln itself could be exported to
the countries concerned. Hence the polit-
ical problem would not be resolved by the
proposed restriction,

The above comments should not be con-
strued as an argument against an American-
Soviet wheat deal. They are meant to sug-
gest, however, that this wheat deal ought
to be viewed in a political perspective and
that U.S. negotiators ought to seek political
concessions from the Soviets in return.

Naturally, there would be no point in ex-
pecting fundamental concessions. For ex-
ample, it would be illusory to expect a Soviet
acknowledgement of our position in Berlin
in return for our willingness to sell Russia
some wheat; there is no political equivalence
between these two interests. However, on
a number of marginal issues, there is no
reason why the United States should not
insist on a quid pro quo.

For example, it would seem ironical for
the United States to be enabling the Soviet
Union to maintain its collectivized agricul-
ture and its politically motivated grain ex-
ports and at the same time for this country
to endure continued Soviet harassment in
its access to Berlin. At the very least, our
negotiators could insist on a clear reciprocal
understanding of the technical arrangements
involved in Western access.

Similarly, we could demand that the So-
viets lift their travel restrictions within
Russia. Indeed, a political quid pro quo
should be sought in the case of other so-
called nonpolitical, technical arrangements.

For many years, for reasons of political
prestige and also as a precedent, the Soviet
Union has been very anxious to establish
direct American-Soviet alr links. Perhaps
there is no reason to oppose such links, but
it might be preferable to negotiate about
them in the context of a reciprocal Soviet
willingness to meet some of our political
objectives,

Of course, proponents of the purely “eco-
nomic” approach might say that if our posi-
tion is too hard, the Soviet Union will buy
the wheat somewhere else. That may be
true, but the argument is not entirely con-
vincing. If the Soviet Union could easily
buy wheat elsewhere, then why does it not
do so?

It either wishes to deal directly with the
United States because that would strengthen
the impression in the West and elsewhere
of an American-Soviet detente—an impres-
slon which iIntensifies Western European
fears concerning the American position; or,
conceivably, the Soviet Union does not see
other markets so readily available and the
American wheat is thus of some economiec
importance to it as well.

One may safely assume that the Soviet
Union is not anxious to buy American wheat
merely in order to reduce our balance-of-
payments difficulties and to alleviate our
own internal agricultural problems.

Finally, it should be stated unambigu-
ously that it would be wrong to conclude
that since the wheat deal is political, the
United States should have no part of {it.
That is fallacious and extreme, It would be
a pity if we failed to use the limited leverage
that this particular situation affords.
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Since the Soviet Unlon wishes to buy
wheat from us, it puts us in a favorable
bargaining

pproach
essentially political character.

[From the New York (N.Y.) Journal-
American, Oct. 30, 1963]
UniTen StaTEs PrESSURES BAwks v¥or CuUT-
RATE RUSSIAN WHEAT LoOAN
(By Leslie Gould)

American banks are being pressured by
Washington to finance the controverslal $250
million sale of surplus wheat to Russia at
interest rates below those charged prime
borrowers in the United States.

The wheat, which has cost American tax-
payers through the farm subsidy around
$2.36 a bushel, is to be sold to the Commu-~
nists at the world price, which is approxi-
mately $1.80 a bushel.

In dollars this subsidy is 56 to $84 mil-
lion, depending on whether the Russians
take 100 or 150 milion bushels.

The Export-Import Bank, backed by the
U.B. State and the Agriculture Departments,
wants a 5-percent interest rate on the financ-
ing, with five-eighths of 1 percent going to
the Export-Import Bank as a fee for guaran-
teeing the loan.

BELOW U.S. PRIME RATE

This leave 43; percent as the interest to be
received by the American banks extending
the credit. This is lower than the current
prime rate of 41, percent to commercial
borrowers.

The prime rate actually is higher than 415
percent, for banks normally require about
20 percent of such loans to remain on de-
posit. This makes the interest cost 5.6 per-
cent for the 80 percent of the amount bor-
rowed that is used.

The Export-Import Bank originally pro-
posed the banks get 4% percent with the
Export-Import Bank charging three-fourths
of 1 percent as its fee. Its latest proposal
reduced its fee to five-eighths of 1 percent.
A more realistic charge would be one-half of
1 percent.

RUSSIANS PAY CASH, GOLD

The Canadians, who have long dealt with
the Communist nations, selling wheat to Red
China and trading with Castro’s Cuba, were
to charge the Russians 51; percent for the
financing of a just completed $500 million
wheat purchase. The American order, which
is still under negotiation, is for half the
Canadian sale.

The Russians felt the 514 -percent interest
too high, so they are paying the Canadians
in cash and gold.

When the American deal was announced,
it was indicated that payment would be for
eash and gold plus some short-term financ-
ing. The Export-Import Bank, which gets
its money from the American taxpayers, via
the U.S. Treasury, apparently is pulling for
the extension of credit to the Russians.

SKIRTS U.S. STATUTES

This, if not directly violating the American
policy and law, skirts it. There are two ques-
tions, aside from political and moral ones.
These are:

The 1961 Agriculture Act in which Con-
gress spelled out as policy that subsidized
commeodities be sold only to “friendly” na-
tions. Communist Russia is a declared
enemy.

The Johnson Act of 1934 which bars loans
to a counfry in default on its loans to the
United States. The law, sponsored by the
late SBenator Hiram Johnson, of California,
forbids any person in the United States “to
make any loan to such foreign government.”
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Russia is in default on loans to the United
States Including its lend-lease debt. :

Attorney General Robert F. Kennedy has
given the green light to the loans, calling
them a short-term credit arranged by grain
traders with private banks. Twice before
the Justice Department has made such a
ruling, Homer Cummings in 1934 and last
year, holding such credits were only short
term or a postponement of payment and thus
not strictly loans.

WHY NOT GOLD FOR WHEAT?

The question of any wheat sale to the
Communists is debatable, but the financing
of such a deal at interest rates cheaper than
those for prime borrowers at home is ridic-
ulous.

Russia needs the wheat, as do most of the
Communist countries. Poland, Hungary, and
Czechoslovakia are others seeking grain—
about $60 milllon worth. Yugoslavia also
wants grain, The President laid certain re-
strictions as to the Russian deal-—shipments
to be in American vessels and delivery only
to eastern Communist nations—none to Red
China or Cuba.

Russia has gold and the United States,
through its generosity, has been losing it.
8o, if the Russlans want the wheat let them
pay for it in gold.

[From the New York (N.Y.) Times,
Oct. 23, 1963]
WHEAT DEAL MaY Ra1sE PricE oF FLoUR
(By Philip Shabecoff)

Because of Soviet operations in the inter-
national wheat market, American housewives
soon may be spending more on flour used in
baking.

There should be no immediate change in
the price of store-bought bread, however.

Several major flour millers, including Gen-
eral Mills, Pillsbury, and the International
Milling Co., sald last week they were ralsing
the price of family flour by 40 cents a hun-
dredweight. Yesterday a group of Texas flour
mills announced a similar increase.

‘This probably means that the price of a
5-pound bag of flour on supermarket shelves
now costing 59 cents will go up 2 cents when
the new milling rates take effect.

In addition the price of bulk flour sold to
bread producers has risen by as much as
60 cents a hundredweight since the end of
August.

FUTURES GO UP

Millers agreed that SBoviet wheat operations
were chiefly responsible for the rising price
of flour. Wheat futures prices began rising
when the Soviet Union purchased $500 mil-
lion worth of wheat from Canada in Sep-
tember.

The price increase accelerated when it was
learned that the Russians would seek about
4 million tons of wheat in the United States.

On the key Hard wheat futures market in
Kansas City, Mo., for example, the price of
a bushel of Hard wheat for December delivery
stood at $1.97)% August 30. On Monday it
was $2.13.

The millers, who operate on extremely thin
margins, were forced to reflect the rise in
wheat futures in their own prices, an official
of a large mill said.

In the case of family flour sold for home
baking, some of the increase may be passed
on to the customer.

Bread prices are not sensitive to changes
in flour prices.

If wheat futures continue to rise, a miller
sald, there will be a further increase in the
price of flour. 'This is unlikely, he added,
because the Government has said it will sell
wheat stored in bins of the Federal Com-
modity Credit Corporation to dealers at the
statutory minimum price—105 percent of
the support price.

November

[From the New York (N.Y.) Times,
Oct. 13, 1963]
NecoTiATIONS DUE ToDAY

‘WasHINGTON, October 22.—A Soviet trade
delegation will meet with Government offi-
cials tomorrow to discuss conditions for the
sale of $250 million worth of American wheat
and flour to the Soviet Union.

‘The four-man mission was on the way from
New York by automobile. Meanwhile, Secre-
tary of Commerce Luther H. Hodges dismissed
the idea that American shipping rates were
a threat to the sale. Rates of U.S. cargo
ships run about $10 above those of forei
vessels. ¥

Mr. Hodges told a news conference his De-
partment had recelved “a half-dozen appli-
cations for export licenses, but none of them
have completely met all the specifications.”

President Kennedy has stipulated that
wheat to Russia must be carried on US.
ships as available, with forelgn shipping in
& supplementary capacity.

“We don’t think the Hungarlans have
pulled out completely,” Mr. Hodges sald.
“They're taking a second look.”

Mr. Hodges also mentioned Czechoslovakia
in regard to export licenses. Bulgaria has
also expressed an interest in purchasing
American wheat. The three Soviet satellite
nations had approached Secretary of State
Dean Rusk in New York.

Mr. Hodges sald he belleved there were
enough American ships to handle the ship-
ment sought by the Russians. But he con-
ceded it was possible that some foreign ves-
sels would be used.

[From the New York (N.Y.) Times, Oct. 18,
1963}

FIvE-PERCENT LoAN RATE SET ON SOVIET
WHEAT—EXPORT BANK To GUARANTEE DEAL
FOR FIVE-EIGHTHS OF 1 PERCENT CHARGE

(By Philip Shabecoff)

The Export-Import Bank of W
has fixed the terms on which it will guaran-
tee loans to the Soviet Union for the pur-
chase of U.S. wheat, according to a leading
bank in Chicago. ‘

A spokesman for the Chicago bank, which
declined to be identified, said the Export-
Import Bank would charge five-eighths of
1 percent to guarantee loans made to the
Russians by commercial banks in this
country.

Commercial banks would be expected to
charge an interest rate of a maximum of 43§
percent, the spokesman said. Thus, the ef-
fective rate to the Soviet Unlon would be
5 percent.

The guarantee by the Export-Import Bank
would be made to the commercial banks,
and the banks would make the loan to the
grain traders rather than to the Russians,

COST TO BE PASSED ON

However, the traders would then pass on
the full cost of the loan to the Soviet buy-
ers, Therefore, the Russians will, in effect,
be paying the 43; percent to the commereial
banks and the five-elghths of a percent to
the Government agency.

The terms envisioned by the U.S. export
financing agency reportedly call for a 25-
percent cash downpayment with the re-
mainder paid in three equal installments
over an 18-month period.

L. M. Matvegv, president of Exportkhleb,
the Soviet state grain agency, has
declared that' the Soviet Union would not
pay more than 5 percent interest in its pro-
posed purchase of 4 million bushels of U.S.
wheat.

Harold F. Linder, president and chairman
of the Export-Import Bank, would not con-

‘ when reached by
telephone last night., He said such data
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on its operations were a confidential matter

between the Government agency and the

commercial banks and were never made
publie.
NORMAL GUARANTEE

Mr. Linder added, however, that “it would
be perfectly normal for us to guarantee all
or part of a credit for an export transaction
of this nature. We would do the same for
France and Switzerland, for example.”

He explained that the agency normally
worked out reasonable risks, and consulted
with the banks on money-market conditions
before settling on a rate for its guarantee.

Mr. Linder reiterated that an agency guar-
antee on the Soviet wheat sale would fall
into the “normal” commercial channels spec-
ified by President Kennedy in his announce-
ment 2 weeks ago.

The Export-Import Bank has never before
guaranteed a commercial credit to the Soviet
Union, Mr. Linder sald.

Grain trade circles were aware of the re-
ported proposal to guarantee the credit to
the Soviet Union by yesterday evening.
Most traders expressed surprise that the
Government would pave the way for the ex-
tension of credit in the sale of wheat to
Russia.

“If the Russians can't get credit they will
pay for the wheat in cash,” one grain mer-
chant said. “We would be guite happy to
settle for cash,” he added.

According to the Chicago bank, other na-
tions in the Communist bloc of Eastern
Europe would be granted the same terms as
those extended to the Soviet Union.

The Soviet Union is ineligible for long-
term loans from the United States under
the terms of the Johnson Act, which pro-
hibits such loans to nations with debts in
default.

Meanwhile, the grain trade is still await-
ing the arrival of the Soviet trade delegation
to negotiate the sale. On Wednesday it
was re the delegation would arrive
yesterday. Their arrival, however, apparently
has been postponed.

The delegation already has been granted
visas to enter the United States.

[From the New York (N.Y.) Times, Nov, 3,

1963]

UNTITED STATES GIVES SOVIET COMPROMISE PLAN
for WHEAT RATES—SUGGESTS PROVIDING VES~
SELS FOR 20 TO 30 PERCENT OF GRAIN AT A
CosT oF $18 A Ton—RUssIANS WEIGH OF-
FER—APPROVAL WiILL END DEADLOCK—BUL-
GARIA MAY PURCHASE 8 MILLION IN ToBACCO

(By William M. Blair)

WasHINGTON, November 2.—The United
States has moved to break the impasse on
its shipping rates that has blocked sales of
wheat to the Soviet Union.

A new proposal, which the Russians are
understood to be considering over the week-
end, would involve concessions by both sides.
It includes a lowered U.S. cargo rate and a
division of some $250 million worth of wheat
between American and foreign-flag vessels.

The sale of up to 4 million tons of wheat
has been blocked because U.S, cargo sched-
ules have been $10 to $13 or more higher
than foreign charter charges for shipments
to Black Sea and Baltie ports.

President Kennedy stipulated that wheat
sold to the Boviet Union and lts satellites
should be carried in American vessels, as
available, supplemented by foreign ships.

A $21 RATE WAS OFFERED

It is understood that the United States is
willing to provide a cargo rate of $18 a ton
if 20 to 30 percent of the wheat is carried
in American vessels, Payments for this
amount would be in dollars or gold.

The $18-a-ton rate compares with the $21
a ton recently offered by a group of tramp
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ship owners to move wheat to the Soviet
Union, The tramp ship operators, whose
unscheduled: vessels ply between any ports
where cargo is available, recently reduced
their rate by $5 from $26 a ton.

Presumably, the remainder of the wheat
purchase, 70 to 80 percent, would be car-
ried by foreign vessels at the world charter
rate of about $£12.50 a ton. This amount of
wheat would be paid for through normal
commercial credits of about 18 months.

The $18-a-ton figure was sald to have been
worked out with American tramp ship own-
ers, whose vessels are regarded as most suit-
able by wheat shippers, at an unannounced
meeting earlier this week in New York. It
was understood that ship representatives
and officials of the Commerce Department
had agreed that ships or tankers of larger
capacities—16,000 to 20,000 tons—could
handle nearly 720,000 tons of the wheat.

Later, It was said, one other shipping line
had offered to handle 200,000 more tons. This
would put the amount of wheat to go In
American vessels at 920,000 tons, or about 23
percent of the projected total shipments.

A survey by shipowners and Government
officlals indicated that the 23 percent was
about all that could be carried by the U.S.-
flag ships now available.

A division of the shipment between
U.S. and foreign-flag wvessels has been re-
garded as the most likely solution. If ac-
ceptable to the Russians, the Maritime Ad-
ministration will set a guideline for
U.S. shippers. In effect, the guideline would
be a celling rate of $18 a ton.

COMMERCE GRANTS LICENSE

If the rate gquoted by a shipowner to a
private grain trader who negotiates a sale
to the Russians falls within the $18-a-ton
schedule, the Maritime Administration would
certify the ship as avallable. The Depart-
ment of Commerce then could issue an ex-
port license for the sale.

There was speculation in trading circles
on what concessions would be made to ship-
owners for meeting the $18 rate. It is known
that in the first meeting here of shipowners
with the Maritime Administration last week
the shippers sought a 10-percent increase
in rates for shipments of surplus agricultural
products under foreign aid programs.

Under Federal law, 50 percent of foreign
ald shipments must be made in U.8. ships.
This requirement would not apply to the
proposed sale of wheat to the Soviet Union
because it would be made by commercial
companies.

The shipowners argued that there had
been mno adjustment of foreign aid ship-
ment rates since 1957, and that since then
their costs, including labor, had risen.

The division of the wheat shipments would
also placate foreign maritime nations. Sev-
eral countries have informally protested
that the American-bottoms condition laid
down by President EKennedy was diserim-
inatory and contrary to U.S. endorsement
of free trade principles.

[From the Chicago Tribune, Oct. 28, 1963]
SOVIET WHEAT SALE DETAILS GROW MURKY
(By Eliot Janeway)

New Yorg, October 27.—American achieve-
ments in the field of foreign affairs have an
odd way of beginning solid and defined,
and then growing mistier and mistier. Now
our sale of grain to the Soviets seems to be
turning from an accomplished fact to a more
tentative accommodation, almost as if it
dealt with technicians who were to be
shipped out of Cuba, not wheat to be shipped
out of Great Lakes and gulf ports, President
Eennedy, indeed, has already thought it wise
to drop a hint, in his speech at the Univer-
sity of Maine, about the possibility of Russia
spurning our offer to sell grain.
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It's well to remember, too, that if and as
U.S. grain eventually begins to move to
Russia, any deals made will be subject to
various provisos. It's not clear what all of
them will be. For example, the Presidential
declaration left the key question of credit
very murky. Sales were to be for cash, but
they were also to be on normal commercial
terms; and the latter phrase means 18
months credit. No one has yet explained
where the credit is coming from.

PROBLEM IN SHIPFING

Another Presidential proviso applies to
shipping. Mr. Kennedy has laid it down that
half of any wheat sold to the Soviets in
the grain trade will have to travel in Amer-
ican-flag ships. But, as exporters know well,
there’s a practical difficulty over shipping as
well as over credit. American-flag ships are
high-cost carriers, certainly higher cost than
Soviet-flag ships, whose crews are paid in
rubles or zlotys. Besides, much Soviet ship-
ping was acquired for no cash cost, but by
bartering oil with Greek shipowners and with
Scandinavian, Itallan, German, and Japanese
shipbuilders.

On the face of it, this Kennedy formula to
protect U.S. shipping and maritime jobs is
popular.

(So, for that matter, is the decision to let
private business handle any deals made.)
The conflict arises from the fact that private
business, of whatever nationality, prefers
not to ship in American bottoms because
they cost more than foreign-flag shipping.

There’s only one basis on which we could
hope to stick Russia for the high cost of
American freight—if Russia were too des-
perate to bargain. But the Financial Post
of Toronto has already confirmed the ap-
prehension expressed in this column on
September 30 that Russla was buying more
in Canada than she really needs: first, to
corner the market there and freeze China
out; and second, in order to resell Cana-
dian grain to Cuba, to the European satel-
lites, and to our own friends and allies in
free Europe.

SATELLITES PULL BACK

Obviously, this isn’t a desperate move; it's
a smart one and part and parcel of the smart
move Russia has made in Canada is the
right she has reserved to move her purchases
in ships of her own cholce. She can charter
all that she wants in the world market well
under the cost of American-flag freighters.
Now the satellites, who've really been bldding
for our grain, are pulling back because Amer-
ican-flag shipping costs too much.

In the world as it exists today, a great
power without a competitive merchant mar-
ine—or without a policy for getting one—
is economically disarmed. For whatever
other values or volume may stagnate or de-
cline, traffic on the high seas is going to
increase.

Partly, this will be due to the sharper
competitive thrust of European and Japanese
industry, which must export to prosper and,
indeed, to live. But partly it is due to the
expansive drive of the Soviet economy to
penetrate the markets of the world and in-
fluence the economies of our allies and
friends. One of the ways the Soviets have
made themselves competitive internation-
ally has been by building up their merchant
marine.

ONLY BY GOVERNMENT

There’s nothing any private person or
group can do to make American shipping
competitive with the fleets which sail under
the flags of more benevolently realistic gov-
ernments. It can only be done by govern-
ment.

Of this point, John F. Kennedy could do
worse than look back on the most successful
single tour of duty in the governmental
career of his father, Joseph P, Kennedy. In
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the fateful period of transition between
the New Deal and crisis years, Joe Kennedy
recognized the need for a Government ship~
ping operation and he became Roosevelt's
maritime administrator. Today, we need a
shipping policy and a tough-minded admin-
istrator just as much as we did in 1037.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,

Oct. 28, 1963
SHIPPING BIc OBSTACLE TO SOVIET WHEAT DEAL
(By Ellot Janeway)

New YorE.—American achievements in
the field of foreign affairs have an odd way
of beginning as solid and defined, and then
growing mistier and mistier. Now our sale
of grain to the Soviets seems to be turning
from an accomplished fact to a more tenta-
tive accommodation, almost as if it dealt
with “technicians” who were to be shipped
out of Cuba, not wheat to be shipped out of
Great Lakes and gulf ports. President Ken-
nedy, indeed, has already thought it wise to
drop a hint, in his speech at the University
of Maine, about the possibility of Russia
spurning our offer to sell grain,

It's well to remember too that if and as
U.S. grain eventually begins to move to
Russia, any deals made will be sub-
ject to various provisos. It's not clear what
all of them will be. For example, the Presi-
dential declaration left the key question of
credit very murky. Sales were to be for cash,
but they were also to be on normal com-
mercial terms; and the latter phrase means
18 months credit. No one has yet explained
where the credit s coming from.

Another Presidential proviso applies to
shipping. Mr. Kennedy has laid it down that
half of any wheat sold to the Soviets in the
grain trade will have to travel in American-
flag ships. But, as exporters know well,
there's a practical difficulty over shipping as
well as over ceredit. American-flag ships are
high-cost carriers.

On the face of it, the Kennedy formula
to protect U.S. shipping and U.S. maritime
jobs is popular. So, for that matter, is the
decision to let private business handle any
deals made. The conflict arises from the fact
that private business, of whatever nation-
ality, prefers not to ship in American bot-
toms because they cost more than foreign-
flag shipping.

The Financial Post of Toronto has already
confirmed the apprehension that Russla was
buying more in Canada than she really
needs: first, to corner the market there and
freeze China out; and second, in order to re-
sell Canadian grain to Cuba, to the European
satellites, and to our own friends and allles
in free Europe.

Obviously, this isn't a desperate move, it's
a smart one. And part and parcel of the
smart move Russia has made in Canada is
the right she has reserved to move her pur-
chases in ships of her own choice. She
can charter all that she wants in the world
market well under the cost of American-flag
freighters. Now the satellites, who've really
been bidding for our grain, are pulling back
because American-flag shipping costs too
much.,

There’s nothing .any private person or

group can do to make American shipping

competitive with the fleets which sail under
the flags of more benevolently realistic gov-
ernments, It can only be done by Govern-
ment.

Of this point, Mr. Eennedy could do worse

than look back on the most successful sin-
gle tour of duty in the governmental career
of his father, Joseph P. Kennedy. In the
fateful period of transition between the
New Deal and crisis years, Joe Kennedy rec-
ognized the need for a Government shipping
operation and he became President Roose-
velt’s maritime administrator. Today, we
need a shipping policy and a tough-minded
administrator just as much as we did in
1937.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

[From the New York (N.Y.) Times, Oct.
27, 1863]

WaEAT SHir RATES VEX WHITE HOoUsSE—RUS-
SIANS BaLE, DECLARING FEEs ARE DISCRIMI-
NATORY

(By William M, Blair)

WasHiNGTON, October 26.—President Ken-
nedy is caught in a political dilemma be-
cause the Soviet Unlon sought and got as-
surances that American ships would be avail-
able to carry wheat to Russla,

Now the Russians are balking, at what
they regard as discriminatory American
shipping rates, which are higher than the
rates of forelgn-flag vessels.

A breakdown in the wheat deal would serve
to harden Republican criticism and that of
anti-Communists of both parties, and would
bring on more criticism for trading with the
enemy.

It could make the deal a major lssue in
the 1964 elections and could be particularly
damaging if Soviet-American relations took
a sudden turn for the worse, making it ap~
pear that Mr. Eennedy had been taken in by
the Russians.

Authoritative sources say that the Rus-
sians first broached the use of U.8, ships for
the $250 million worth of wheat they want
to buy. They asked for assurances that U.S.
vessels would be available and that ship-
ments would not be jeopardized by domestic
problems. such as port facilities or strikes.

The administration gave the assurances
in the informal diplomatic talks held 214
weeks ago, when it got its first direct word
that the Russians wanted to buy wheat and
other commodities.

The talks led to an agreement that the
Russians would obtain the use of American
ships.

CRITICIZED BY REPUBLICANS

Some officials conjectured that the Rus-
slans did not realize at the time that the
rates of American-flag vessels then were
some $12 a ton higher than charges by for-
eign-flag ships for cargo to Baltic and Black
Sea ports.

Other officials, however, doubted that the
Russians had been unaware of the higher
American charges. They stated that the
Russians had long been exporting and that
they would likely have been informed of the
rates for all kinds of shipping.

The situation poses a real problem for
Mr. Kennedy, who is still under fire from
some Republicans for approving the sale of
surplus farm products to the Soviet Union.
Further, shipping unions have demanded
that at least 50 percent of any wheat sold to
the Soviet Union be carried in American bot-
toms,

The 50-percent requirement is in effect on
shipments of wheat and other commodities
under Government aid and food-for-peace
programs. Under these programs, the Mari-
time Administration puts a celling on rates
to be charged for Government shipments.

The Maritime Administration made clear
yesterday that it was prepared to recommend
a ceiling for any Russian shipments when a
sale was made by private grain traders. The
statement was made at a meeting of the Gov-
ernment shipping officials with representa-
tives of American-flag companies.

TALKS CALLED INCONCLUSIVE

The meeting was described by some ship-
ping representatives as highly inconclusive
and unsatisfactory. Donald W. Alexander,
Maritime Administrator, sald after the meet-
ing that the ship officials had indicated they
planned to “operate in a way that their costs
are covered and that they make a reasonable
profit.”*

The shipping interests also pointed out to
the Government officlals that there had been
no “adjustment” in rates for Government ald
shipments since 1967.

Some officials hope that the problem will
be solved without any Government action.

November 4

Onenoted this week that foreign ship rates
began to rise when they bought $500 million
in wheat from Canada last month and rose.
further when the American-Soviet negotia-
tions became known. This could mean, he
said, “that the gap will be narrowed to the
point where the whole thing becomes
academic.”

NEXT STEP UP TO SOVIET

He said the next step was for a Boviet
grain team, due here from Canada, to begin
negotiations with private American grain
merchants. The shipping rates, however,
appear to make necessary further meetings
by the Russians and Government officials.

The administration is fully aware that the
Russians could buy wheat elsewhere. One
report current here is that the Russians are
seeking more wheat from Canada. It is also
known that they have been watching the
Argentine wheat crop, which will be har-
vested later this year.

The President, however, is understood to
be firm for a large wheat deal. less
would be embarrassing after his strong ap-
proval of the sale.

The sale conditions stipulated that the
wheat should be carried in American vessels
if they are available. The maritime admin-
istrator said that the meeting with the ship
companies produced the information that
enough American ships were physically avail-
able to move the wheat, “but if the rates
are not satisfactory, the ships will not be
available.”

In such a situation, the Maritime Admin-
istration could certify that American ship-
ping was not available and foreign bottoms
could be used at lower rates.

He also said that the “Government isn’t
going to ask ship owners to ship below cost.”
But to permit the use of foreign-flag vessels
to move the bulk of the wheat could have
far-reaching political effects. Wheat is polit-
ically sensitive as a symbol of American
agriculture’s ability to produce and as a
food to feed the world's hungry,

[From the Baltimore (Md.) Sun, Oct. 28,
1963]
WHEAT SALE TO RUSSIANS Is SNARLED—
KHRUSHCHEV'S THREAT oN SHIFFING Is No
SURPRISE TO UNITED STATES

WAaSHINGTON, October 27.—Soviet Premier
EKhrushchev's public threat to bypass the
United States in his wheat purchases came
as no surprise to the administration.

One official familiar with the negotiations
so far conceded that “the issue is snarled up
more than anticipated.”

He spoke in the wake of Khrushchey's
statement yesterday that any “discrimina-
tory conditions” would block Soviet purchase
of U.8. wheat.

AMERICAN SHIPS NEEDED

The Premier did not specify what he meant
by “discriminatory conditions™ but it was
assumed here that he referred to President
Kennedy's October 9 stipulation that ex-
ports fo the Soviet Union would have to be
handled in American ships, if available.

This presumably would have the effect of
adding about 810 a ton to the cost of the
100 million to 200 million bushels of wheat.

The White House, State Department and
other agencies that have been participating
in the preliminary negotiations had no
formal comment on Khrushchev's remarks
as they appenred In the Moscow newspaper
Izvestia. ;

However, officlals sald that the Premier's
objection really was only a public statement
of the position that the Soviet negotia-
tors have been taking all along in the pri-
vate discussions.

CUT 1N RATES RESISTED

American shipping lines, are reported to
have declined the Maritime Administration’s
invitation to reconsider their rates.
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Administration officials their re-
luctance to comment at this stage on Khru-
shchev’s remarks by hinting that the Gov-
ernment still hopes to come to terms with
the shipping industry by reminding it that
Mr. Kennedy's qualifiying phrase of avail-
ability and the question of rates are closely
connected.

THREE CHOICES GIVEN

This may mean, some officlals privately
explained, that should the shipowners reject
the administration's overtures, the Govern-
ment will have three choices:

1. It could consider the deal as having
fallen through.

2, It could announce that the high ship-
ping rates mean nonavailability of American
vessels, permitting the Soviet to find its own
means of transportation.

3. It could seek some kind of accommoda-
tion with the Russians, wih part of the wheat
to be delivered in American ships.

Beyond stressing that the discussion be-
tween the Maritime Administration and the
shipowners is far from being closed, officials
make 1t clear in private conversations that
the issue is predominantly a domestic polit-
ical problem that boils down to this:

Mr. Kennedy, who alone decided earlier
this month to sell wheat to the Soviet, now
has to decide about the next step.
DockERS SAY THEY'LL LoAp Russ Grain—Bur

LONGSHORE WORKERS WILL Nor PUT WHEAT

oN SoviEr SHIPS

(By Helen Delich Bentley)

New Yorg, October 15—~The International
Longshoremen's Association (AFL-CIO) to-
day rzeluctantly agreed to load U.S. wheat
for Russia—but not aboard Russian-flag
ships.
Affirmative action was taken by the ex-
ecutive council after wrestling with the
problem for nearly 6 hours. One hour and
fifteen minutes of that time was consumed
by James J. Reynolds, Assistant Secretary of
Labor, who requested permission to appear
before the council in an effort to sell the
program of President Eennedy.

GREAT EFFECT ON VOTE

Thomas W, Gleason, ILA president, cred-
ited Reynold’s appearance with having a
great effect on the council's favorable vote,
to which five conditions were attached.

Strong internal opposition came from war
veteran dockworkers who belong to the
Longshoremen’s Post of the Veterans of For-
eign Wars. They flatly opposed any move
to permit dockworkers to load grain on ships
bound for Communist nations.

Refusal to load the Russian-flag ships was
one of the conditions included in the quali-
fled approval.

A top Government official tonight said the
Russian ship restriction could create a defi-
nite problem in the sale of wheat to the
Sovlet bloe.

The other qualifications were:

PREFERENCE TO TU.S. SHIPS

1. Preference should be given to American-
flag vessels whenever they are available to
carry the wheat.

2. Any work performed on the wheat must
be done under the terms of the ILA contracts
and working agreements.

3. There shall be no transshipment of any
grain to Cuba and Red China.

4, A four-man committee from the ILA will
act as lialson with the Government agencies
involved in the grain movement.

All the conditions of the sale announced

by President Eennedy shall be observed, the

ILA added.
REGARDING RUSS SHIPS
Regarding the Russian ships, Gleason
stated that: ;
“No ILA worker shall be asked to load
cargo onto Russian ships. 'We have never in
our history loaded ships with a hammer and
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sickle flying on them and we don't intend to
do it now.” .

The ILA did not take any action on the
handling of other Russian exports and im-
ports at the east, gulf, and QGreat Lakes
ports which it embraces.

A boycott against all Russian goods was
instituted by the ILA last October at the
height of the Cuban crisis and has not been
lifted, despite pressure from numerous quar-
ters that this ban be removed.

The other Russian goods were not voted
upon today, it was learned, for fear the long-
shore leaders would reject the wheat deal
as well. When it will be discussed has not
been announced yet.

MOVE THROUGH CANADA

Many of the cargoes that normally would
move through U.S. east coast ports—includ-
ing Baltimore—are still moving between this
country and Russia, but through Canadian
ports. In other words, the general feeling is
that the people who have lost the most
through the boycott are the longshoremen
of the United States.

Although the Canadian dockworkers be-
long to the same ILA, they have not abided
by the executive council edict not to handle
Soviet bloc trade,

Many port interests are concerned that
industry may find substitutes for some of the
items—such as cotton linters used by the
automobile industry—and they will be a
permanent loss in trade to this country,

[From the New York (N.Y.) Times, Oct. 29,
1963 ]

BuIP MEN BARGAIN OVER WHEAT DEAL—SEEK
10-PERCENT AID RATE RISE—IMPASSE STILL
HoLps
WasHINGTON, October 28—American ship-

owners sought a 10-percent increase in ald

shipment rates in their meeting with Fed-
eral officials on carrying wheat to the Soviet

Union.

While the owners made no demands, a
reliable source sald today, they indicated
they might agree to rates stipulated by the
Maritime Administration for the Russian
wheat cargoes if an “adjustment” was made
in the foreign aid schedules.

Steeper American ship rates, which run-

$10 to $12 more than those of foreign flag
vessels, have been the major obstacle to pri-
vate sales of wheat to the Soviet Union.

Hard-bargaining Russians met formally
for the first time today with equally hard-
bargaining American graln merchants. The
gession resulted in an impasse because of the
rate question. The Russians sald they
wanted to purchase wheat, but balked at
what they considered ‘“‘extra charges” for
shipping.

The rate snag arose because President Ken-
nedy, in approving the sale of surplus farm
commodities to Russia October 9, specified
that cargoes would be carried in American
ships, as available,

He set up the specification, although the
sales were to be made by private traders
rather than the Government.

It was understood that some of his ad-
visers had opposed the stipulation on the
ground that it was a free-enterprise deal
and should be carried through from sale to
ships on that basis,

The impasse also brought protests from
several major maritime countries. Norway
was the first, acting through diplomatic
channels.

Other protests have been received from
Britain, Denmark, and Sweden. They see a
possible loss of business for their ships.

The increase sought involves shipments by
the Government under Public Law 480. This
is the Surplus Disposal Act, which allows
sales of farm commodities In exchange for
forelgn currencies and strategic materials
or donations for welfare purposes.
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Donald G. Alexander, Maritime Adminis-
trator, after a meeting Priday with repre-
sentatives of shipowners, said they stressed
there had been no “adjustment” in rates
under the law since 1957.

The law requires that 50 percent of aid
cargoes be carried on U.S, ships. The Mari-
time Commission sets *“fair and reasonable”
rates under the law. In effect it establishes
& rate ceiling for the merchant marine.

‘The Cabinet is expected to be briefed on
the situation when it meets with President
Kennedy in the White House tomorrow.

The briefing will cover the protests from
Allies who believe their shipping is being
discriminated against by the President’s
ruling. |

Mr. Alexander said the Maritime Commis-
slon was prepared to set up rates as “guide-
lines” for the merchant marine, However,
he added, he will first report to the Govern-
ment officials who have dealt with a Russian
trade delegation headed by Sergel A. Borisov,
First Deputy Minister for Trade.

Mr. Alexander and other officials of the
Commerce Department, of which the mari-
time agency is a part, are expected to meet
again soon with representative of the ship-
owners,

|From the Baltimore (Md.) Sun,
Oct. 26, 1963]
SvuFrrFiclENT U.S. SHIPS SEEN FOR RUSSIAN
WaEAT DEAL

(Surerior, Wis., October 25.—The first
sign of retaliatory measures to be taken
against Canadian ships because of a Govern-
ment-trusteeship placed over Canadian mari-
time wunions was seen here today when
American seamen picketed a Canadian vessel.
The picketing is expected to spread to all
other Canadian ships in U.S. ports. The
pickets are members of the Seafarers Inter-
national Union of North America. Their SIU
counterpart in Canada has been seized by the
trusteeship.)

{By Helen Delich Bentley)

WasHINGTON, October 25.—Sufficient num-
bers of American-flag ships now in active
service are available to carry the proposed
2,500,000 tons of American wheat to Russia,
Donald W. Alexander, Maritime Administra-
tor, reported today.

The only hitch as to whether they will be
used by the Soviet, if they buy the wheat, is
the freight rate that will be demanded by
the American shipowners.

Alexander pointed this out at a press con-
ference following a 2-hour session with the
heads of the four principal maritime associa~
tions representing every American-flag ship-
owner,

PURPOSE LIMITED

The meeting was called to discuss the
availabllity of ships and rates, Alexander ex-
plained, only for the movement of wheat to
Russia, not to any other of the Soviet bloe’
nations or for any other commodity.

Because rates on American-flag ships for
the movement of U.8. Government-aid cargo
to other countries range from $7 to $£10 a ton
higher, there has been some suggestion dur-
ing the past week that the Iron Curtain
countries were reluctant to make their pur-
chases from America if they had to ship them
on American ships.

Alexander referred to President Kennedy's
initial announcemeént October 9 when he
said the movement of wheat and wheat flour
to Russia would be aboard American vessels
if they were available.

QUESTIONED ON REPORT

The Maritime Administrator was asked to
confirm a report circulating that the Soviets
had initially suggested that American-flag
ships be used for these shipments.

He replied he had heard of it only as a
rumor and could not make the confirmation.

LAy -1
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American seamen’s unions and the Inter-
national Longshoremen's Association have
both pressed for preference treatment to be
given American vessels. If this is not given,
the National Maritime Union has said it will
picket vessels loading for the bloc. The ILA
has indicated it will not load any graln if
foreign ships are favored over American.

Alexander explained that until an actual
fixture—contract—for a cargo of grain to be
moved to Russia is made, it is difficult to say
how the rates will run. Shipowners are free
to negotiate their own, he explained, al-
though the Department of Commerce intends
to establish a guldeline—a ceiling—as to
what rate it will consider as being “fair and
reasonable.”

If the rate cited is higher on the export
license application, Mr. Alexander said, “We
will consider it as no American ship being
avallable because it won't be avallable at
what we consider a fair and reasonable rate.”

In this instance, the buyer or seller could
designate a foreign-flag ship as he iz now
able to do under the Cargo Preference Act
which requires that at least 50 percent of all
ald ca must move on American bottoms
when available at reasonable rates.

GAP BEING CLOSED

Alexander also pointed out that since the
glgantic purchase of wheat by Russia from
Canada and Australia, the freight rates for
foreign ships have been rising, placing the
world market closer to the price of American
ships. The steamship representatives told
him, he said, that the gap could be closed
almost completely if the demand for ships
continues rising.

The steamship men also pointed out, he
sald, that historically when American ships
were not avallable, foreign shipowners sky-
rocket their rates far in excess of what they
were when the demand began. Sometimes
they even exceed the American rate, he con-
mented.

The Department of Commerce will not ask
any shipowner to handle any wheat or wheat
flour for Russia at a rate below cost or less
than compensatory, Alexander stated. Wages
aboard American ships are about four times
higher than foreign ships, while other costs
also are comparably higher.

[From the Baltimore (Md.) Sun, Oct. 14,
1963]
FroM BAp TO WoORSE?—DARK DAYS FOR THE
MercHANT FLEET
(By Helen Delich Bentley)

The future of the remnants of the do-
mestic shipping fleet literally hangs by a
thread. A bill now pending in Congress
could wipe it out, although the bill's sup-
porters would deny this.

Introduced by Senator NEuBERGER, Demo-
crat, of Oregon, the bill would permit on a
permanent basis the free movement of lum-
ber from the United States to Puerto Rico
aboard foreign-fiag ships. If that is enacted,
the maritime industry feels it is useless even
to try to apply the Jones Act any longer.
The Jones Act was passed in 1920 to protect
domestic shipping by permitting only Amer-
ican-flag ships to carry oes between
American ports and from the States to ter-
ritories such as Puerto Rico and the Virgin
Islands,

The effect of the Jones Act was weakened
last year when Senator NEUBERGER squeezed
through a provision that lumber could move
to Puerto Rico on foreign-flag ships for a
1-year period if American ships could not
meet the low freight rate of the foreign
vessels, The pending legislation has no pro-
viso which would give American ships an op-
portunity even to express a desire for the
lumber,

Ironically, American ships which have been
converted abroad, but which are still oper-
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ated under the American flag and manned
by American seamen cannot compete against
the forelgn vessels because the Jones Act ex-
cluded them from the domestic trade.

Yet these are the only American ships—
primarily bulk type carriers—which could
approach the low freight rates of the foreign
ships, which are built abroad, registered
abroad, and manned by foreign seamen.

Once the lumber industry breaks com-
pletely through the Jones Act with the “free
movement' doctrine, then the orange, steel,
chemical, and oil companies are going to
fight for their rights. Who can say that
the lumber industry should have any more
preference than the others?

Shipping circles feel strongly that the
administration is selling the American do-
mestic service short—or cannibalizing it—in
behalf of the lumber industry because of the
power in Congress of the Paclfic Northwest
congressional delegation.

The same shipping groups point out that
many of the lumbermen who are scre
that they cannot compete against Canadian
lumber which moves in foreign bottoms are
stockholders and part owners of many of the
same Canadian lumber concerns. In other
words they are competing against themselves
and the domestic fleet is being sacrificed—
that is the feeling in the maritime world.

Although the railroads seemingly would
support any attack against the domestic
shipping lines, they may well beware of some
of the far-reaching implications. Competi-
tion against American-flag water transporta-
tion has been stiff and the railroads have
complained. But what will it be if lower-
cost forelgn ships are given a wide-open field
in which to operate?

Great concern has been expressed by many
responsible sources about the decline—from
700 ships before World War II to less than
100 today—of the domestic fleet, but thus far
only negative action has taken place,

When he was running for the Presidency,
the then-Senator Kennedy wrote: “The de-
pressed condition of our country’s once-
flourishing domestic shipping industry
should be a matter of deepest concern to
everyone interested in our country's eco-
nomic progress and national security. Un-
less strong measures are taken, promptly, to
preserve and strengthen the dry cargo fleet
now operating coastwise and Iintercoastal,
one of the great bulwarks of our Nation's
defense may soon be a thing of the past.”

Since that letter was written in 1960, at
least eight domestic—intercoastal, coastwise,
and offshore—steamship lines have sus-
pended., Only seven are left,

Summarizing in his letter, Mr. Eennedy
wrote: “If the domestic merchant fleet, so
strategic to the Nation's economy and to its
defense, is to be kept alive—and it must be—
Government must lend a hand. Steps must
be taken to insure fair treatment of domestic
shipping vis-a-vis other forms of transporta-
tion. Beyond that Government has real and
long neglected responsibility to assist in the
formulation of a rational over-all transpor-
tation policy in which intercoastal transport
has a vital position.”

Among the problems cited by the “de-
ceased” lines as they went out of business
was that of rates—that they were unable
to get rate increases approved fast enough
by the Federal agencies.

At the Propeller Club Convention held in
Baltimore last week, former Senator John
Marshall Butler, who was considered out-
standing in his contributions to maritime
legislation while serving in the Senate Com-
merce Committee, spoke on “Domestic Water
Transportation and the National Interest.”

He said among other things, *“Unless some-
thing is done about the ratemaking situa-
tion, a rejuvenation of domestic water ship-
ping would be impossible, according to the
experts, even if the cost of the ships were
zero. It is In the area of ratemaking, on
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a wholly coordinated national transportation
basis, that Under Secretary Roosevelt and
his associates may find the real solution.”

Most—if not all—of the remaining seg-
ments of the domestic shipping industry have
filed for rate increases to compensate for
increased costs. Some of these cases have
been pending before the Federal Maritime
Commission for a year—some even longer.
The length of time it takes the Commission
to act on a rate petition has been disturbing
to the shipping industry for some time be-
cause of the mounting losses in the interim.
Some lines have collapsed altogether while
walting.

Some shipping people have suggested sub-
sidizing the domestic industry. Subsidy
payments would support both the construc-
tion of new vessels and their operation.
Matson Navigation Co., the biggest domestic
nonsubsidized line, has taken a neutral stand
on the issue of subsidy for its Hawail freight
trade. In a memorandum issued some time
ago on this subject, the company sald:

“As the principal carrler in the trade, it
is Matson’s fundamental responsibility to
keep the total cost of moving Hawalil's com-
merce at the lowest possible level consistent
with the maintenance of adequate service
and a fair return to the stockholders on
their investment in Matson. This respon-
slbility does not include the determination
of who is to pay this cost.

“Under the present system, the users of
the service pay directly for it through freight
charges. This is the normal way of doing
business. Under a subsidy arrangement,
part of the cost would be shifted, either to
the taxpayers of the State or the Nation.
Whether or not the cost burden should be
shifted is a matter of public policy, to be
decided by the public and those appointed
or elected to serve the public interest.”

More recently, Matson has said that if it
could get its requested freight rate, the rate
of return would put it on solid o
grounds now—without any subsidy of any
kind. :

Alcoa Steamship Co. has requested a
freight rate boost to Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands and emphasized that it was
urgent. That was nearly 18 months ago.
The plea is still pending.

Another bill even bolder than the
Neuberger proposal and now before Congress
would permit forelgn-built ships to be used
generally on the domestic routes. Mr, Butler
referred to this as obtaining ships from
“bargain basement shipyards in i
countries. This is another artifice of inert
expediency, unworthy of those who resort
to it

If the argument is that lower-cost foreign
procurement should replace domestic ship-
ping, he said, “you might as well suggest
that we import lower salaried legislators
from West Germany, Japan, France or
wherever, to sit in the Congress of the
United States and enact laws to bring about
the complete demise of all of U.S. industry.”

“This type of attitude, if not nipped in
the bud, could pollinate or be catching—
and might even lead to the demise of our
merchant marine completely or to the demise
of the domestic, legal profession—or what
have you. Where then would we be with
the balance-of-payments problems? Where
would they find [the shipping quota] of the
35 million new jobs which the Department
of Labor has warned our economy must
create in the next decade?”

The Senator blamed both Republican and
Democratic administrations for the sad
plight of the domestic merchant marine
today. Many agree that the weakness of
the domestic merchant marine doesn't trace
to the Jones Act, but to longcontinued de-
fault of suitable action, leadership and
coordination within the responsible—the
executive—agencies of the National Govern-
ment. No administration has made a real
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attempt to salvage any segment of the do-
mestic shipping industry.
OcesN RaTeEs TO RussiAa HorpiNg UP THE
WHEAT DEAL
(By Helen Delich Bentley)

The American shipping i.ndush'y is
buffeted from all sides in the proposed sale
of wheat to the Soviets. Should the sale
fall through because of the higher rates
charged American-flag wvessels, then the
whole blame might fall on the U.S. Merchant
Marine. [Latest reports are that the United
rate compromise which

Even some of the American preas 1s criti-
cizing rate structures that threaten to dis-
rupt the wheat deal. Foreign maritime
nations are angry at President Kennedy for
specifying the use of American ships. Yet
American seamen’s unions say that Ameri-
can ships must be given preference or they
will picket and longshoremen might not load
the foreign carriers otherwise.

Did President EKennedy deliberately risk
this controversy because he truly felt the
wheat should move American? The shipping
industry, which has felt neglected under the
present administration, would like to believe
that the President himself decided that any
of this wheat sold at world market prices—
meaning that the American taxpayer is pay-
ing a subsidy of 60 cents a bushel to the
American producers—should move on Ameri-
can-flag ships.

But well-informed sources claim that in
the initial inquiries between the two Gov-
ments, the Russians requested American-flag
transport and that the President made his
public statement for that reason.

If the story is true, some wonder whether
the Russians didn’t plan this deliberately to
embarrass the White House by subsequently
refusing to purchase the wheat because of
the high American shipping rates. It is dif-
ficult to believe that the Russians were not
aware beforehand of the higher shipping
rates on American tramp ships. They have
been chartering vessels for years and their
shipping are active enough in the
world market to know all about the high
American rates.

The higher rates, incidentally, do not apply
to berth line services—those steamship lines
serving on regular trade routes with a steady
service—because of the conference systems
under which both foreign and American
operators charge identical rates and insti-
tute identical practices on those routes.

But grain moves on tramp ships primarily,
as do most bulk cargoes. The liner services—
most of which are subsidized or about to
be—would be available only to move parcel
lots of wheat on their regular run. This they
might be able to do at a slightly lower rate
than the tramp ships, but only if they happen
to have some empty space on a ship that is
salling near or to Russia.

The Government-aid grain which haa been
moving around the world to India, Poland,
Yugoslavia, Great Britain, France, Germany,
Algeria, and other countries since the Mar-
shall Plan was first instituted is transported
primarily on regular tramp ships or on liners
chartered to a tramp operator. The Cargo
Preference Act requires that at least 50 per-
cent of any Government-financed cargo shall
move on American-flag ships, if available at
fair and reasonable rates.

Those fair and reasonable rates are de-
termined according to guldelines established
by the Maritime Administration of the De-
partment of Commerce. Although the guide-
lines are in theory never made public, the
industry learns of them somehow so its
operators may know what to charge for a
cargo fixed (contracted) for a specific coun-
try. Any rate equal to or less than the guide-
line means that an American ship is avail-
able at a fair and reasonable rate, If the rate
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is higher, the Maritime Administration rules
that an American ship is not available.

The American rates have ranged from $7
to $10 higher than the foreign freight rates
for several years. Therefore, there is nothing
new about them and no r for a sudd
gust of sympathy for the Russians because
they may have to pay more to move wheat
which they claim they so desperately need.

The Department of Agriculture has been
unhappy about the Cargo Preference Act
since it was passed in 1054 and has been
caught repeatedly trying to skirt it by fav-
oring foreign ships. More than once the
Department of Justice has had to issue di-
rectives to Agriculture that it favor Ameri-
cans where the Cargo Preference Act is
applicable.

It is certainly true under the Kennedy ad-
ministration that more Government agen-
cles are using American ships almost ex-
clusively whenever and wherever they can.
But there is still a great deal to be done to
indoctrinate both the Departments of Agri-
culture and of State to think of American-
flag shipping first.

The Cargo Preference Act is the only pro-
tection that the American Merchant Marine
has. Today, less than 10 percent of all of
the U.8. imports and exports move on Ameri-
can~flag ships, The Norwegians lead the for-
eign nations in the amount of American for-
eign trade transported and yet the Norwe-
glans were the first to blast President Ken-
nedy for his suggestion that the subsidized
American wheat should move preferably on
American ships.

Other countries which have raised ques-
tions or registered indignation over the
“preference” to American ships are Japan,
Denmark, Sweden, Italy, Greece, the Nether-
lands, and Great Britain.

Luther H. Hodges, Secretary of Commerce,
defended President Kennedy's stand by
pointing out that foreign nations would ar-
bitrarily designate their own ships (and have
done s0) to carry such cargoes without con-
sideration for anyone else. Secretary Hodges
indicated that was the position the United
States should adopt on the Russian wheat
movements.

Despite all of the hullabaloo, no one really
knows what the American rates actually will
be until a fixture—contract—has been made
for a ship. Until that time, no one can deter-
mine whether the American rate will fall
within the “fair and reasonable” category.

The factors involved in determining a rate
are numerous: How many tons a ship can
carry, the port of loading, the port of dis-
charge, the facilities available for discharge,
the length of the voyage, the speed of the
ship. All of these are cost factors. A larger
and faster ship can quote a much lower rate
because it could carry several times as much
as a 10-knot Liberty. For instance, the
106,000-deadweight-ton tanker Manhattan
recently picked up aid grain for the Middle
East for about $12.80, while a Liberty ship
quoted $24.50.

A group of tramp ship operators did an-
nounce last week that they would make suf-
ficlent tonnage available at $21 a ton to
transport 1 million tons of wheat to Russia
before next summer. This, presumably, was
a drop of 86 a ton from what they say is the
comparable rate on aid cargoes to nearby
points. However, it still ranges from $5 to $8
a ton higher than quoted foreign rates.

An interesting development, however, is
the climb in foreign rates since the big wheat
movements from Canada and Australia were
announced. The Indices show rates rising
from 3 to 5 a ton in the world market with
indications they will go still higher. History
has shown that whenever American ships
were not available to steady them, the for-
eign rates climbed to abnormal levels. One
prognosticator last week mused that “before
this grain rush is over, both American and
foreign rates will be §33.” Nothing would
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please the shipowners, who have been in
recession since 1957, more,

The $21 figure released by the tramp ship-
owners may serve as a guide to the “guide-
line” which the Maritime Administration is
to determine soon.

It is interesting that no directive or indi-
cation has been made that any grain other
sl;lm wheat is to be channeled to American

ps.

Moreover, wheat moving to other Commu-
nist bloc nations purportedly can move on
ships of any flag. So the big question cen-
ters around an estimated 4 million tons of
wheat and wheat flour that the Russians
allegedly want for themselves. Will the
transaction be consummated and will the
wheat move on American vessels?

THE COLLAPSING CONTROLS ON EAsT-WEST
TRADE

[From the Washington (D.C.) Star,
Mar. 24, 1963]

BRITAIN SEEKS RED CHINA AND SOVIET TRADE—
CONTROVERSY SEEN IN WEST'S CAPITALS OVER
CoNTRACTS
LownpoN, March 23 —The British Govern-

ment, plagued by export difficulties and high

unemployment, is quietly setting the stage
for important new business deals with Rus-
sia and Red China.

Two big contracts with the Rusaianu were
reported under study. Each seems certain
to heighten controversy in Western capitals,
They are:

1. The Board of Trade has advised the
South Durham Steel & Iron Co. it is free to
sell oil pipe to the Russians, The $226 mil-
lion Middlesborough firm has been losing
money lately. It hopes to pick up orders for
pipeline equipment which West German
companies have had to cancel as a result of
& Government embargo. Britain's refusal to
join in a general Atlantic alliance embargo
of steel pipe sales to Russia has been criti-
cized in Bonn and Washington.

2. The British Cabinet is also considering
a Moscow offer to sell Britain up to 2 mil-
lion tons of Soviet oil a year.

As bait, the Russians have indicated they
will place orders with the hard-pressed
British shipbuilding industry.

NO TRADE INHIBITIONS

In general the British have no inhibitiona
toward trading in nonstrategic goods with
?hedl:ussim, Chinese, and other Communist
ands.

“This country must export or die,” one
senior authority said. “We are treditionally
a trading nation and cannot exist in self-
sufficiency as the United States could do.
We would do business with the devil pro-
vided he pays.”

British Government ministers began a
round of talks with Lu Hsu Red
China’s visiting Deputy Minister for l"omlgn
Trade.

A treasury spokesman sald afterward Mr,
Lu “gave some indications of how he thought
China’s trade with Britain might be devel-
oped.” In the past 3 years the volume of
British Chinese business has neared the
$500 million mark and both countries think
there is scope for at least a 50 percent in-
crease,

READY TO FORGE AHEAD

London-Peliping Trade reached a peak in
19569, - immediately before a succession of
three crop fallures forced the Chinese to
curb imports. On top of this, forelgn ex-
change and domestic political difficulties
compelled the Chinese Reds to
their economy and revise their foreign trad-
ing policy.

But now they are considered ready to forge
ahead into new economic and fiscal rela-
tionships with Western countries, including
Britain, which has a centuries-long record
of business dealings with China.
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Mr. Lu and his mission will be visiting an
alrcraft factory which is bullding six jet
airliners for delivery to China, a nuclear
power station, electronic and power gen-
erating plants and a variety of other indus-
trial centers. The British are hoping to in-
terest him in buying complete factory
installations, machine tools, and consumer
goods and equipment.

[From the New York Times, May 31, 1963]
SovieTr PrRESSES BONN FOR MORE TRADE; SEEKS
Pact BypassiNng CoMMON MARKET DEAD-

LINE

(By Arthur J. Olsen)

BowNw, May 29.—Premier Khrushchev has
suggested a 3-year renewal and expansion of
the Soviet Union's $400 million a year trade
agreement with West Germany.

The suggestion was made to a West Ger-
man industrialist, Berthold Beitz, in Moscow
last week. It appears to fit a pattern of de-
veloping Soviet interest in economic ties with
West Germany. It also promises to confront
Bonn with a difficult decision on its future
trade policy with eastern countries.

Under the treaty setting up the European
Common Market, all trade agreements with
countries outside the trade bloc are to be
negotiated by the Common Market as a whole
after January 1, 1966.

The 3-year agreement sought by Mr. Ehru-
shchev would run through 1866. Bonn there-
fore would have to insist on short-term re-
newal of the Soviet agreement that expires
this year or ask the Common Market execu-
tive for an exception to the 1966 cutoff date.

BLOC NATIONS ARE WARY

There is considerable sentiment in gov-
ernment and industry for expansion of West
Germany's commerce with Soviet-bloc coun-
trles. Bonn is far from sure of similar en-
thusiasm among its Common Market part-
ners, some of whom compete with East
European cowatries in exports to West Ger-
many.

Soviet pressure for a 3-year renewal is sure
to be heavy, Communist governments, which
plan their economies on a long-term basis,
insist wherever possible on 3-year or 5-year
agreements. Short-term trade protocols are
invariably limited in scope and size.

Premier Ehrushchev is understood to have
impressed Mr, Beltz, who is general manager
of the Erupp Iindustrial enterprise, with
Moscow’s interest in broadened commercial
exchange with West Germany. This is a re-
current theme in Soviet propaganda aimed at
Bonn.

WEST BERLIN AN ISSUE

A parallel theme, now worrying West Ger-
man officials, is a current Soviet effort to
cultivate commercial relations with West
Berlin. The purpose apparently is to develop
the position of West Berlin as a foreign-trade
partner separate from West Germany.

When the Bonn regime and the Soviet
Union negotiated their current trade agree-
ment in 1960, Soviet authorities refused to
recognize Bonn as representing West Berlin's
commercial interests.

Officlals here are uncertain whether Mos-
cow will resume its effort to cut Berlin off
from the Federal Republic as far as Soviet
trade is concerned. The one recent hint of
Soviet policy was ambiguous.

In an invitation to West Germany to ex-
hibit at a Moscow trade fair next year, the
Soviet TUnion specifically invited West
Berlin's participation. Berlin officials are
now trying to discover whether the Soviet
Union meant that West Berlin should appear
as a separate country.

This interpretation could well be correct,
since the Soviet Embassy in East Berlin has
recently been trying to interest West Berlin
businessmen ih ‘Soviet trade. The effort,
which included a conference with about 50
West Berlin executives last month, has won
limited response because few Soviet export
products are useful to West Berlin,
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SOVIET VIEW OF FUTURE

In his talk with Mr. Beitz, Premier Khru-
shchev appears to have tried hard to en-
© the present interest of West Berlin's
industrialists in expanded commerce with the
East. Officials here belleve the Soviet leader
may well have been expecting that a new
government in Bonn might become more
receptive to Boviet political approaches than
the regime of Chanecellor Adenauer has been.

Premier Khrushchev is understood to have
questioned Mr. Beitz closely on the probable
character of the government to be organized
by Vice Chancellor Ludwig Erhard when he
succeeds to the leadership in October. The
Premier apparently did not ask the indus-
trialist to convey an invitation for Mr, Er-
hard to visit Moscow, as was rumored in the
West German press.

Mr. Beitz's report will be a principal con-
tribution to a conference next month on
Eastern trade policy to which West German
industry leaders have been summoned.

Mr. Erhard, Foreign Minister Gerhard
Schrider and possibly Chancellor Adenauer
will hear recommendations and arguments
of industry. It is expected to advocate trade
expansion with the East and pressure on the
Common Market for concessions that would
make that expansion possible.

West Germany's trade with the Communist
bloc has risen by 25 percent since 1958, al-
though It remains comparatively small,
Last year it amounted to slightly more than
$1 billion, or 4 percent of total West German
foreign trade. Of the East bloc trade, the
Soviet Union accounted for $400 million,

[From the New York Times, Aug. 22, 1963]

JAPAN MiLL SALE Has WipeE IMPACT—TOKYO
To REASSURE ALLIES ON RED CHINA DEAL
(By Emerson Chapin)

Toryo, August 21.—Japan was reported ea-
ger today to reassure its allies that the sale
of a multimillion-dollar synthetic textile
plant to Communist China had no political
implications.

As the long walt began here for world
reaction to the deal with China, Japanese
Government sources stressed that the ar-
rangement did not constitute any form of
“economic ald” to Peiping and asserted that
Japan was merely following international
business practice.

The Government was said to be anxious to
reassure its allies, particularly the United
States and Nationalist China, that the deal
was strictly commercial.

Fears of adverse reaction in the United
States are thought to have been responsible
for the Government's long delay in approving
the sale of the $20 million plant to produce
vinylon. Under the terms finally approved,
the Chinese will make a downpayment of
256 percent and pay the balance over 5 years
at 6-percent interest.

Vinylon, also known as vinal, is a poly-
vinyl alcohol fiber developed by the Japanese
and not generally used in the United States.
The low-cost fiber can be produced in regu-
lar filament and staple form as well as in
water-soluble form. It is strong and abra-
sion-resistant and has relatively low elonga-
tion.

The Japanese Government imposed on the
Eurashiki Rayon Co., which is selling the
plant, what was generally regarded as a face-
saving condition.

The rate of interest was ralsed from the
414 percent originally specified to 6 percent
s0 Japan could not be accused of granting
more favorable payment terms to China than
are offered by any of the Western trading
nations. But the price was reduced from
7,400 million yen ($20,655,6656) to $7,200 mil-
lion yen ($20 million), so that the total
amount pald by China would not be altered.

U.8. VIEW OUTLINED

There was no public reaction from the
U.S. Embassy, American officials here take
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the view that Japan cannot be criticized for
seeking trade with Pelping on the same terms
as such other countries as Britain, Australia,
and Canada.

It was noted that a British trade group
had just returned from Peiping with predic-
tions of a rapid expansion in trade between
the two countries.

Statistics show that Japan has been falling
behind Western competitors in exports of
machinery and plant equipment largely be-
cause of the 20- to 30-percent downpayment
requirements imposed by the Government.

The United States has looked askance on
the Japanese assertion that the sale to China
is simply a business arrangement and has no
political significance.

American officials have observed that in
dealings with Pelping, economics and politics
cannot be separated, and have reminded the
Japanese of what happened in 1958, when the
Chinese suddenly seized on a political pre-
text to break off all commerce.

The U.S. view is that the Japanese, in
making such manufacturing plants available
for deferred payment, would be better ad-
vised to consider the underdeveloped coun-
tries of southeast Asia, where the need is
great and the future of commercial relation-
ships could be more promising.

CONCESSIONS SOUGHT

In announcing the Government decision
yesterday, Hajime Fukuda, Minister of Inter-
national Trade and Industry, declared that
the extent of future contracts for plant sales
to Communist countries on easy payment
terms would be limited by the amount of
funds available in the Japan Import Bank.
However, U.S. officials believe that the Gov-
ernment, having said “Yes” to EKurashiki
Rayon, may find it difficult politically to turn
down other applicants.

A number of new applications by textile
and chemical fertilizer concerns are expected
in the wake of yesterday’s decision,

[From Metalworking News, Oct. 14, 1063]

TOOLBUILDERS IN UNITED STATES GENERALLY
ENDORSE TRADE WITH RUSSIANS

A general tendency among machine tool
builders to favor selling their wares to Rus-
sia emerged last week in a Metalworking
News spot check around the country.

In the wake of the administration’s deci-
sion to sell wheat to the U.S.S.R., many tool-
company chief executives showed v
degrees of interest in the idea of such trade
for themselves. At the same time, a sub-
stantial minority of those checked flatly op-
posed dealing with Russia,

Most tool executives favoring U.SSR.
trade made it conditional on Government
approval, and many would specifically ex-
clude sales of machinery directly useful in
war production. Others excluded any tools
not already avallable to Russia from other
sources.

The fact that equipment is being made
avallable to Russia by America's allles was
pointed out repeatedly.

Builders opposed to Russian trade tended
for the most part to question the wisdom
of building up the strength of a potential
enemy. A few shrank from ftrading with
Russia, however, on the basis of bad expe-
rience in prior transactions.

Following are detailed reports from major
toolbuilding centers:

SHOULD ALLOW IT

Cleveland: American machine tool build-
ers should be allowed to sell to Russia.

That was the unanimous opinion of ma-
chine tool builders here last week in the
wake of the decision to allow the sale of
wheat to Russia.

None of the builders were willing to be
quoted for the record, however, and several
recommended restrictions.

Machine tools that can be quickly con-
verted to making of weapons such as artil-
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lery shells should be barred, said one bullder.
He admitted that all machine tools indi-
rectly would help in making military equip-
ment, but added that so would wheat and
proposed the banning of only those ma-
chines that would directly turn out muni-
tions,

Another builder would allow the sale only
of machine tools the Soviet Union can now
purchase from other countries. He also
sald that if the Government wants to ban
these machines, the industry should be will-
ing to go along.

“If we don’'t sell the machine tools to
Russla, then Great Britain, West Germany,
France, and other countries will. What's
the difference between wheat and machine
tools?”" That was the consensus.

One builder claimed Iron Curtain coun-
tries are now copying American machine
tools and paying no attention whatsoever
to patent rights, except to restrict sale of
these tools to other Iron Curtain countries.

MIGHT AS WELL, TOO

Rockford, Ill.: The United States might
as well sell machine tools to Soviet bloc
nations if those nations can buy them from
our allles. Chester J. Braatz, president of
Barber-Colman Co., here, sald last week:

“We accomplish nothing if we deprive
ourselves of this business,” he stated.

Mr. Braatz stressed that this is his per-
sonal view and is restricted to equipment
the Soviet “can buy from someone else if
they can’t get it from us.” He said he does
not feel the United States should promote
sale of machine tools to the Soviet.

Clayton Gaylord, president of Ingersoll
Milling Machine Co. here, noted that any-
thing we sell to the Russians alds their abil-
ity to wage war on this country. There is
no point in distinguishing between wheat
and machine tools, he added.

Mr, Gaylord sald the decision as to
whether to trade with the Soviets should be
made by the “people planning the strategy of
the cold war and in a position to estimate
the ty of a hot war.”

Philip Mattison, president of Mattison
Machine Works, here, stated his strong per-
sonal opposition to selling to the Soviets.

“If we had an inquiry right now, and it
were legal, we would not quote,” he said.

Still another local builder, who prefers to
remain unidentified, said “we'd sell to any-
one else first.” This builder had done busi-
ness with Russia’s Amtorg Trading Corp. at
one time and he recalls it as the “toughest
kind of business, Their arguments over
tolerances were intolerable.”

OPINION DIVIDED

Cincinnati: Test-ban treaties and sale of
wheat—all signs of growing, yet limited
U.8. cooperation with the Soviet Union—
have not brought about a major realinement
of thinking on trade with Russia among ma-
chine tool builders here.

Farlier attitudes, on both sides of the
issue, continue to prevail.

Graham A. Marx, president, G. A. Gray Co.,
sald, “We are not eager to deal with the Rus-
slans,” while Frank Flelds, president, Fosdick
Machine Tool Co., said, “I feel that machine
tool sales to Russia are certainly justified.
There is nothing we build that the Russians
can't get from our European allies.”

A more middle-of-the-road statement was
offered by Willlam Dolle, Sr., president of
Lodge & Shipley Co.: “If we would get Gov-
ernmental approval on trade with Russia,
there would be no objection to taking orders
but Government opinion wil govern our atti-
tude.”

It was commonly felt that the wheat-sale
agreement would spark industrywide con-
sideration of lifting the Communist-Bloc
trade barrier.

Restricting some machine tool types from
possible trade was seen as advisable by many
builders here. Excluding machines directly
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related to production of military items or
those of unique technology was suggested.

In considering the eventuality of future
trade, local machine tool management felt
that trade negotiations should be begun and
carried on by the individual firm rather than
through governmental or industrywide
groups,

1SSUE TOO COMPLEX

Providence: Henry D. Sharpe, Jr., presi-
dent of Brown & Sharpe Manufacturing Co.,
here, feels the question of machine tool trade
with Russia is too complex to be answered
with a simple yes or no.

“You would have to have a specific prop-
osition to consider before you could evaluate
it,” he sald, adding that the Interest of the
United Btates welghs heavier than the in-
terest of any one manufacturer.

CHICAGO SEES VALUE

Chicago: Machine tool executives here
generally favor a review of U.S. machine tool
trade restrictions with the Soviet Union.

Several say they cannot understand why
the United States does not sell the Russians
machine tools when our Allles make such
sales. One bulilder, while favoring a review,
sald he does not think we should sell the
Communist world sophisticated machine
tools such as numerically-controlled items,
though he saw no objection to selling con-
ventional machines.

The president of one large tool manufac-
turer, sald, however, he does not want us to
trade with the Russians. He termed them
potential enemies and sees no reason to help
such a country even if it means profits here.

DETROIT OPINIONS

Detroit: “If we are to get our gold back,
how are we to do it unless we increase our
exports,” was the reaction of Sam 8. Schmidt,
president, Drillmation Co., Inc., Center Line,
Mich., to the question of selling machinery
to the Soviet Union.

“The Russians are getting what they want
anyway from Europe, and we might as well
cash in,"” he added.

A similar point of view was voiced by Nor-
man L. Parker, vice president, Parker-Majes-
tic, Inc., here. He favored sales to the Soviet
Union, but not sale of machinery that might
be converted to military applications.

WORTH THINKING ABOUT

Windsor, Vt.: The prospect of trade with
Russia is worth thinking about to J. A. Kiely,
vice president and assistant general manager
of PneumoDynamic Corp.'s Cone Automatic
Division, here.

“I think that, if we were permitted to by
the Government, we’'d be inclined to consider
the business,” he saild. *“Both English and
German manufacturers are interested in the
business, and there’s no reason why we
shouldn't be.”

A FINE THING

Bridgeton, N.J.: Trade, even with an enemy,
is “a fine thing,” in the opinion of
E. Bass, president of Ferracute Machine Co.,
here.

[From the Metalworking News, Oct. 14, 1963]
TooLs ISsUE SIDESTEPPED BY NMTBA

WasHINGTON.—The National Machine Tool
Builders’ Assoclation has taken no stand re-
garding the sale of U.S, tools to the Soviet
Union and will leave the decision “up to the
Government.”

The Commerce Department’s Office of Ex-
port Control is “considering” a reexamination
of the Export Control Act, which now severely
limits the sale of equipment to the USSR,
a spokesman said. He made it clear that
no firm decision to reexamine the act has
been made.

An NMTBA spokesman sald that if the Gov-
ernment decides to permit the eale of so-
called strategic tools to the Soviet Union, the
assoclation probably will advise against if.
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He added that NMTBA knows of no members
who had applied for an export license to sell
to the Soviets.

Under the Export Control Act, only man-
ually operated bench and floor tools can be
licensed for sale to Russia.

[From the Baltimore Sun, Sept. 25, 1963]

Hopges FAvors RED BLOC TRADE—ADMINISTRA=
TION Is CONSIDERING CHANGE IN PoLICcY
({MinNEAPOLIS, Beptember 24.—A team of

American private grain traders is negotiating

with a Soviet commission now in Canada for

a huge sale of this country's wheat to the

Russians.

The Minneapolis Tribune and Des Moines
Reglster said in a copyrighted story tonight
that approval of the U.S. Government was all
that remained before a deal could be closed.)

(By Willlam EKnighton, Jr.)

WasHINGTON, BSeptember 24 —Luther H.
Hodges, Secretary of Commerce, today said
he supports the move to expand trade In
consumer goods with Communist bloc
countries.

A change in the present governmental
policy banning the sale of not only mili-
tary goods, but also those of economic value,
to the Communists is now under very defi-
nite consideration by the administration, he
told a news conference.

He sald he had not yet formally made any
specific recommendations on the fssue to the
President, but his own feelings on this could
be summed up in his statement:

“I favor selling goods.”

He quickly emphasized that “strategic ma-
terials are completely out.”

CANADA SELLING WHEAT

Hodges has been designated by the Presi-
dent to lead a drive to increase the sale of
American goods abroad by 10 percent, which,
if accomplished, would make a sizable dent
in the present imbalance in US. interna-
tional payments. :

Further, a White House conference on ex-
port expansion last week recommended that
this Government take another look at its
policy on trade with Russia and other mem-
bers of the Red block, but it did not specifi-
cally call for a change.

Also, the recent announcement that Can-
ada had signed a contract for the sale of $500
million in wheat this year to the Soviet has
greatly enhanced the possibility that the
United States will liberalize its present

cy-

A new policy on the sale of foodstuffs could
be agreed to relatively speedily, and Hodges
indicated he thought an announcement lib-
eralizing current policy against the export of
such goods to Russia and the other members
of the Eastern bloc might come in about 30
days.

A declsion on the sale of other consumer
goods probably would take longer to be
reached, he said, for our allies would have
to be consulted in this respect.

“Maybe, we have not been as practical” as
we might have been regarding East-West
trade, the Commerce Secretary sald.

A number of consumer items could be
placed on the export list without congres-
sional action, he pointed out.

He also sald, in answer to a guestion, he
expected that Russia would want to purchase
from this country a great many itéms worth
considerably more than the products
America would want from the Soviet.

This, of course, he noted, would give the
United States a favorable balance of trade.
But it would not be necessary for America
to balance its trade with the East bloc, he
said, pointing out that the overall trade bal-
ances are figured out on a world-wide basis,

In answer to a question, he said a shift of
pollcy would not interfere with alms to iso-
late Cuba from trading with the rest of the
world. The new policy toward each country
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would be considered on an individual basis,

he said.

Hodges answered two unrelated questions
in this fashion: )

1. He has no plans to leave the Cabinet
and agaln be a candidate for Governor of
his native North Carolina.

2. Business prospects for the remainder of
the year are good.

[From the New York Times, Sept. 9, 1963]
CanADA SEEN WIDENING TRADE WITH THE
CoMMUNIST COUNTRIES

(By Philip Shabecoff)

Some recent rumblings have been heard
to the north that may herald an expansion
of trade between Canada and the Communist
nations. Aside from promoting wheat sales
to China, the Canadian Government has
played a relatively passive role in trade with
the Communist bloc.

In the last few weeks. however, there have
been several indications that the Govern-
ment will actively press for increased East-
West trade.

Greeting a Soviet negotlating team that
arrived at Ottawa last week to renew a trade
agreement with Canada that expired last
week, Canada's Trade Minister, Mitchell
Sharp, expressed the hope that “a mutually
satisfactory basis could be found for the
continuation of the trade agreement and the
expansion of trade between the two coun-
tries.”

TRADE EMPHASIZED

Paul Martin, the Dominion’s Minister of
External Affairs, sald in a recent speech that
the limited nuclear test ban treaty should
be followed up with other contacts with the
Communist countries, including China. He
emphasized the expansion of trade as an
important contact.

Perhaps most significant was Canada's
agreement to admit §7 million worth of com-
petitive goods from China—mostly textiles—
as part of the deal in which she will sell 187
million bushels of wheat to the Chinese over
the next 3 years. This clause was admitted
to the contract despite the angry protests
of Canada’s textile industry.

It has been widely conceded that Canada,
which consistently maintains a heavy sur-
plus of exports over imports in trade with
the Communist nations, could not substan-
tially expand these exports unless it admits
more Communist goods. The willingness of
the Government to accept Chinese textiles
would seem to indicate that Canada would

competitive products to accelerate
exports to the Communist nations.

In 1962, Canada’s exports to the Commu-
nist nations totaled $208,028,000 in Canadian
funds. Considering Canada's economy and
size, this compares very favorably with
U.8. exports of about $288 million to the
same countries.

WHEAT IS EXPORTED

Over half of Canada’s sales to the Commu-
nists—some $147 milllon—went to China,
which 1is blacklisted by the United States.
Exports to the Soviet Union and most East-
ern European natlons sharply last
year because of reduced sales of agricultural
products.

Exports to Russia fell to $3,207,000 in 1962
from $24,276,000 the preceding year, accord-
ing to the Dominion Bureau of Statistics.
These exports representing widely scattered
produnt categories, the largest of which were

cattle hides, tractors, and plastics and syn-
thetic fibers.

Poland remained the largest customer for
Canadian goods with imports of $37,449,000
last year. Poland imported some wheat but
the largest dollar volume was accounted for
by synthetic fibers

This year, lmwem. the Soviet bloc is again
loading its shopping cart with Canadian
wheat. On August 30 the Government an-
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nounced that it would sell 300,000 tons of the
grain to Russia for $11 million. Earller it had
sold £6,800,000 worth of wheat to Poland.

Canadian imports from the Communist
countries have been relatively small. In 1962
she imported only $24,223,000 from these na-
tions, over a third of which—surprisingly—
came from Czechoslovakia.

If the agreement to admit Chinese textiles
Indicates a trend, and several trade sources
believe that it does, then Canadlan imports
from the Communist countries can be ex-
pected to grow appreciably in the near fu-
ture.

There are, however, several built-in bar-
riers that probably will put a limit on the
expansion of Canada’s trade with the Com-
munist areas.

In the first place, Canada requires that
its exporters refrain from shipping strategic
materials to the Communist bloe. Like most
Western nations Canada uses a looser defini-
tion of “strategic materials” than the United
States but finds itself tied willy-nilly to the
American definition because of its economic
tles with this country.

RESTRICTIONS NOTED

Many Canadian companies are subsidiaries
and affiliates of U.8. concerns, and thus can-
not ship products that are prohibited to the
Communist nations by American law, More-
over, many Canadian manufactures are made
under U.S. patents, and these, too, cannot be
exported to the Communist natlons.

Former Prime Minister John Diefenbaker
commented some time ago that Canada does
not share the views of some countries (mean-
ing, presumably, the United States) that
argue against trading with Communist coun-
tries. However, in many instances Canadian
exporters have no cholce but to follow Amer-
ican views on the subject.

In the case of the Soviet Union, Canada’'s
trade potential is somewhat limited by a sim-
ilar raw materials capacity. A Canadian
trade official commented recently that “we
send wheat to Russia and she sends furs to
us, This is carrying coals to Newcastle."
[From Metalworking News, Oct. 22, 1963]

BuLGARIA PLANS T0 HIKE WESTERN TOOL
IMPORTS

LonpoN.—Bulgaria is planning to increase
its machine tool and machinery imports and
would welcome an opportunity to acquire
American-made equipment, according to the
members of a Bulgarian trade mission which
wrapped up a 10-day tour of Great Britain
last week.

Purpose of the 10-man mission was to ex-
plore trade expansion with the United King-
dom, according to Metody Simeonov Popov,
president of the Bulgarian Chamber of Com-
merce and leader of the mission. He noted
that Bulgaria, usually considered an agricul-
tural country, has stepped up machine tool
production since World War II. Bulgaria
is mow emphasizing the manufacture of
metal cutting machinery, Mr. Popov saild.

The mission, which visited British machine
tool plants, expects purchasing agreements
will be reached after it reports to the Bul-
garian Government, it was said.

Emil Mindov, general director, Machineo-
import, Bulgaria, said the mission was im-
pressed with the workmanship of British
machine tools, but he thought they lacked
the efliciency needed for Bulgarian produc-
tion. He sald he did not see multipurpose
machine tools for mass production such as
models known to be manufactured in the
United States.

Last year, forelgn trade represented one-
half of the country’s natlional income, Mr,
Popov said. Bulgarian exports and imports
each totaled about $900 million, but only
20 percent represented machinery, he added.

TO SEEK INCREASE

Mr. Mindov noted that Bulgaria is im-
porting $20 million worth of machine tools
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this year and wants to increase this figure.
At present only 20 percent of Bulgaria's total
trade 1s outside the Eastern bloc, he said.
The delegates noted that Bulgaria would like
to expand trade with Western nations, in-
cluding the United States.

Bulgaria currently makes general purpose
lathes, milling, shaping, and drilling ma-
chines; and will soon begin production of a
multipurpose miller-borer., However, the
delegates noted that the country needs more
speclalized equipment for mass production,
and also requires gear and thread grinding
machines.

[From U.S. News & World Report, June 17,

Another result of the battle for markets is
a growing European interest in trade with
Communist countries, There is to be a
“Khrushchev round” of trade talks next year
under United Nations sponsorship. Moves
to expand East-West trade are already well
advanced.

West Germany has a new trade treaty with
Poland, negotiates another with Hungary.
The general manager of Krupp, German in-
dustrial giant, pays a visit to Moscow, comes
back with plans for selling Russia $12.5 mil-
lion chemiecal plant. Kilel shipyards hope
for a Russian order for trawlers.

Trade groups shuttle back and forth be-
tween Britain and Russia all the time. Rus-
sla signs up to buy $70 million worth of
British equipment for a plastics plant. Brit-
ain ships more steel in Russia this year,
mulls larger purchases of Russian grain, iron
ore and wood products.

Sweden nalls down big Russian order for
10 refrigerator ships and 2 floating docks, is
expected to take more Soviet oil in return.
Austria shows interest in expanding trade
with Poland.

Red China plans purchases of European
industrial materials and

Communist world clearly believes the time
has come when Western nations will gladly
sell all sorts of things the Communists need
to keep their economic plans from slipping
too badly.

Meanwhile, trade problems cause friction
inside the Soviet bloe, just as they do among
Western Allles. Moscow’s plans for indus-
trial integration of Eastern run into
opposition. Satellites are unwilling to
shelve plans for broad-based national devel~
opment, do not want to specialize on just
those products the Russians think they
ought to produce. Pressure grows in East-
ern Europe for some kind of deal with the
Common Market.

[From the Christian Science Monitor,
May 1, 1963]
BririsH SeLt ENTIRE INDUSTRY
(By John Allan May)

LoNpoN.—A development of some im-
portance is seen to lle behind the news that
two British firms have signed contracts worth
£26 million ($72,800,000) with the Soviet
Union for the supply of six complete chem-
ical plants.

The Soviet Union is here trading out of
need rather than out of political guile.

It is In a sense buying its way out of
fallures in Soviet p! . These, in an
age of sputniks and widening horizons of
thought, become at once more obvious and
less bearable than before.

A NATION'S OUTPUT

The two British firms, Simon-Carves and
Humphreys and Glasgow, are in effect being
asked to produce a complete industry for
the Soviet Union in double-quick time.

The two plants to make the ethylene raw
material and the four to produce the finished
polythene are to have a production capacity
equal to the entire polythene capacity of
Great Britain.

They are intended to quadruple the Soviet
Union's output of this now-essential packag-
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ing material. They are to be completed here
before the end of 1966.

It s noted that this time there hnoou
blackmail about the deal, no making the
provision of employment in British heavy
industry dependent on British Government
agreement to buy Soviet oil the country does
not really need.

DAILY WORKER QUOTED

The Daily Worker on Tuesday again men-
tioned the supposedly great advantages of
buying Soviet oil but not until the 14th
paragraph of its front-page article and then
without great conviction.

The Worker also stated that “this deal
was concluded in 4 weeks.” However, Leslie
Dobeon, joint managing director of Simon-
Carves, has put the actual period of negotia-
tion at 6 years.

For the British there are also interesting
implications in the deal.

The contracts were won in the face of

very strong competition from West Germany.
That Britain won the contest is credited
to these facts: British engineering is cer-
talnly as good as German, British prices by
now are keener, and the British process of
producing polythene, developed by Imperial
Chemical Industries, is the best in the world.

Credit facilities for the contracts are being
provided by Lagard Bothers, with a group of
other London bankers.

TRADE SURPLUS

Two of the plants to be supplied by Simon-
Carves are to have an annual capacity of
48,000 tons and two a capacity of 24,000
tons.

Total British exports to the Soviet Union
have been running at the rate of £55 million
a year in the recent past and British imports
at about £856 million.

The Soviets have usually used the con-
sequent surplus to buy raw materials in
the overseas sterling area. It could be that
in future there will be less need for those
materials and more for machinery, which
would redound to Britaln's trading advantage
without requiring extra imports of Soviet
goods.

[From the Baltimore Sun, June 14, 1963]

Russia Eves Bic PURCHASE FroM BRITAIN—
WanNTs To BUY OIL REFINERY AT COST OF
$300 MILLION
Moscow, June 13.—The Soviet Union

wants to buy an oil refinery costing almost

$300 million from Britain.

If the project goes through, it alone will
amount to more than twice Britain's current
annual exports to Russia.

News of the Soviet interest in a refinery
was given to Harold Wilson, British Labor
Party leader today by Nikolal Patolichev,
Soviet Forelgn Trade Minister.

Some observers believed the disclosure was
made to Wilson, rather than to one of the
officials of the ruling Conservative Party who
have been here in recent weeks, in an effort
to boost the Laborites' chances in the next
British election.

Wilson clearly is using his trip here for
campaigning, tying in cracks at the Conser-
vatives with many of the developments
during his visit.

He talked with Patolichev, Mikhail A.
Susloy, Soviet Party Presidium member and
secretary, and Anastas I. Mikoyan, First Dep-
uty Premier, in a busy day.

Wilson said Mikoyan, who has been ill
with kidney trouble for several weeks, looked
fairly fit but not yet fully ready to resume
his official duties. He saw him at Mikoyan's
dacha outside the capital.

The Labor Party leader said he did not
think construction of a refinery for Russia
would conflict with British obligations mnot

to sell embargoed strategic goods to Coms-

munist nations,
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NO DETAILS GIVEN

The informal Soviet proposal was not tied
by Patolichev to British imports of Soviet
oil, Wilson said. No details of whether the
sale might be for cash or credits were dis-
cussed.

Wilson said he discovered that Russia of-
fered some $40 million worth of oil in ex-
change for a similar amount of British-built
shipping in 1961, and the proposal was
turned down by the British.

There is no doubt that a considerable
amount of the unemployment in British
shipyards would have been prevented if the
offer had been accepted, he said.

He stated that while it is not the Labor
Party's policy to Increase British imports of
Soviet oll at the expense of British coal, he
did believe that more Soviet oil could have
been consumed as the over-all use of oil in
Britain increased.

Russia apparently has no current oil sur-
plus but is ready to talk about a straight
oll-for-ships deal, taking from British yards
trawlers, freighters, and refrigerator vessels.

They also will offer Britain a quantity of oil
in exchange for items on a list including
chemical plants, plastics, fibers, cellulose and
paper, Wilson sald.

His party would consider forming a con-
sortium of firms to meet such Soviet orders
if they materialize, he stated. One firm is
not likely to be able to handle such orders.

Wilson had lunch with Soviet journalists
today, answering questions for about an hour
afterward. American correspondents have
been barred from his press conferences so far.
Another conference, to which they may be
admitted, will be held tomorrow after he
talks to Premier Ehrushchev a second time.

He leaves for Warsaw for talks with the
Polish party leader, Wladyslaw Gomulka,
Saturday.

THE SOVIET AGRICULTURAL CRISIS
[From the Washington Post, Oct, 25, 1963]
Carrne Kimnping IN Sovier Gives HINT oOF
Panic
(By Victor Zorza)

Lowpon, October 24 —Reports in BSovlet
papers today that farmers were slaughtering
cattle for lack of fodder give to the Soviet
food situation the air of panic which Premier
Nikita EKhrushchev has tried to prevent by
his purchase of foreign grain supplies,

The unauthorized slaughter of cattle is a
traditional danger signal in the Russian
countryside. It has accompanled every agri-
cultural crisis since the 1917 Revolution,
through the great famine and collectiviza-
tion in the thirties, to the postwar disasters
under Stalin,

An account in the newspaper “Soviet Rus-
sia’ today pictured lines of lorries filled with
cattle waiting In front of slaughterhouses
in the Kursk area. The lorries had come
from collective farms “trying to get rid of
the cattle,” sald the paper.

The newspaper quoted farmers as saying
they had no fodder to feed the livestock.

The paper sald that serious apprehension
was caused by farmers who were sending
cattle to slaughterhouses prematurely, even
though they had enough fodder.

The first indications of food shortages in
Russia began a few weeks ago with reports
of farmers buying up bread to feed cattle.
A newly disclosed shortage of potatoes has
added to the difficulties,

In one sense the trouble can be said to
have begun with the very cattle that are now
being slaughtered. In the middle of last
year, Khrushchev decreed a considerable in-
crease in the prices to be pald to the farms
for milk and meat. The selling prices in
the shops were also raised, but it was prom-
ised that over the longer term the new policy
would bring more meat to the market.

The farms responded very handsomely, so
much so that the cattle population explo-
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sion also burned up considerable amounts of
grain and feeding stuff much faster than
they were being produced.

It is estimated that the additional require-
ments of grain may amount to something
like 5 million tons.

To this must be added the disappointments
of this year's harvest, whose marketable grain
target had originally been set at 65.5 million
tons, was then raised to a minimum of
69 and a possible maximum of 74 million
tons, and is now put by Soviet sources at
something like 45.6 million tons. This is 10
million tons less than was procured last year.

In the meantime the cows and pigs and
bullocks whose appetites may have started it
all are beginning to be killed off before the
extra feeding stuffl procured by the govern-
ment abroad has a chance of arriving, pre-
sumably because the Russian peasant knows
from long experience that there will never
be enough, and that it is better to slaughter
the cattle while there is still meat on them,
rather than wait until they starve to death.

[From the Christian Science Monitor, Sept,
25, 1963]

Sovier Citizens Asgep To TIGHTEN BELTS

Moscow.—Soviet citizens, who doubtless
eat more bread than any other single food,
are being told at private meetings and in
the press to ease an acute shortage by get-
ting along with less.

Local leaders are being warned that bread
must be saved and that prices may be
raised.

Despite these warnings there appears no
great probability that any Soviet citizen
will go seriously short of bread.

Emergency wheat purchases abroad, run-
ning about 7 million tons, will offset crop
losses during the past year due to drought
and persistent mismanagement of planting
and harvesting. The loss apparently 1is
about 10 percent of the crop, which last year
was 65 million tons.

The shortage and the bad harvesting have
sent Premier Nikita 8. Khrushchev storming
about the country denouncing careless farm-
ing methods.

And again one of his pet projects, the
virgin lands in Siberia and Southwest Asia,
has let him down as it did in other recent
years,

Harvesting in the Kazakhstan virgin-land
area is so far behind schedule that it seems
inevitable much grain will rot in the fields
and some will be buried under the snow.

While Soviet citizens may not go short of
bread, the shortage of wheat and corn as
well seems certain to make them short of
meat again this year.

In the Kuban, the Soviet Union's best
farm area, a bumper crop of wheat was har-
vested there before the drought set in dur-
ing July and August.

TRACTORS INOPERAELE

But the drought hurt the corn badly as
well as vegetables and fruit. WVillages and
towns Iin the area are short of vegetables.
This is reflected also in Moscow and other
citles. In the capital, queues form every
time a shop displays any fresh vegetables,

Grain was lost in the virgin lands last
year because thousands of combines and
tractors lay idle in the fields for lack of
spare parts. And as early as August 28,
Selskaya Zhlzn (Farm Life) reported that
some farms had not finished the repair of
harvesting machines and combines before
the beginning of this year's harvest.

In some areas only 20 percent of the ma-
chinery was used. In the Irkutsk area of
eastern Siberia, the paper sald, “Peas started
to fall out of the pods while drivers were
still testing their machines.”

One big state farm in that area was awalt-
ing the delivery of 100 combines from Rostov,
in European Russia, because the farm’s own
machines lacked belts or batteries,
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Trucks are so leaky that In several harvest
areas the Soviet press has reported the roads
are yellow with wheat.

‘Wheat purchases abroad are putting a
heavy drain on the Soviet Union’s limited
forelgn exchange. This appears likely to
slow down its programs of heavy industry
and consumer goods, Both count substan-
tially on machinery purchases from other
countries, notably West Germany, Italy,
France, and England.

CUBA TO BENEFIT

A half billion dollars is to be paid to
Canada in the next 18 months for delivery of
5.3 million tons of wheat and 500,000 tons
of flour, An additional 1.5 million tons of
wheat has been ordered from Australia, with
a like amount of option.

Much of this will be shipped immediately
to the SBoviet Union’s forelgn customers, to
protect its position as a supplier, About 3.3
million tons normally go to Communist
countries of Eastern Europe and 1.6 million
to other countries, including Scandinavia
and West Germany.

Of the Canadian purchase, 450,000 tons of
wheat and flour will go to Cuba.

Effects of the crop shortage are being felt
in special ways in Moscow.

Flour cannot be bought at many stores,
apparently because it can be hoarded while
bread cannot.

Many farmers buy bread to feed to cows
and pigs they are allowed to raise privately
for market. It is forbidden but continues.
One couple was pllloried in the press Sun-
day for having bought nearly half a ton of
flour, bread, rice, and macaroni, apparently
to feed much of it to their herd.

Butter is becoming scarce and likely will
become scarcer in the winter.

And Mr. Ehrushchev's campaign against
inefficient farming could bring another
round of administrative shakeups this winter,

Dr. Adenauer’s advice will be listened to.
He seems likely to concern himself more with
personalities than with policles.

[From the Baltimore Sun, Sept. 24, 1963]

Pravpa Nores Bap YEAR FOR VIRGIN LANDS—
EKHRUSHCHEV'S PRESTIGE AT STAKE IN Niw
CroP FAILURE

(By Ernest B. Furgurson)

Moscow, September 23.—Pravda admitted
today that the Soviet Union’s virgin lands are
having the worst years in their history of
steadily declining agricultural success.

Severe weather and management troubles
in the virgin lands and the Ukraine are the
major reasons behind Russia’s purchase of
more than $500 million worth of wheat from
Canada and Australia.

Still another year of failure to meet crop
quotas in the virgin lands has a particular
political as well as economic significance in
the Soviet Union.

PRESTIGE AT STAKE

It was only at Premier Khrushchev's in-
sistence that the nation undertook to plow
up many millions of acres in previously un-
productive semiarid areas of Kazakhstan
and western Stheria.

Thus, Ehrushchev has his own prestige at
stake in the success of this gigantic gamble,
into which heavy investments for machinery
and personnel have been sunk.

Yet now, for the fifth consecutive year, the
crops there are clearly failing to match the
previous year's.

Pravda, organ of the Central Committee of
the Soviet Communist Party, sald today that
‘“this year as never before, nature has been
unmereiful to the people of the virgin lands.”

The latest in a serles of mishaps was a
snowfall within the last 10 days, it main-
tained. This bent wheat to the ground for
several days just at the peak of the harvest-
ing season.,
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SUFFERED FROM FROST

The trouble began in the spring, when
many crops suffered from frost. Then in
June dry winds blew across the steppes, and
at summer’s end prolonged showers delayed
the start of the many individual farms man-
aged to turn in good results, the paper sald.

Thelirs was a fight against difficult condi-
tions, there were many undeveloped grain
plants. Then after the rains, weeds sprouted
so profusely that in many areas the use of
machine harvesters was hampered, it con-
tinued.

Then came the other chores of autumn—
haycutting, corn harvesting, winter crop
plowing, and the preparation of cattle for
winter. Organization and prompt action
were necessary, Pravda declared.

It blamed the regional party, Government
and production board chiefs of the Tselinny
(virgin soil) reglion for not concentrating
their work properly and not demanding
enough from their subordinates.

PLOWING INCOMPLETE

In the region only 57.5 percent of the acre-
age had been cut by September 20 and plow-
ing for winter crops was only one-fourth
complete. Some 5 million acres of graln were
stlll standing.

The paper told of one state farm where
grain was standing overripe—18 combines
were 1dle although each had produced less
than half its rated output, and the farm
director had overlooked serious losses in the
grain already cut.

The party newspaper of the Ukraine re-
ported this weekend that an investigation
had been ordered throughout that republic
to determine the reason why extensive losses
of ruble earnings had been reported on col-
lective farms there.

[From Radio Liberty]

WueAT Dear REPORTED To Sovier PUBLIC—
Raplo LIBERTY BROADCASTS ALsSo SHOW
LisTENERS IN U.S.SR. WHERE RESPONSI-
BILITY LIES FOR GRAIN SHORTAGE
New Yorx.—"The grain problem, formerly

considered the most acute and serious prob-

lem, has been solved, solved definitely and
finally in the Soviet Union.” Stormy and
prolonged applause by delegates to the 19th

Communist Party Congress followed this

statement by the then Central Committee

Secretary Georgl Malenkov, 11 years ago.
Malenkov’s rash statement is one of many

skeletons in the Soviet grain bin, dusted

off by Radio Liberty researchers as themes
for the freedom network’s around-the-clock
broadcasts Informing millions of Sovlet citi-
zens of the huge Soviet-Canadian wheat deal.

The Impact of Radio Liberty's speclal pro-
grams on wheat in Russian and 16 other
languages has been that the deal demon-
strates the bankruptcy of collectivized agri-
culture.

In the meantime, the Soviet media have
carried a one-paragraph announcement that
a trade agreement was signed. No mention
of wheat or grain was made.

Another theme of Radio Liberty broadcasts
is that the responsibility for the Sovlet crop
catastrophe rests with the Communist Party,
since it took over farm management in the
fall of 1962.

“On the basis of listener reaction to pre-
vious programs on farm problems, millions
of Soviet citizens are already aware of the
proportions of the Sovlet-Canadian wheat
deal,” a Radio Liberty spokesman said.

The freedom network—the most powerful
volce heard in the U.S.S.R.—uses close to 2
million watts of power to overwhelm Soviet
jammers. Its transmitters are located in
West Germany, Spain, and Formosa.

SoviET INDICATES 18-PERCENT LAG IN GRAIN—
Moscow PRESSES FOR A T6-PERCENT EXPAN-
SION IN FERTILIZER OUTPUT WITHIN 2 YEARS
Moscow, October 6.—An official Soviet

source Indicated today that grain supplies
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avallable to the Government from domestic
production this year would be as much as
18 percent below the 1962 level.

This disclosure, by a commentator of Tass,
the official press agency, was the first to be
made publicly by an officlal source on the
extent of the Soviet crop failure.

The gravity of the agricultural situation
was underscored by two other developments.

All morning newspapers printed on their
front pages an open letter of the Communist
Party's Central Committee and the Soviet
Government. The letter called on workers
in the chemical fertilizer industry to do their
utmost to fulfill the ambitious plans for ex-
panding production by 75 percent in the
next 2 years.

On a more immediate level, 25,000 citizens
and all avallable trucks were mobilized to
stock the city's warehouses with potatoes,
cabbage, and other vegetables for the win-
ter. The Sunday work was necessitated by
a backlog of loaded freight cars in rall yards.

The disclosure of the 18-percent decline in
the grain harvest, which has not yet been
publicized in the Soviet press, was contained
in an English-language report prepared for
foreign subscribers by Ivan Artemov, eco-
nomic commentator for Tass.

In the report, designed to rebut specula-
tion in the foreign press regarding the grav-
ity of the grain situation, Mr. Artemov wrote:
“Incldentally, procurement (by the Govern-
ment from the farms) will be approximately
on the level of 1969 and 1960."

Procurements in those years were 46.6 mil-
lion and 46.7 million metric tons respective-
ly, down from 56.6 million metric tons last
year. A metric ton equals about 2,204
pounds,

Grain purchased by the Government usu-
ally represents 40 percent of the total har-
vest, with the rest being retained by the
farms as seed reserve and for payments in
kind to collective farmers.

Mr, Artemov thus suggested that the total
harvest might be 125 million tons, The
grain crop last year was a record 147.5 mil-
lion tons.

The serlousness of the crop shortage was
underscored this year by unprecedented So-
viet wheat purchases abroard. These have
been estimated by Premier Khrushchey at a
total of at least 9 million tons, or almost
enough to fill the 10-million-ton gap Iin
Government supplies suggested by Mr, Arte-
mov.

BREAD ECONOMIES INTENSIFIED

The poor harvest also gave rise to an in-
tensive propaganda campaign for bread econ-
omies and strict implementation of a long-
standing rule that no more than 2 kilograms,
415 pounds, be sold to a customer,

This restriction was intended to curb un-
limited purchases of cheap bread as feed for
private livestock. Its effect has been very
limited since there is nothing to prevent an-
imal owners from visiting several bakeries,
one after another.

An important byproduct of this year's de-
creased graln crop has been a decision by
the Soviet leadership to abandon the pro-
gram of large expansions in the crop area.
Instead, the Government is concentrating on
getting higher yields per acre.

This 1s to be achieved through increased
fertilizer output and an expansion of irriga-
tlon, designed to eliminate the ever-present
danger of drought.

As a first step, fertilizer production is to
be increased from this year's 20 million tons
to 356 million tons by 1965.

[From the Christian Sclence Monitor,
Oct. 23, 1963]
Bap GrRAIN HARVEST STILL STALKS PEIPING
(By Takashi Oka)

Hone Eone.—Interim reports on mainland
China's grain harvest this year suggest that
it may not be much better than last year
and may be slightly worse.
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This means that the pace of Communist
China's recovery from the three disastrous
years 1959 to 1961 continues to be fitful and
slow.

In the absence of official Peiping statistics
information collated by Western agencies in
Hong Kong is at best a guesstimate. But
the cautious tone adopted by Peiping itself
during the past month, combined with such
observations as are avallable from visitors
and refugees, suggest that the Chinese Com-
munists do not have a great deal to cheer
about on the agricultural front as they face
the coming winter,

ONE BRIGHT SPOT

Floods north of the Yangtze River and
drought in southern coastal provinces have
taken their toll of the wheat and rice ‘crop.
Despite strenuous efforts to Increase the sup-
ply of chemical fertilizers, production re-
mains a bottleneck and as in previous years
the bulk of the avallable supply has gone
to industrial crops such as eotton. In fact,
cotton is the one bright area in the Chinese
Communist production picture; acreage in-
creased by 20 percent and the harvest also
is expected to go up by a similar percentage.
This means in turn that textile factories,
which have been operating at 30 to 40 per-
cent of capacity, may raise production to
ahout 50 percent.

This will be welcome news to citizens of

malinland China who have been having to
make do with cloth rations of 3 to 7 feet a
year.
On the food front visitors from Shanghail
report that the situation hag eased and that
nonstaple foods (including meat and vege-
tables) are more available than in the past,
but that citizens still do not live as well as
they did in 1957, before the disastrous great
leap forward of 1958.

Overall, one rough estimate of grain re-
quired to feed 700 million mainland Chinese
is 200 million tons. Last year's harvest came
to between 180 and 185 million tons.

WHEAT IMPORTED

Imported Canadian and Australian wheat
helped to make up the difference especially
in great urban centers like Shanghal and
Pelping.

This year's harvest is not likely to be much
better and perhaps foreseeing this eventual-
ity Peiping already has contracted for 5.3
million tons of Western grain for dellvery
this year.

This difficult domestic situation, eompli-
cated by the economic consequences of the
Sino-Soviet dispute, is undoubtedly one of
the principal reasons for the moderate tone
Peiping has adopted in its trade dealings with
Western countries such as Britain and
Japan.

THE SoVIET INDUSTRIAL AND EcoNomic Crisis
[From Metalworking News, Oct. 22, 1968]
DECENTRALIZED PLANTS, RESEARCH LACKE RE-
TARD SovieEr TOOLING TECHNOLOGY, SAYS
USs. Am
(By Philip Trupp)

WasHINGTON —Decentralized production
facilities and a lack of applied research are
keeping the Soviet machine tool industry
technologically backward, according to a
Government research specialist.

In an interview with Metalworking News,
Joseph A, Gwyer, senior Soviet research ana-
lyst with the Library of Congress, sald the
US.SR. annually produces about 170,000
machine tools. But of this total, he said,
only 20.3 percent are forming types.

He noted 55 to 60 percent of the cutting
tools annually produced by the Russians
are lathes and drills.

“The lack of forming equipment is in evi-
dence throughout the country,” he said.

The decentralization of production facili-
ties, he continued, tends to jack up the cost
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of new tools and makes the fabrication proc-
ess slow, inefficient, and tedious.

In its production planning policies, Mr.
Gwyer said, the US.SR. has failed to meet
the demand for forming equipment. Even
in the area of cutting the variety of
tools most produced by Soviet industry—the
pinch of decentralization is being felt.

YEARS BEHIND UNITED STATES

In the field of general-purpose tools, as
well as in the area of numerical-controlled
equipment, the Russians are years behind the
United States, the researcher noted.

“There aren’'t enough tools to go around,”
he stated, “and the replacement of obsolete
tools is inadequate.”

Last year, Mr. Gwyer pointed out, the
U.S8.8.R. produced only 13 percent of its esti-
mated quota of numerical-controlled equip-
ment. He said numerical-controlled tech-
nology in Russia is in the “infant stages,”
lacking the sophisticated controls found on
U.S. models, Though the Soviets at recent
tool shows in Europe have displayed rela-
tively modern automatic machinery, most
of it is for “demonstration purposes only,”
Mr. Gwyer said, and cannot be found in the
majority of Soviet factories.

Little is known about the machinery used
in Soviet defense plants, but indications are
that what little advanced equipment is being
developed and utilized in these plants is
costing the U.S.SR. tremendous amounts of
time and money, he continued.

Moreover, the U.S.8.R. is importing much
of its precision machinery, Mr. Gwyer said.
Even some American equipment—sold to
Western European nations by the United
States—occasionally, through trade deals,
winds up in Soviet plants.

West Germany, Italy, Switzerland, and Bri-
tain supply much up-to-date machinery to
the Soviets, he said. These items include
grinders, transfer machines, and the like.

SPENDS MORE ON REPAIRS

Mr. Gwyer reported that the U.SS.R.
spends more to repair its existing machines
than it does to build new ones. Last year,
he said, the U.S8.8.R, spent some $1 billion to
repair of their inventory.

Soviet tool research is directed at produc-
ing workable automatic controls, Mr. Gwyer
sald, but their efforts in this fleld are still
“theoretical.”

He noted that U.S.S.R. industry shows a
glaring lack of transfer machines.

“The notion the Soviet Union annually
turn out 100 transfer machines in incor-
rect” he pointed out.

When reporting production figures, they
lump together numerical-controlled semi-
automatic, and transfer equipment.

Mr. Gwyer asserted that the U.S.SR. has
only 340 transfer units in operation. Two
years ago, he said, they had 200 such units.

In the area of semi-automatic machines,
the Soviets are also dolng poorly, he con-
tinued, and are critically short on spindle
and turret lathes.

Russian high energy rate forging and ex-
plosive, and electrohydraulic forming are still
in the “experimental stage,” he added.

Much of the Soviet's tool research is aimed
at future military production, he said, with
the added drawback that very little is in the
“practical,” or “applied” stages.

PRODUCTION LAGS

To make matters worse, the USS.R. isn't
fulfilling its production quotas. Mr. Gwyer
pointed out the Soviets had hoped to pro-
duce 206 new transfer units for a big auto-
mobile plant by the end of 1962, To date,
only 43 have been built.

At present, he sald, repair functions oc-
cupy 50 percent of all Soviet machine tool
workers and 30 percent of all existing tools.

U.8.S.R. machine equipment, by American
standards, is inadequate, Mr. Gwyer stated,
and the Soviet tool inventory, for the most
part, is obsolete.
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He pointed out that 63 percent of all Soviet
machine tools are 10-20 years old or older.

“I don’t think the U.8.S.R. is ahead of the
United States in any branch of metalwork-
ing,” he sald. “In fact I don't think they're
ahead of any of the Western European na-
tions."

The researcher noted that the bulk of Rus-
sian tool experts go to other Soviet bloc
nations. Soviet exports outside the Com-
munist bloc amount to only about 1 percent
of their total tool export figure, Mr, Gwyer
said.

[From the New York Times, July 28, 1963]

EconomMmIC PRESSURE GROWS IN THE SoviET—
EHRUSHCHEV'S ‘PEACE OFFENSIVE’ Is
WEIGHED IN THE LicHT oF NEED To Ease
BURDEN OF ARMS RACE

(By Harry Schwartz)

Western analysts trying to probe the fac-
tors behind Premier Khrushchev's ‘“peace
offensive” toward the West in recent weeks
are paying increasing attention to the eco-
nomic pressures upon the Soviet leader.
Substantial new evidence on this score he-
came avallable a few days ago with publica-
tion of the officlal Soviet report on the econ=
omy's performance during the first half of
1963.

The Premier himself referred obliquely to
these pressures in his major speech last
July 19. There, he declared that the real
test of socialism is the amount and quality
of the food, clothing and other amenities
and necessities provided the people living
under Socialist rule.

“If socialism does not provide for all this
and does not give advantages over capitalism,
we shall be idle babblers and not revolu-
tionaries,” Mr, Ehrushchev declared bluntly.

BASIC PROBLEMS

Moscow’s basic economic problem can be
stated simply, as can be the relevance of the
degree of international tension to that prob-
lem:

The Soviet Union now finds itself grossly
overextended economically, saddled with vast
military, space, and other programs whose
demands on Moscow's limited resources
cannot be satisfied without keeping a sharp
rein on the growth of Soviet living standards.
The central importance of Premier Khru-
shchev's present peace offensive from this
point of view is this: Only if international
tension is substantially reduced can Premier
Ehrushchev divert large numbers of men
and large amounts of materials from the
military and space sectors to ordinary indus-
try and agriculture producing for civillan
needs.

The signs of Soviet economie difficulty are
plainly visible in the latest economic report
and other recent Soviet economic news.

In the first half of this year, Soviet in-
dustrial production increased at a slower
pace than during any year since World War
II. The volume of new housing completed
during this period was less than that of a
year ago. Soviet collective and state farms
produced less milk during the last 6 months
than they did in the period a year earlier,
and on June 30 last they had fewer hogs
and poultry than they had had 12 months
earlier. Soviet foreign trade grew by only
2 percent during the first half of 1963,
though it had grown by 13 percent in the
same period of 1962.

But the most vivid sign of current Soviet
economic difficulties is the evidence that a
drastic campaign of cutting back capital in-
vestment programs is going on throughout
the country. Thousands of projects are
being halted or slowed because there are
not enough resources to go around, and the
Soviet Government 1s therefore trying to
concentrate the labor and materials it does
have on those new factories, mines, etc,
which can be brought into production
quickly. Premier EKhrushchev last month

e
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went to the extreme of suggesting that no
new capital investment project be started
next year wunless it had extraordinary im-
portance and has been approved by the
highest Soviet authorities.

WORST PINCH

From the point of view of Soviet con-
sumers, the worst present pinch comes from
the abysmal failure of Soviet agriculture to
meet its goals during the current 7-
year plan period. Soviet food and fiber
production has roughly kept pace with So-
viet population growth since 19568. This is
good enough to prevent hunger, but it is
completely inadequate to give the Soviet
people the vastly improved diet—with more
meat, milk, eggs, butter, and the like—
which Premier Khrushchev has promised
them, or to provide the needed stocks of
agricultural raw materials—leather, cotton,
wool, etc.—needed sharply to increase So-
viet output of clothing and footwear,

Here is where the vise in which Premier
Khrushchev’s economic policy is caught is
to be seen most clearly. Soviet agriculture
fails to produce what is desired of it for two
main reasons. One is the failure to provide
adequate incentive to Soviet peasants by
paying them satisfactorily high prices for
their output. The other reason is the scar-
city of many essentials needed for a more
efficient and more productive agriculture—
farm machinery, fertilizers, insecticides, and
the like.

To pay the peasant higher prices, Mr.
Khrushchev would have to produce more
consumer goods so as to match the increased
money incomes on farms with real goods
available for purchase. To produce more
farm machinery, fertilizers, and other chem-
ical alds to agriculture, Premier Ehrushchev
must allocate more capital to build new
factories and expand existing ones. But
where shall these additional resources be
found when the economy is already terribly
strained to meet the existing needs?

SPECIAL PLAN

Even before his latest peace offensive,
Premier Khrushchev had begun trying to
meet the problem. His “solution” offered
some time ago, was virtually to scrap many
features of the current 7-year plan and to
order preparation of a new special 2-year
plan that will replace the current plan in
its last years, 1964 and 1965. The key to
Premier Khrushchev's efforts has been a
massive rearrangement of investinents, with
capital allocations for new steel plants and
other similar “old" branches of industry cut
sharply, while the amounts saved In this
way are diverted to the chemical, farm
equipment, and related industries.

But the possibilities opened by this ap-
proach are of limited scope, and each cut in
an old industry encounters great opposition
from its top bureaucrats and other vested
interests. These opponents point out that
to slow down the growth of Soviet steel pro-
duction, for example, is to threaten non-
reallzation of the grandiose blueprint for
achieving communism which was adopted by
the Communist party 2 years ago.

The hard fact Premier Khrushchev faces
is that the only possible quick way to
revitalize Sovlet agriculture and industry—
particularly those branches producing food
and consumer goods—Iis to withdraw large
amounts of resources now tied up in the
Soviet military and space efforts and divert
them to civillan economy.

But to cut back on arms and on the moon
race, Mr. Khrushchey requires a detente in
the cold war, &8 much more radical shift from
the Soviet-United States tension remaining
after last October's thermonuclear confron-
tation over Cuba than anything that has yet
occured.

It should not be forgotten that in Mos-
cow’s equivalent of the Pentagon there are
Soviet marshals and generals who oppose
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any talk of a military spending cutback by
arguing flercely about the dangers threaten-
ing Russia from imperialist warmongers.
Premier Khrushchev needs tangible evidence
of Soviet-American agreement to refute the
arguments of his military politicians.

ANSWER IN NEGATIVE

Is the present economic pressure on Pre-
mier Khrushchev likely to be long lasting, or
is it only temporary, a problem soluble by
some short-term measures? The answer
would seem to be in the negative. Now that
his fight with the Chinese Communists is out
in the open, Premier Ehrushchev is publicly
more committed than ever before to the idea
that communism can defeat capitalism only
by giving its people a high standard of liv-
ing and by the Soviet Union's outproducing
the United States in industry and agricul-
ture.

The kind of economic competition upon
which Premier Khrushchev has banked his
reputation and strategy is simply incompati-
ble with any longstanding program of massive
military and related nonproductive spending.
If the Soviet leader's strategy is ever to be
given a chance to see if it can succeed, he
needs a long-range detente with the United
States and the opportunity for massive di-
version of his resources from rockets to trac-
tors and from hydrogen bombs to artificial
fertilizers.

[From the Christian Science Monitor, Apr.
29, 1963]
Soviers PARE SPENDING
(By Paul Wohl)

Militarization of Soviet industry advances
with seven-league boots. This is the one
hard fact which seems to emerge from the
maze of contradictory figures about stoppage
of constructlon projects, reallocations of
investments, etc., which the Kremlin has giv-
en out in the past 2 weeks.

First Deputy Premier and chairman of the
newly formed Supreme Economic Couneil,
Dmitry F. Ustinov, who has headed Soviet
armament industries continuously for 22
years, is pruning bloated industrial finances
and molding industrial development in ac-
cordance with his purposes.

These purposes are:

1. A stronger, more efficlently organized
Soviet economy.

2. Top speed industrialization of central
Asla and Siberia.

REPORT ON OUTPUT OF ROCKETS

Colonel General Ustinov, the youngest of
the three First Deputy Premiers, reported to
the 21st party congress in February, 1959,
on the production of rockets and sputniks
as the outstanding achievement of the
armament industries and an example of
the mobilizatlon of the internal resources
of industry.

Together, with his longtime deputy in the
Armaments Ministry, Konstantin N. Rudnev,
head of the State Committee for Coordina-
tion of Research, he is one of the main spon-
sors of the Siberilan branch of the Soviet
Academy of Seciences.

The shelving of some 500 construction
projects planned for this year and of sev-
eral hundred other unfinished jects
could emanate only from Mr. Ustinov's Su-
preme Economic Council, which has jurisdie-
tion over the two planning agencies (for
current and prospective plans) as well as
over the central construction board Goss-
trol.

SOME PROJECTS ON BOOKS 15 YEARS

The impact of this little publicized meas-
ure can be inferred from the fact that, ac-
cording to the plan, the building of 628
major enterprises was to be started this
year.

Some of the unfinished projects have been
on the statute books for more than 15 years.
By the end of 1961, they immobilized 25
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billion rubles, a sum equal to about two and
a half times the annual, official defense
budget.

These unfinished projects block the even
progress of industry. According to the first
December issue of Kommunist, 20 iron and
steel works were to be started between 1959
and 1962. Only five are being built. “In
the machine-tool industry 2 projects are
under construction instead of 10.”

There are many more examples. “The
Government's requests to increase the ca-
paclity of specialized enterprises were sabo-
taged,”” wrote Kommunist. The word
“sabotage” has an ominous ring.

AUTOMATION DEVICES MENTIONED

The “specialized enterprises” referred to
by Eommunist were engaged in developing
automation devices which Mr. Ustinov in
1959 had called imperative.

Mr. Ustinov was given his economic em-
pire and entrusted with the revision of the
current 7-year plan (1959-65) a few days
after Premier Nikita S. Ehrushchev's great
speech on arts and letters.

In view of the importance of these meas-
ures, which so far have not been explained
to the Soviet public, one must ask whether
the present accent on ideology is not merely
the political accompaniment of a progressive
militarization of the Soviet economy.

The development of investments in the
past few years makes it appear as though this
process had been golng on for some time.
Since 1960 the growth rate of investments in
all major industries declined sharply (with
the exception of powerplants, especially In
Siberia), while the total investment outlay
continued to grow at the usual rate of be-
tween 12 and 9 percent.

BUILDING MATERIAL GAIN-—ZERO

Thus investment in metallurgy last year
increased by only 2 percent as compared with
12 percent in 1960, investment in the chemi-
cal industry by 8 percent as compared with
33 percent in 1960. The corresponding fig-
ures for the gas and oil industry were 5 and
10 percent respectively. Investment in build-
ing materials (for civilian pu.rposea] does not
seem to have increased at all.

One plausible explanation of this contra-
dictory development is that a large part of
the total investment in the economy for the
past 3 years actually has been earmarked for
armament production, including Mr, Usti-
nov's sputniks and rockets.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Star,
June 28, 1963 ]
KHRUSHCHEV AcTs—FauLTY TV SeTS
RILE REDS
{By Bernard Gwertzman)

Fed up with complaints about broken-
down TV sets, Soviet authorities have called
for a campalign to make a televizor that
works.

As campaigns go, this probably is one of
the most popular the Khrushchey regime
ever has dreamed up. If letters to the editor
are any index, Russians have been grousing
for years about the “dead box in the corner”
that once was a television set.

So bad is the present situation, a top-level
state commission reported the other day in
Pravda, that more than 60,000 complaints
were received last year alone about tele-
vision snafus.

The Party-State Control Commission of
the Central Committee of the Communist
Party and the Council of Ministers were
called on to investigate the television indus-
try, after Premier Khrushchev complained
about burned out tubes at a party meeting
last fall.

As part of their investigation, the com-
mission reported that 30 to 50 percent of
five makes of sets tested stopped working in
the first hours of use.

On one line—the Yenesei—80 percent
broke down soon after being plugged in.
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And of all sets sold, 65 percent were brought
back for repairs within the first 6 months
of use.

In addition, the commission said televizors
are sold with slipshod finishing and with
crude defects.

The Soviet Union has produced about 8
million sets since 1960.

“Why do many factories manufacture un-
reliable television sets?” the control com-
mission asked.

One reason given was lack of proper in-
spection procedure. Other reasons were poor
quality tubes, sloppy work, and “illegal
activities.”

The report noted that each factory has
a certain monthly production schedule of
units to manufacture. The best method,
the report sald, would be to space the units
out during the whole month., But the com-
mon practice, it sald, is to rush them In
a few days.

In Bakinsky, for instance, almost a half
month’s work is produced in the last 5 days
of the month. In Leningrad, two-thirds of
a month’s work is finished in 10 days.

As is usual in these control commission
reports, & few individuals were made scape-
goats for the whole industry. The director
of one plant was severely reprimanded.
Other supervisors received punishment rang-
ing from 2 months’ loss of pay to dismissal
from their jobs.

Such exposés about economic ‘“crimes”
have become a regular feature in the Soviet
press. The party-state commission is headed
by A. N. Shelepin, former head of the KGB
(secret police) and is authorized to bring
to light various economic wrongdoers.

[From the Christian Science Monitor, June
12, 1963]

Moscow JUNKS T-YEAR PLAN
(By Paul Wohl)

Moscow’s much vaunted 7-year plan
(1959-65), approved by the 21st party con-
gress and by the Supreme Soviet, has been
scrapped. This is the burden of a communi-
que of the USSR, Council of Ministers of
June 4.

Even the plan for this year, which the
Supreme Soviet confirmed in December has
been made over. “Of the 3,000 largest proj-
ects (so far) reviewed, 2,430 are being cor-
rected with the objective of concentrating
resources in & (new) order of priority,” Goss-
trol chairman Ignaty T. Novikov reported in
Pravda of June 5.

Gosstrol, the state committee, or super-
ministry, in charge of construction, is one of
the three top economic agencies of the
U.8SR. The others are Gosplan, in charge
of long-range planning, and the Economic
Soviet of the U.S.8.R., which implements the
plan for each current year. Since March 13,
these three agencies are coordinated by a
Supreme Economic Soviet, headed by veteran
Armament Minister, now First Deputy Pre-
mier Dmitry P. Ustinov,

An inkling of what was in the cards came
on May 27, at a Gosstrol conference attended
by Mr. Ustinov, which had before it a devas-
tating report of the Construction Minister of
the R.S.F.S.R. (Russlan Republic). The
theme once agaln was: Dispersal of invest-
ment capital on too many projects to the
detriment of important ones. But the Con-
struction Minister was not the only one to
be criticized. The other culprit was the Eco-
nomic Soviet for the RS F.SR.

The Economic Soviet for the USSR,
headed by Deputy Premler Veniamin E. Dym-
shits, which is one echelon above the
R.SFSR., Economic Soviet, also came in for
eriticism.

“If in the planning organs they do not
understand, let us make jobs free for more
farsighted workers,” Premier Nikita S. Khru-
shchev angrily told the managers of a large
electrical plant in Yaroslavl on June 5.
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NEW PLAN ORDERED

Included in this warning was Gosplan, now
at work on the plan for the 2-year period
1964-65, which for all practical purposes no
longer is an organic part of the old 7-year

lan.
pmthn time being, Gosplan and Gosstroi
are to make “a completely new plan for capi-
tal construction.” Also needed is “a unified
plan for the supply of construction projects
with technical equipment and material,"
wrote Mr. Novikev.

In the same article he admitted that the
Soviet Union at present had 195,000 unfin-
ished projects, which in the first quarter of
this year had swallowed up “almost half of
all material resources and pinned down
nearly half of the labor force.”

This year alone “tens of large enterprises
under construction, hundreds of medium
ones, and more than 1,000 other projects”
will be abandoned and the material resources
tied up there, “redirected.”

WORKERS DIRECTED

One wonders how the millions of workers
“freed” from their present place of work and
“directed” to other projects will feel about
it. The confusion caused by all these shifts
and “redirections” must be boundless.

One must also wonder how good the orig-
inal 7-year plan and the plan for the current
year can have been, if now so much has to be
planned all over agaln, This question sug-
gests itself so strongly that it may explain
why the sweeping announcement of June 4
was made only on behalf of the government,
without reference to the party’s central com-
mittee.

Still, it would be a mistake to close one's
eyes to the fact that the Soviet industry is
progressing. Only the cost is vast, and the
so-called plan constantly has to be revised
in accordance with the time-honored meth-
od of trial and error.

[From the Christian Science Monitor,
May 28, 1963]
Seconps DesSTROYED—SOVIETS AcT To HALT
BREAKAGE
(By Paul Wohl)

The Kremlin's newly appointed chief pro-
duction economists are to be communism’s
minutemen in the battle against economic
muddle and waste. One of their tasks will
be to ferret out and stop an industry unique
in the world—the Soviet industry of break-

as:vhole industrial installations, complete
with conveyor belts and electronic equip-
ment, at times, have been set up to destroy
brandnew products turned out by the factory
next door.

As a rule these products could be marketed
at the right price, even if transportation
costs were added.

A trickle of the vast output slated for in-
dustrial destruction does reach the open-air
bazaars, which can be visited in many cities,
In the Ukraine not so long ago, for example,
I saw stand afier stand selling new off-
quality furniture, porcelain, cutlery, fabrics,
and electric fixtures. The shrewd-looking
peasants at the stands seemed to be doing a
brisk business.

QUALITY RECALLED

As I walked through the crowded bazaar,
I inquired here and there where these goods
came from. Since this was not one of the
beautifully laid out, covered markets of the
Government, but a large-scale flea market
affair, I at first thought these might be prod-
ucts of village industries.

These village industries, which employed
about 10 million before World War I, used to
be famous for their craftsmanship. I re-
member samples of cutlery and fabries which
my father had brought home from Russia as
souvenirs In the first years of the century.
When I was in the Soviet Union in the 1930
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these products of folkcraft were still around,
but they no longer had their old, fine quality.

What I saw in the Ukranian flea market
seemed to have no quality at all, It came
from Government factories, I was told, and
was sold here “legally.”

COST ESTIMATED

Not wishing to query any further, I sought
an explanation in the newspapers, It was
there I first discovered the existence of a
sizable Industry devoted to what might as
well be called breakage which, as now spelled
out in Pravda and in the Economic Gazette,
may cost the Soviet Union several hundred
million rubles a year (a ruble equals £1.10).

The goods sampled in the flea market may
somehow have slipped past the purveyors of
this industry.

All this is to be stopped now by the Krem-
lin’s production economists, seconded by the
million-strong joint state and party control
apparatus and by the bookkeepers of the
state bank.

What this latest economy drive is up

was illustrated by a report published
last July 14 in Pravada Ukrainy, the Russian-
language dally of the Ukrainian Communist
Party, under the headline: "Throw the Fur
Into the Fire.”

QUALITY CONTROL

The report summarized the findings of
an investigation made in a dozen factories
with special installations to destroy a large
part of their production.

An example was the stocking factory of
the provineial capital of Zhitomir, which
had one conveyor belt to produce stockings,
and another to destroy what had been pro-
duced. The latter mechanism, according to
the party newspaper, worked more efficiently
than the former. A special machine tore up
5,000 pairs of stockings In 8 hours,

Regardless of quality, a pair of stockings
was destroyed if one stocking was 1 inch
shorter than another. No effort was made
to sell them at a reduced price.

In one porcelain factory, 88.3 percent of
the production was destroyed in the first
quarter of the year. One *“shockworker”
earned a large bonus for destroying more
than 4,000 plates an hour.

“It is savageness to destroy, consclously,
coldly, values created by the work of the
people, and equally savage to produce value-
less goods,” wrote the newspaper.

Henceforth such off-quality products are
to be sold at lower prices. But this is no
new idea. Party inspectors could not be-
lieve their eyes when they visited the Zhito-
mir stocking factory and saw the conveyor
belt of the “destruction” shop. They rang
up the Ukrainian Economic Soviet in Kiev,
the capital of the Ukraine.

TIPS FROM CAPITALISTS?

They were tersely told by N. Grad, chief
engineer of the council's light-industries
division, that formerly the factories of the
region had turned out stockings of four
different qualities, *“We have ordered them
to produce only two qualities,” said Mr. Grad.
“They have to follow our directives.”

“The fleas bite you” commented Pravda
Ukrainy, “and you throw the fur into the
ﬂ.l'e."

The bureaucracy's indifference is the thing
which worries the Kremlin more than ever
today. The way out, as Soviet Premier
Nikita S. Khrushchev seems to see it, is for
the chief production economists, appointed
by the Communist Party, to teach Soviet
managers elementary capitalist virtues,

[From the Christian Sclence Monitor,
June 14, 1963]
CoNsUMERS GRUMBLE—SHODDY Goops Pro-
VOKE SOVIETS
(By Ralph Nader)

The problem of quality control is racking

the Soviet Union. From shoddy consumer
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goods to defective machinery, the Soviets,
from Premier Nikita 8. Khrushchev to Ivan,
are grumbling over the quality of Soviet
production.

This rampant dissatisfaction is observable
from varlous perspectives. A tourist in
Moscow or Leningrad is made almost self-
conscious as Soviets admire the quality of his
clothing and other material possessions.
One of the easiest ways to start a Muscovite
complaining is to talk about shoes. What
wrath he pours on the sloppy workmanship
of shoe manufacturers.

Cartoonists in Erokodil and other satirical
magazines are having a field day with their
caustic portrayals of rejects and unmarket-
able goods.

RESOURCES DRAINED

This is not a new situation. But as the
nation’s industrialization has matured be-
yond the point where gquantitative goals
were the chief preoccupation of planners,
the emphasis on product quality has been
growing stronger. Two  pressures are
chiefly accountable.

First, defective machinery is dralning
scarce resources by its adverse effect on pro-
duction efficlency and output. Second,
rising consumer expectations are resulting in
refusals to purchase substandard merchan-
dise which is piling up in warehouses.

Widespread criticism recently in Soviet
Journals and newspapers discloses the fail-
ures of industrial organization responsible
for such poor quality performances.

There are about 1 million inspectors em-
ployed in Soviet factories. The Technical
Control Division (OTK) administers the net-
work of quality control throughout the
country. No products are permitted to leave
any factorles without the OTE stamp of
approval and certificate of quality.

INSPECTORS POORLY PAID

But the systemm under which the OTK
inspector works militates against his effec-
tiveness. He is pald at lower rates than
most production workers whom he is in-
specting and is subordinate to the plant
managers. Bonuses for workers and man-
agerial personnel are predicated on surpass-
ing production quotas.

Consequently, actions by conscientious
OTK inspectors could result in the nonful-
fillment of quotas and no bonuses which are
a substantial portion of total wages.

In many plants, the “OTK" stamp is a
mere formality. This kind of situation,
where a potentially advantageous clash of
interest between inspectors and managers
is, in practice, resolved to the detriment of
optimum industrial operation, was decried
by Premier Ehrushchev before the Commu-
nist Party’s Central Committee last
November.

Breakdowns in quality occur over virtu-
ally the entire range of industry. Soviet
technical journals often enumerate in-
stances of defective products. A recent copy
of Ekonomicheskaya Gageta noted there are
40 million electric meters and an annual
output of 4 million units in the country.
About one-guarter of all counters are in re-
pair shops.

TV SET FAILURES

Izvestia reported that 60 percent of all TV
sets sold in 1961 failed to work during the
6-month guaranteed period. EKomsomolska-
ya Pravda declared that all washing ma-
chines manufactured in August 1962, by the
Chelyabinsk plant were found defective and
that operators of the Vladimirets-28 tractors
complain of spending more time under the
tractor repairing it than behind the steering
wheel.

Mechanizatsiya i Avtomatizaztsiya Proiz-
vodstva (Mechanization and Automation of
Production) noted that 20 percent of all
electric motors are constantly in repair
shops and that more is spent on mainte-
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nance of single-scoop excavators than on
the production of new units.

An indication as to the overall economic
effect of substandard production was con-
tained in a recent article in Eommunist by
a leading quality control specialist, V. Gos-
tev. He estimated an annual loss to the So-
viet economy from defective manufacturing
at between $16 and $21 billion or more than
one-fourth of the income of the state
budget.

The lag of Sovlet standards, according to
Mr. Gostev, 18 shown in lower quality re-
guirements for many raw materials, such as
coal, and finished products such as automo-
bile tires, bearings, electric light bulbs, and
radio tubes.

ATTITUDE CONDEMNED

He mentioned certaln economic districts
where, because of defects, about 25 percent
of automobiles, 15 percent of tractors and 30
percent of electric motors remain idle.
Along with other commentators, he strongly
condemned the attitude of heavy reliance on
production cost index without considering
improvement of quality.

Last year the Committee on Standards,
Measures, and Measuring Instruments of the
U.8.8.R. Council of Ministers concluded that
a chief cause of defective workmanship is
the poor reliability of measuring instru-
ments.

What all this critical consensus amounts to
is recognition that action must be taken to
scientifically build quality into the product
from the very beginning of the manufactur-
ing process, not just inspect at the end of
the assembly line, and establish industrial
procedures to deter substandard work. Be-
cause quantity has been for so long the chief
measure of plan fulfillment, a profound
shakeup in the present system is required.

FEEDBACK MISSING

In two Jolting Izvestia articles, the well-
known airplane designer, O. Antonov, attrib-
uted the inefficiency throughout Soviet in-
dustry to the absence of an independent
feedback which, he added, is provided for
under capitalism by market forces and com-
petition.

The vast reorganization of the economic
system now underway has as one of its aims
the development of countervailing forces that
work toward quality output. This involves
a wide range of changes from more stringent
laws and enforcement against those re-
sponsible for defective goods and data falsi-
fication to greater autonomy and account-
ability at the factory level. Under serious
consideration is a plan to make bonuses de-
pendent more on plant earnings than on
surpassing production guotas.

But quality improvement has to rely on
more than sharper incentives and sharper
lines of responsibility. Of great importance
are advances in the science and engineering
of guality control.

The Soviets have made notable gains in
mathematical methods but their engineering
of these methods into the production process
is seriously lagging. That is one reason for
the current program of reorientation and
organization of Soviet industry to remove the
roadblocks.

[From the Christian Science Monitor,
Apr. 22, 1963]
ScHisMs LOOSEN Grir oF RED BEAR
(By Joseph C. Harsch)

Lonpon.—Largely unnoticed in the West,
Rumania of recent days has done an unusual
thing.

Its Communist government in defiance of
Moscow policy has returned its Ambassador
to Albania, signed a new trade agreement
with Communist China which increases
that trade by 10 percent, and placed a large
order for television sets from Japan.
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The purchase of the television sets is par-
ticularly interesting because the deal in-
volved rejection of Soviet televislon sets.
Japanese sets were bought instead—on the
candid grounds that the Japanese ones were
better. Why, the Rumanians asked, should
they buy inferior Soviets sets when they
could get better Japanese sets at a lower
price?

The above does not mean that Bucharest
is adopting an anti-Soviet or anti-Khru-
shchev line but rather that it has taken ad-
vantage of the strain between Moscow and
Pelping to exercise freedom of maneuver to
pursue a line to its national advantage.

ANATHEMA TO MOSCOW

Rumanian trade, until now, has been
managed to Moscow taste and for the bene-
fit of the Soviet Union and the Communist
bloe, But Rumania has gold, probably the
healthiest agriculture of any Communist
bloc country, and is generally in relatively
good economic condition,

It would have been inconceivable even 6
months ago that any one of the Eastern
European Communist countries would have
dared renew diplomatic amenities with Al-
bania which, after all, is still anathema to
Moscow. Equally inconceivable would have
been what amounts to the secession of one
of these countries from the Communist eco-
nomic system known as “Comecon."”

That the impossible is now possible and
has been done is evidence of how far the
loosening of ties of the Communist system
has progressed under the hammer blows of
the Moscow-Peiping schism. There still is
no sign of any healing of that schism. In
fact, during this past week Red Star in
Pelping began publishing another long serial
of Chinese complaints against Moscow in the
familiar guise of a defense of Lenin,

ABOVE PARTY?

So far as is known in the West, Nikita
Khrushchev was still in the Crimea when a
long adulatory article appeared in Pravda
in Moscow which some Western observers
read as paving the way for a maneuver which
would “elevate” Mr, Khrushchev above party
as Mao Tse-tung has been elevated in
Pelping.

There could be a difference in implication.
Mr. Mao is apparently still calling the sig-
nals in China. There begins to be doubt
that Mr. Khrushchev could give up an official
state office and continue to exercise full
power behind the scenes,

If he gave up state office he would lose
perhaps his last chance of recouping his dam-
aged political fortunes. Negotiations are
going on for another Kennedy-Khrushchev
meeting. The very fact of such a meeting
would be a plus for Mr. Ehrushchev. But
to meet the President of the United States
a man must either be a prime minister or
a head of government. Washington does
not recognize mere party secretaries in the
fraternity of world figures.

CONFLICT EASED

In the midst of such uncertainty there
continues to be evidence of what might al-
most be called partial ideological disarma-
ment between East and West. Most strik-
ing has been the sequence of events in rela-
tions between Moscow and the Roman
Catholic Church.

This began with the Adzhubel visit to the
Vatican in early March. Since then the
papal encyclical “Pacem Iin Terris” has all
but called off the Catholic crusade of re-
cent years against Moscow and all its works.

Add that during the past week Franz
Cardinal Eoenig from Vienna was in Buda-
pest undoubtedly trylng to complete ne-
gotiations for the retreat of Joseph Cardinal
Mindszenty from the American Embassy
there to Rome. The most significant busi-
ness being transacted across the Iron Curtain
involved Moscow and the Vatican.
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[From Metalworking News, Oct. 7, 1063]
Czecr EFForRT To MODERNIZE SEEN STALLED
(By Bernard Leason)

Pracue—Plans for modernization and ex-
pansion of basic sectors of the Czechoslovak
metalworking industry—particularly the
well-subsidized machine tool branch—have
reportedly been stalled or postponed 1 to 8
years because of forelgn currency shortages.

During a recent tour of Czechoslovak
foundry installations and a visit to the Brno
International Trade Fair, a Metalworking
News correspondent was told of hopes to buy
new automatic foundry equipment for mold-
making from Britain or Japan and of the
pressing need to divert resources to the task
of reequipping the country's own machine
tool producing plants.

Considered very indicative of the present
situation is quiet but earnest talk among
Czechs in the industry about the possibility
of obtaining Western licenses in fields where
development costs are especially high. It
is believed this could include complex elec-
tronic gear for factory automation and such
new Western developments as high energy
rate forming.

Equipment in most Czech factories of the
favored machine tool industry averages 13
years old; most of it was installed during
a retooling drive lasting from 1946 until the
Communist seizure of power in 1848. Other
less favored factories are believed to be
equipped with prewar tools.

FULL CIRCLE

In the eyes of knowledgeable Western ob-
servers, Czechoslovakia’s metalworking in-
dustry has come full circle.

Emphasis since 1948 on full production
to support a politically inspired export drive
of almost total proportions, and an accom-
panying regime refusal to cut production
for the sake of continuing modernization,
research, and development has now resulted
in an investment bind of major importance.

It is felt the situation has matured in the
midst of other, more al, economic
troubles and that the Czechoslovak situation
is probably reflected to a greater or lesser
degree in other strongly industrial Soviet
bloc states.

Defective production throughout the econ-
omy cost the country about $500 million in
1962, according to the regime’s own coms=-
plaints. acknowledged that Ruma-
nian protests about badly produced equip-
ment were correct, and it has been reported
that whole shipments of Skoda cars have
been returned to South American importers.

SORRY PICTURE

The country’s own consumers are rebel-
ling against badly made or tastelessly fin-
ished products.

The minister of metallurgical industry and
ore mining, V. Supka, in an August interview
with the Czech trade union newspaper
Prace presented this plcture:

In July, not a single foundry achieved its
planned production.

Almost all blast furnaces had a high inci-
dence of breakdowns “due to deterioration
prior to major repairs.”

Productlon of raw steel was 3.4 percent
short of the plan, and rolled material was
4.1 percent under the plan in July.

In the opinion of observers of the Soviet-
bloc economic scene Czech efforts to do a
quick repair job on past bad relations with
the United States, to settle American com-
mercial claims against Czechoslovakia, and
to increase United States-Czech trade stem
from the economie situation.

For West European machine tool produc-
ers, a gradual respite from Czechoslovak low
pricing and long-term credit policles in ma-
chine. tool sales is expected. Sources in
Prague maintain the country can no longer
support large subsidies for the industry and
that it must begin paying its own way, par-
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ticularly if large new investments are now
made for modernization and expansion.

It is also ventured that the industrial
situation in Czechoslovakia, Poland, East
Germany, and Hungary is probably worse
than has been generally recognized in the
West, and that this will become more evi-
dent during the winter of 1963-64, which is
expected to be a tough one.

MUST TURN TO WEST

Prague's planners find themselves in the
position where they must deal with Western
producers of sophisticated automatic equip-
ment if the metalworking sector is to receive
the doctoring it needs.

The transfer line for processing motor
blocks in the 2-year-overdue Skoda plant at
Mlada Boleslaw, outside Prague, is report-
edly being supplied by a French group; the
electronically guided overhead conveyor-
supply system for carrying bodies and blocks
will be British,

Czechoslovak plants seen by Westerners in
September exhibited an almost total absence
of automatic machinery.

Behind talk of modernization and licens-
ing, and the noticeable improvement of
United States-Czechoslovak relations, lie sev-
eral facts of great importance,

The year 1962 was the worst year eco-
nomically for the Czech Communists since
they took power in 1948. A drop in labor
productivity from 1961 to 1962 was on the
order of 10 percent. Production increases
in the past have come mainly from increases
in the labor force. But reserve labor is now
largely exhausted.

[From the New Leader, Oct. 28, 1963]
Russin’'s CONTINUING CRISIS
(By Richard Judy)

On September 3, 1953, Nikita Khrushchev
went before the central committee of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union to
sound the tocsin: Agriculture was in crisis,
A decade of Ehrushchevian husbandry has
passed, and Soviet agriculture remains in

The immediate crisis of 1963 is acute. A
long and viciously cold winter killed many
crops.before they could sprout; the summer
was hot and dry in many parts of the coun-
try, causing widespread drought. The grain
harvest this year may have been the worst
in the past 10 years.

The poor harvest apparently caught the
Soviets with grain reserves that were in-
sufficlent to tide them over until next year.
Bread shortages were reported as early as
midsummer. Both the state and the party
issued appeals to the population to exercise
great care in the wuse of grain and bread.
Cafeterias ceased to serve free bread with
their meals, and severe penalties were dealt
out to profit-seeking individuals who took
advantage of artificially low state prices to
buy bread for fattening livestock.

Crop fallure and negligible reserves placed
the Soviet leadership in great difficulty. A
harvest upon which the nation could subsist
in 1953 was ‘grossly inadequate in 1863:
The population had grown by 37 million
mouths. Importation of food an
immediate necessity. Russlan orders for
vast quantities of flour went out to brokers
in Western Europe and colossal wheat pur-
chases were contracted from Australla and
Canada. A quantity of grain was “borrowed”
from Rumania and negotiations are now
underway in Washington which may lead
to large sales of American wheat.

The size of the Soviet grain imports is
enormous, with the total cost expected to ex-
ceed $1 billion. Indications are that the
Russians feel great urgency for immediate
delivery. Everything testifies to the acute-
ness of the present food crisis in the USSR.:
The expenditure of such quantities of gold
and foreign exchange is unprecedented in
Soviet history.
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The apparent absence of graln reserves
raises serious questions about Soviet agri-
cultural performance in recent years. West-
ern calculations indicate that if Soviet
harvests since 1953 had been as high as
officially reported, there should have been
very ample reserves to meet the contingency
of this year's crop failure. A possible ex-
planation is that official harvest reports for
recent years may have been greatly exagger-
ated. Experts in the U.S. Department of
Agriculture have suspected an increasing
degree of exaggeration in these harvest data
for at least the past 8 years.

It may me that the falsification has oc-
curred at the lowest level—that Soviet
farmers responded to high-level pressure for
larger harvests by inflating thelr reports.
If this is true, then top Soviet officlals have
been misled and have only discovered in the
past few months that the graneries were
emptier than they had assumed. In any case
it is now very difficult to accord the official
data much credence, for the harvests for
recent years may have been as much as 30
percent below official claims,

In broader perspective, the present acute
grain shortage is but an aggravated instance
of a chronic agricultural crisis. The Stalinist
strategy of economic development gave agri-
culture, along with other consumer-related
sectors, a very low priority. Stalin’s main
interests in agriculture were to squash any
potential political opposition from the peas-
ants and to extract as much farm produce as
cheaply as possible for export and urban
consumption. At the time of his death in
1953, Soviet agriculture had not yet recovered
from the twin traumata of collectivization
and wartime destruction.

The sequel to Khrushchev's oratory at the
September 1953 plenum was an immediate
and dramatic rise in agriculture’s priority.
State purchase prices of farm goods, which
Stalin had maintained at levels far below
costs of production, were boosted. Consumer
goods were made available in village stores.
Peasant incentives were lifted and collective
farms found that they had resources to in-
vest. Khrushchev greatly expanded state
investment in agriculture; in fact, the share
of all state investments going to agriculture
increased by half. Soviet farms also received
greatly increased quantities of trucks, trac-
tors, and other equipment, and from 1953
to 1958 deliveries of mineral fertilizer rose by
nearly two-thirds.

Perhaps the most decisive Ehrushchevian
measure during the period 1952-58 was the
plowing of about 100 million acres of virgin
and ldle land on the steppes of Kazakhstan,
Western Siberia, and other eastern areas.
The wisdom of this venture was questioned
in the Soviet Union and abroad on the
grounds that the climate in these areas was
too arid and erratic for agriculture. But
Khrushchev prevalled, and vast gquantities
of men and material were sent to the steppes.

“The results were striking. Grain harvests
for the years 1954-58 were reportedly about
40 percent above the level for the period
1949-58. Higher priorities for agriculture
combined with excellent weather to produce
& bumper crop in 1958. The output of live-
stock products increased sharply. By Ameri-
can standards, the Russian dlet continued
to be monotonous and starchy, but by local
standards Soviet tables were more abun-
dantly spread than they had been since before
collectivization. Buoyed by success, Soviet
planners set ambitious targets for agricul-
tural growth during the period 1959—65.

Contrary to plan, Soviet agricultural de-
velopments since 1958 have been dismal.
Instead of expanding, harvests exceeded the
19568 crop only in 18962—and this is now open
to serious question due to doubts about the
accuracy of official data. Why has nothing
gone as planned by EKhrushchev and his
colleagues?




20988

Unfavorable climatic conditions have con-
tributed to the poor showing in most years
slnce 1958. In particular, drought has dras-
tically reduced the productivity of the new
lands. Rainfall in these areas is always
sparse and irregular, and abundant harvests
were possible in the first few years of their
exploitation because moisture had been
stored in the soil during the preceeding long
period of fallow. The continuous grain crop-
ping and inadequate fallowing of recent
years have combined with paltry rainfall
to deplete drastically the molsture content
of the soil. Dust Bowl conditions now prevail
over much of the Soviet Union's virgin lands.

After a brief stay at a comparatively giddy
height on the party scale of priorities, agri-
culture also found itself demoted to its more
accustomed position after 1958. Increasing
demands on scarce Soviet resources were
levied by such high priority programs as the
space effort, the arms race, foreign ald, and
reemphasized rapid growth in heavy indus-
try. The shore of total state investment
that was allocated to agriculture declined to
about the same level that it had occupled
during the Stalin era. Soviet farms received
only 62 percent as many trucks during the
year 1959-61 as in the preceding 3 years.
Fertilizer deliveries similarly lagged. In the
convictlon that the agricultural problem was
golved, the Soviet leadership, in the words
of one American expert, appeared to “sit
back to watch and eat.”

By the end of 1961, it was obvious to the
Soviet leaders that agriculture was lagging
far behind what had been expected. The
1961 harvest was reported to be 11 percent
below plan, meat output trailed by 16 per-
cent; and milk production fell behind by
nearly 13 percent. A plenum of the central
committee was convened in March 1962 to
consider agricultural problems. By this time
an Intensive debate was raging in party cir-
cles over the proper priority to be accorded
agriculture. At one extreme were those who
argued that agriculture must be stimulated
whatever the cost might be to other sectors
of the economy. At the other extreme were
the champions of undiminished top priority
for space, military, and heavy industry. The
latter opposed any measure that appeared
to transfer resources from these claimants
to agriculture.

The debate over priorities is dramatically
illustrated in two speeches by Ehrushchev—
one was his keynote address to the March
1962 plenum, the other his concluding re-
marks to the same body. Only 4 days of con-
troversy separated the first speech from the
second, but in tone and content they were
far apart indeed.

Khrushchev's keynote speech contalned
two important proposals: The first was a ret-
rogressive plan for the formation of a party
bureaucracy to supervise the operation of
collectlve and state farms. The second was
a proposal for the intensification of Soviet
agriculture, ie., for raising acreage ylelds
and placing emphasis on animal husbandry.
To this end, Khrushchev recommended that
millions of acres of grassland and fallow be
seeded to grain and forage crops, and called
for a broad program of technical and mate-
rial aid to agriculture.

Noting that state and party attention to
agriculture had declined in recent years, the
Soviet Premier asserted that “some officials
display unconcern and irresponsibility with
respect to the urgent problems of increasing
the output of equipment, mineral fertilizers,
herbicides, etc.” Some leaders, he said, even
thought it should be possible to divert re-
sources from agricultural investment to
other sectors of the economy. Such erro-
neous views were alleged to be held even by
unnamed persons in departments of the
Central Committee, “Serlous concluslons
must be drawn from this” he continued.
“Agriculture must not be treated lightly.
The entire economy may be undermined if
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the agricultural lag is not recognized and
remedied in good time.”

But in his closing speech to the same
plenum, Khrushchev retreated from his
demands for dramatically increased alloca-
tions to agriculture, The arguments that
occasioned this retreat may be surmised
from his remarks. He sald: “ * * * measures
for increasing aid to agriculture do not
signify that resources will now be diverted to
agriculture at the expense of the development
of industry and the strengthening of the
nation’s defenses. The buttressing of
Soviet military power is our most important
task, and we will perform it unflinchingly.”
The results were thus inconclusive: Farmers
were asked to content themselvs with vague
promises of larger material inputs and ad-
monitions to make better use of the equip-
ment available.

Later in 1962, the matter of priorities was
made even more explicit. It had long been
evident that one reason for lagging Soviet
livestock production lay In the fact that
state purchase prices for animal products
were far beneath the average costs of pro-
duction. The Soviet leadership finally recog-
nized that, as Khrushchev put it, only “a
fool is going to ralse meat production if
the more he produces, the more the collec-
tive or state farm loses.” Higher prices
were necessary, and this meant a diversion
of resources from some other sector of the
economy into animal husbandry, But from
which other sector should those resources
be diverted?

The statement announcing the price boost
posed the rhetorical question: “Perhaps, for
the sake of the quickest possible increase in
meat and milk production, we should trans-
fer funds to this area at the expense of our
defense capacity and the development of our
industry?” This alternative, however, was
quickly and emphatically rejected on the
grounds that: “Such a decision would cre-
ate the conditions our enemies are hoping
for.," Instead, it was declded that the funds
for the development of animal husbandry
would be lifted from the pockets of Soviet
consumers. On June 1, 1962, the retail prices
of meat went up by 80 percent and butter
prices were boosted by 256 percent.

Moderate concesslons have been made to
the resource requirements of agriculture in
the past 2 years, but it is clear that this
sector of the economy has yet to be really
lifted high on the party's scale of priorities.
1t is also clear that significant increases in
Soviet farm output are likely to be forth-
coming only in response to massive resource
inputs. Agricultural gains during the pe-
riod 195458 were due, in large measure, to a
vast expansion of the cultivated acreage.
These were relatively cheap gains in terms of
the investments required to bring them
about. No such easy potentials are left to
be developed in Soviet agriculture.

Each additlonal bushel of grain wrought
from recaleitrant nature will cost the Krem-
lin more resources. Vast quantities of capi-
tal and chemicals will be required. If and
when these are provided, the problem of
motivating the Russian peasant will remain.
Moreover, increased investments will bring
a poor return if resources are used unwisely,
which is now the case. Peasant workers
and managers must be able to directly as-
sociate their efforts with a decent reward,
and in the 30 years of its existence, the
Sovlet system of collectivized agriculture has
been unable to permit them to do this. One
may entertain a certain skepticism that this
will change soon,

The crop catastrophe of 1963 presents the
Soviet leadership with agonizing choices.
They may choose to become dependent on
foreign food; or they may choose to force
a tightening of the citizens’ belts; or, finally,
they may choose to do what is necessary to
develop thelr own agriculture. If they de-
cide on the latter, they must again choose
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which other cherished objectlves must
sacrifice the resources required by agricul-
ture. Much talk is now loose in the Soviet
Union about the necessity for a crash pro-
gram of irrigation and fertilizer production,
A plenary meeting of the Central Commit~
tee is scheduled for November to consider
these programs. At present, it appears that
the advoeates of high priority for agricul-
ture are in the ascendant. Time will tell if
and to what extent this is true.

Sovier EcoNOMIC WARFARE

[From the Christian Science Monitor, Feb.
7, 1963]
Reps ForceE CHROME LEVER
(By Pleter Lessing)

SALISBURY, SOUTHERN RHODESIA.—Unless
official steps are taken to prevent it happen-
ing, the West is likely before the end of this
year to become totally dependent on the So-
viet Union for the supply of strategically
important metallurgical chrome ore.

Metallurgical chrome is an essential in-
gredient in the alloys needed for the manu-
facture of missiles and jet engines, and also
for stainless steel.

Until recently Western Europe and the
United States drew all their requirements
from Southern Rhodesla and Turkey, the
only two countries outside the Soviet bloc
where adequate ore deposits are available.

The Soviet Union is also a major producer
of metallurgical chrome ore, and 3 years ago
it entered the European market, offering
large quantities at prices below Rhodesian
or Turkish production costs.

As a result it has by now captured 70 per-
cent of the European market.

FIRMS THREATENED

The United States, particularly with its
vast defense program, continued to offer a
large enough market to keep both the Turk-
ish and Rhodesian mines in production.

Four months ago, however, the BSovlet
Union entered the American market as well,
offering high-grade ore at $1 a ton less than
it costs to produce In either Turkey or
Rhodesia, and it promised to reduce prices
even more if large contracts were placed.

This has meant immediate disaster for the
:re—supplylng industries in Turkey and Rho-

esla.

In Rhodesia, one in three mines has already
ceased production and the prospect is that
the whole industry will come to a standstill
before the end of this year. It is under-
stood that the position in Turkey is about
the same.

RECOVERY SLOW

This information and accompanying fore-
cast were given a few days ago by G. H.
Parkinson, president of the Rhodesian
Chamber of Mines and general manager of
the Rhodesian chrome mines.

“If the West's major producers of chrome
ore are forced to discontinue operatlons,” he
sald, “both Europe and America will be
farced to rely entirely on supplies from
Russia.”

He explained that once the mines close
down they cannot be reopened at short no-
tice, thus making the future of ferroalloy
producers and all the industries which de-
pend on them contingent on Soviet trading
policy. ;

POLICY PUZZLE

Referring particularly to the Sovlet cap-
ture of the U.S. market, Mr, Parkinson said:

“It is difficult to understand the policy of
the American Government in this matter.
On the one hand they are spending many
millions of dollars each month in an effort
to persuade European, African, and Asian
states to remaln outside the influence of the
Communist bloe, while on the other hand
they are prepared to permit American in-
dustry to become dangerously dependent on
Russian switches of policy.”
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The Rhodesian Chamber of Mines is con-
vinced that the Soviet Union is pricing its
chrome ores without regard to economic costs
with the sole intention of forcing competi-
tion into bankruptcy in order to become the
world’s sole supplier, )

Freight costs from Rhodesia to a U.8. port
amount to $14 a ton.

The Soviet ore comes from the center of
the Urals and must therefore be moved long
distances by rall before being shipped on a
long sea journey. L

It is therefore estimated that the Soviet
freight costs must be considerably higher,
yet Soviet chrome ore has on occasions been
offered in the United States for as little as
$16 a ton.

COMPETITION FELT

American alloy manufacturers who are
switching to the Soviet chrome ore have ex-
plained that they have been forced to do so
because European and Japanese producers
have for some time been buying cheap Soviet
ore and then shipping the alloy to America
to undersell American alloy producers. The
only way for American producers to compete
is therefore also to buy Sovlet ore cheap.

Mr. Parkinson commented: “For the
chrome ore producers in Turkey and South-
ern Rhodesia the economic consequences are
serious, but the jssue is even bigger than
that. As chrome ore is strategically impor-
tant material, both Europe and America
must face up to the dangerous situation
which has developed.”

[From the Christian Science Monitor,
October 1963]
Moscow VisiT ALERTS OILMEN
(By Walter Lucas)

Rome.—The visit to Moscow of Prof. Mar-
cello Boldrini, the president of the Italian
state oll corporation (ENI), is the subject
of widespread speculation in the Italian press
and Rome oil circles.

The natural question is: What is he doing
there? Questioners note especially that the
invitation came from the Soviet side. He
has, to date, had lunch with Nikolai Petoli-
chev, president of the State Committee for
Forelgn Trade, and had talks with Soviet ex-
perts in the chemical and petroleum busi-
ness.

The interest and speculation aroused by
this visit caused the press officer of ENI here
in Rome to take the unusual step of tele-
phoning this correspondent and asking him
not to draw any conclusions from the visit,
which was, so that official clalmed, only an
occasion for Professor Boldrinl to meet some
of his Soviet friends.

UNUSUAL PICTURE

Such an interpretation of the trip paints
the unusual picture of one of Italy's lead-
ing industrialists taking the long and ex-
pensive trip to Moscow, accompanied by ex-
perts from his office, for the pleasure of so-
cial chatter among the clatter of teacups
with some of the Soviet Union’s leading in-
dustrial figures and managers of factorles.

This may be the object of his visit, just
to exchange courtesies, but, at the same time,
the visit certainly offers an opportunity for
some business talks, too.

In the first place, a time fast is approach-
ing when the ENI oll deal with the Soviet
Union must be renegotiated. It looks then
as if the conversation in his meetings with
Mr, Petolichev and other experts might well
turn from social chatter to the questions of
oll, petrochemicals, and synthetic rubber;
both of these latter products ENI has or will
have surpluses to dispose of,

HIGHER PRICES

In regard to Soviet crude oil, information
gathered here indicates that the Soviet Union
might be wanting higher prices for its crude
than it has previously offered to such favored
customers as the Itallans,
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Obviously, a higher price detracts from the
attraction of buying Soviet oil, especially
now that in the present state of the world
oll market there are Western sources which
might be prepared to match the Soviet price
in a long-term deal. Such a deal would fol-
low the lead of Standard Oil which recently

an ment with ENI for a medium-
term supply at a favorable price.

But, nevertheless, an oil deal with the So-
viet Union has the advantage that it can be
arranged against payment In the kind of
products ENI has to offer and wishes to sell.

There are other pointers which indicate
that Professor Boldrinl might be exploring

the possibilities in Moscow for an advanta-

geous trade deal. For instance, Itallan ex-
ports are not as buoyant as they were. The
rate of increase in 1962 was not as high as it
was in the preceding years, and there is
nothing in the first quarter of this year to
show that matters in this respect are im-
proving.
SIGNIFICANT ITEM

With exports now such an im-
portant role in the Itallan economy, there is
every reason that Italian industrialists
should look for new markets wherever they
can be found.

It is interesting that there has recently
been a noticeable increase In propaganda for
greater trade exchanges with the Soviet Un-
ion. Such exchanges certainly offer great
possibilities if they can be exploited and if
satisfactory means of payment can be found.
It is not only ENI which is interested in this
direction; several large industrial corpora-
tions in the private Industrial sector have
been trying to line up deals, for building
whole plants or providing machinery and
equipment for Soviet factories.

But as far as ENI is concerned, basically
the question comes back to oill. A small
significant item, appearing in the press re-
cently, disclosed that 300 new cars were
taking to the Roman streets every week. If
that figure is translated into national figures,
some idea is given of the growing consump-
tion of gasoline in Italy—in fact, for the
first 2 months of this year (and these were
winter months), this growth in consumption
was 15.2 percent.

Since ENI is maintaining and even increas-
ing its share of Italian sales of gasoline, here
is one indication of ENI's rapldly expanding
need for more supplies of crude at economic
prices if it is to meet its liabilities, not only
at home but around the world.

ENI is never tired of stating its agreement
with Standard and in no way restricts its
freedom to acquire its crude requirements
wherever it 1s most profitable to do so—and
that, of course, includes the Soviet Union.

LEVER SUGGESTED

It has been suggested in some oil circles
here that the deal with Standard could be
used as a lever in the negotiations for further
Soviet supplies, providing always that the
Boviets are still interested in pushing their
exports of crude. This depends upon domes-
tic political and economic considerations,
which are difficult to judge.

In any case, whatever may be the ultimate
objective of Professor Boldrini's present visit
to the Soviet Union, it can only be of an
exploratory nature, since Italy is without a
government, and Mr. Boldrini has no official
mandate for any conclusive arrangement
which might commif a government which is
still to be formed.

Moscow CoNTINUES THE CoLp War
[Lima Radio America network, in Spanish,
033, GMT, October 26, 1963 ]
SusvERsSIVE PROPAGANDA SErzEp on U.B.8RH.
SHiP

Sio PavLo.—The police of the port of San-
tos seized large quantities of subversive prop-
aganda aboard a Russian ship that had ar-
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rived from Havana. The ship was returning
(200?) Chilean, Argentine, Brazilian, Para-
guayan, and Uruguayan students to their
homes. '

[From the Baltimore (Md.) Sun,
Oct. 30, 1963]

UniTep STATES AccUsSES REDS oF Laos Viona-
TIONS—SAYS SENDING OF MILITARY EQuUip-
MENT Is ILLEGAL

(By Howard Norton)

WasHINGTON, Oct. 29.—The US. Govern-
ment charged today that the Communists
have violated the Geneva agreement on the
neutralization of Laos.

The accusation came from an official
spokesman of the State Department, who
declined to say what the United States might
do about the violation.

The spokesman said this country has “in-
telligence reports” that military equipment
has been sent to the Communist Pathet Lao
forces in Laos from North Vietnam,

He declared that the United States is sat-
isfied that these reports are true, and that
the information has been forwarded to the
International Control Commission in Laos,
which is now attempting to verify the vio-
lations.

HAVE BEEN CHECKING

The reports of the illegal shipment of arms
and munitions into Laos from North Viet-
nam first came to the attention of the U.S.
Government about 3 weeks ago, it is report-
ed, and American sources have been checking
them since then.

“The Geneva agreements,” the State De-
partment spokesman pointed out, “prohibit
the introduction of armaments, munitions,
and war materials generally except as re-
quested by the Laos Government for the na-
tional defense of Laos.

“Since the Laos Government has not re-
quested such supplies from North Vietnam,”
he declared, “the military supplies introduced
from there are in violatlon of the agree-
ment.”

NOTED OFFICIALLY

The spokesman said that the U.S. Govern-
ment has officially brought this matter to
the attention of the International Control
Commission, and that the Commission has
attempted and is attempting “to verify the
violations of the agreement wherever they
may occur.”

“But the Pathet Lao have refused to allow
the International Control Commission team
to conduct a meaningful Investigation in
Pathet Lao territory,” the State Department
spokesman said.

He pointedly declined to say what the
United States might choose to do about the
violation of Laotian neutrality, but indicated
that if a serious proved violation of the
Geneva agreement should occur, it would
“undoubtedly lead to a consultation among
the governments signatory to the agree-
ment.”

Under questioning, the spokesman ac-
knowledged that the consultation might not
include *“all” the governments who signed
the agreement—presumably meaning that
the Communist governments might not have
a part in such a meeting.

The spokesman speculated that the Com-
munist Pathet Lao forces might be getting
the new military supplies for any one of a
number of reasons.

He sald it might be simply to reequip the
Communist forces In the country, it might
be to strengthen their position, or even to
enable them to carry on some limited mili-
tary action,

‘Whatever the purpose, he sald, the resup-
plying of these forces Is a direct violation of
the Geneva agreement.

AGREEMENT OUTLINED

This, according to the State Department
spokesman, was brought out clearly in a
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letter, outlining the agreement, written by
the head of the neutralist government,
Prince Souvanna Phouma, to the cochair-
men of the International Control Commis~
sion on June 2, 1963.

Observers here point out that any viola-
tion of the Geneva agreement opens the
floodgates to rearmament on both sides.

The violation by the Communists, for ex-
ample, glves the United States the right to
increase its military assistance to the central
government to guard agalnst the possibility
of Communist attack.

And any increase of American or other
Western supplies to the central government
is likely to cause a boost of the inflow of
Communist arms.

[From the New York (N.Y.) Times, Oct. 12,
1963]
CounT OF CoNvoY's TrooPs Is DEMANDED BY
RUSSIANS

BerLIN, October 11.—Soviet forces moved
armored vehicles and guns into position on
the autobahn from West Germany to West
Berlin today to block a U.S. Army convoy
detained in East Germany since 9 a.m. yes-
terday.

Diplomats here and in Bonn sald they
considered the military action to be related
to the talks between the United States and
the Soviet Union on a détente. Officials em-
phasized that the matter was not a local
issue but had very serlous implications for
the entire political scene.

U.S. officials declined to comment on re-
ports that the unit had trled to break
through the checkpoint barriers but was
stopped by Soviet soldiers and armor.

The convoy of 61 men and 18 vehicles
was starting on the 110-mlle trip to West
Berlin from the West German border when
it was stopped by Soviet troops for the first
time at Marienborn,

After being held for 15 hours, it was al-
lowed to proceed, only to be stopped again
at 4 am. at the Babelsberg checkpoint, just
outside West Berlin, which is an enclave in
East Germany.

COUNT OF PERSONNEL ASKED

The Soviet guards demanded that the
Americans leave their vehicles and submit
to a count. U.S. officers rejected the de-
mand as unwarranted under exlsting Western
Allied rights of access to West Berlin on the
ground that fewer than 756 men were in-
volved.

The Russians then brought armored per-
sonnel carriers, antitank guns, and other
equipment to obstruct the superhighway.
The soldlers were spending the second night
in their jeeps and trucks.

Five Boviet armored cars were sent to
Marienborn yesterday when the convoy was
halted for the first time, and a truck and
trailer obstructed the autobahn.

A second convoy, bound from West Berlin
to West Germany, also was detained at
Marienborn yesterday.

The three Western Allled commandants
met in West Berlin for almost 2 hours to re-
view the situation after the U.S. Army had
delivered two protests to the Soviet troop
command at Wunsdorf.

In Bonn, the political counselors of the
three allled embassies met twice to consider
the situation.

Civilian traffic on the autobahn was halt-
ed briefly at noon as the Sovlet armor moved
into position but was later allowed to pro-
ceed In both directions on the westbound
lane,

Truckdrivers coming in from the west
sald the Russians had set up a military camp
equipped with antitank guns and an anti-
alrcraft gun. The U.S. Army announced that
the Russians had moved in about 12 armored
personnel carriers, but civillan travelers re-

counting 80 to 40 Soviet armored
vehicles in the area.
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A second westbound U.S. convoy, which
left Berlin with 143 soldiers on 256 vehicles
at B a.m. was ordered by the Army to remain
at Babelsberg with the unit detained there
although the Russlans had cleared it within
45 minutes.

A third convoy from Berlin reached West
Germany without delay or incident at 11 a.m.

All the troop movements were made In
connection with an exchange of two Army
units between Berlin and West Germany
that began Monday. All such moves are now
suspehded.

Last May the Russians held a U.S. unit for
4 hours on the same grounds as those today.
In 1959 five U.8. servicemen in four trucks
were detained for 56 hours.

During much of the day a U.S. helicopter
hovered over the scene. A Soviet Mig fighter
circled the area for about 16 minutes.
[From the New York (N.Y.) Times, Oct. 11,
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CONCERN GROWING—EMERGENCY SESSIONS ARE
HELD AT THE WHITE HOUSE

(By Max Frankel)

WasHINGTON, October 11,—The TUnited
States protested strongly and repeatedly to
the Soviet Union today against the day-long
blocking of an American military convoy by
Soviet troops outside West Berlin.

The convoy remained stalled on the Com-
munist-controlled autobahn tonight, and
Washington still had no satisfactory expla-
nation from Moscow, As the hours passed,
the administration took an increasingly se-
rious view of the incident.

Officlals expressed certainty that Premier
Khrushchev and other Soviet leaders had
had time to be briefed on the situation.
Their refusal, or inability to clear the con-
voy at a time when both sides seemed eager
to hold down tenslons aroused concern and
puzzlement.

The concern was expressed to the Soviet
Ambassador here, to the Soviet commanders
on the scene and in Potsdam, to the forelgn
ministry in Moscow and in public state-
ments. It also brought about an emergency
sessilon of the four-power ambassadorial
steering committee on Berlin affairs, and two
meetings at the White House.

EASED ATMOSPHERE IN PERIL

The administration’s view 1is that the
longer the blockade remains in effect the
more serious the consequences, both inter-
national and in domestic politics.

High Soviet officials Indicated during the
day that they did not intend to let the inei-
dent grow into an issue of major proportions.
But their first reaction was to support the
technical demands of their officers on the
scene, TU.S. authorities said that nothing
less than release of the convoy would satisfy
them,

The feeling here was that the timing of the
new dispute threatened to spoil not only the
coneciliatory atmosphere of recent weeks but
also the political tolerance for conciliation
that President Eennedy has tried to develop
in the United States.

Only 48 hours ago, with some political risk,
the President authorized the sale of at least
$250 million worth of wheat to the Soviet
Union.

Yesterday, while the same convoy was
being held for 14 hours at the West German
end of the autobahn, the President and other
officials conferred for more than 8 hours with
Andrel A. Gromyko, the Soviet Foreign
Minister,

Leading Government officlals continued
this evening to give the Soviet Union what
they called the “benefit of the doubt.” They
meant their readiness to belleve that the
autobahn incident was local in origin and
was not ordered from Moscow.

But they also believed that Moscow’s fail-
ure to resolve the dispute promptly after
strong protests were delivered here, in Mos-

November

cow and In Potsdam—a Sovlet Army head-
quarters in Germany—pointed to a Soviet
desire to exploit the incident diplomatically.

OTHER THEORIES EXFPRESSED

That was the mildest of many theories
offered by Government analysts. Some
thought the Russians needed an opportunity
to demonstrate their power in Berlin, espe-
clally after they had conceded great economic
weakness. Some noted that Premier Ehru-
shchev had not been seen in Moscow for 2
weeks and they expressed the belief that
military leaders wish, through an incident,
to spoll the present East-West calm.

There also were some signs that Soviet
commanders in Berlin might have wanted to
avenge recent displays of force by the West-
ern garrisons.

All sides, however, were assuming that So-
viet forces in Berlin could not long act inde-
pendently of orders from Moscow.

The immediate issué at the Babelsberg
checkpoint, near the Berlin end of the
110-mile autobahn through East Germany,
was a Soviet demand that the American sol-
diers in the 18-vehicle convoy dismount for
an individual count. The Americans refused.

Behind this situation lies an even subtler
problem.

The United States has never acknowledged
the right of Soviet guards to inspect or other-
wise issue orders to any military convoy on
the highway.

For some time, however, “as a conven-
ience,” U.S. commanders have made it a
custom to show their troops for counting
whenever the number of passengers in a con-
voy exceeded 30, There was some doubt here
today about whether this number had ever
been given to the Russlans.

Drivers and codrivers of vehicles were not
included in this American calculation. As
far as could be determined here the number
of soldlers in the stalled convoy was below
30, but the 18 drivers and some codrivers
presumably made a total of more than 30.

PREVIOUS DELAYS

Two- to three-hour delays on the autobahn
have been imposed on military convoys al-
most regularly, at least once or twice a week.
At times, considerably longer delays were im=
posed by some technical argument.

The convoy now blockaded, however, has
had a particularly rough journey. It came
onto the autobahn at the Marienborn check-
point about 6 a.m, yesterday, New York time.
When it had been stalled there more than 8
hours, Washington was alerted.

The news was rushed to Secretary of State
Dean Rusk just before he went to the White
House meeting between President EKennedy
and Mr. Gromyko.

American officlals ralsed the incident as an
example of the kind of thing that must not
occur if relations are to improve, but Mr.
Gromyko professed lgnorance of the situ-
ation.

Mr. Rusk saw the Soviet diplomat again at
dinner last night, but by then he thought
the incident was closed. The convoy was
passed through the Marienborn checkpoint
about 7 p.m., after a delay of 14 hours, pre-
sumably without any concession to Soviet
demands.

About 3 hours later, however, while diplo-
mats were still at dinner at the Soviet Em-
bassy here, the convoy reached the Berlin
end of the road and was again denied clear-
ance.

At 5:45 this morning, New York time, after
a delay of 7 hours, the convoy's commander
threatened to proceed past the checkpolnt
without clearance, if necessary. An hour later
he ordered his men to raise the bar across
the road and ordered the vehicles forward.

After moving only a few yards, however,
they were stopped again, this time by eight
Soviet armored personnel carriers. Another
convoy was hastily mounted by Americans
in Berlin and sent to the checkpoint.
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It was cleared quickly and without inci-
dent, but then parked on the road to assist
the stalled vehicles in case of trouble. Both
have been there since.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Star,
Oct. 22, 1963]
Reps Agamn EYe BeErRLIN IsSUE
(By Edmund Stevens)

Moscow.—With the nueclear test ban
sealed, signed, and delivered, the Russians
show symptoms of again pressing for the
oft-threatened, oft-postponed showdown on
West Berlin.

At a glance, this seems inconsistent: First
Moscow takes the initiative In pressing for a
test ban and improved relations with the
Western Powers, in order to revive the one
issue sure to generate tension.

The Kremlin sees no inconsistency. The
desire for a test ban and an accommodation
with the West was spurred by its mounting
trouble with Red China for the Russians are
determined to avoid the prospect of having
to face threats from opposite directions sl-
multaneously.

WANT NEUTRAL WEST LINE

Because of the new menace along the vast
length of the border with China, the Rus-
slans would like to neutralize their Western
approaches. But they consider this impos-
sible while the Western Powers continue to
occupy West Berlin and while West Germany
is committed to a policy of rearmament.

Because the horrors of the Hitler invasion
are still etched in people’s memories, Ger-
man rearmament is a highly emotional issue
here. The Kremlin leaders have deliberately
played it up for political reasons,

This helped reconcile the citizenry to
sacrifices for the sake of defemse. It also
helped to keep the Poles and other restive
satellites in line.

But as sometimes happens, the Eremlin
ended by believing its own propaganda,
especially since the propagandists selected
and collected evidence which, though one-
sided, made a fairly convineing case.

DIRECT ATTACK

The proposal for a nonaggression pact
between NATO members and the Warsaw
Treaty powers, which Forelgn Minister Andrel
Gromyko first tried to erank into the test
ban negotiations, was the first move in the
renewed Soviet diplomatic offensive on the
issues of Germany and West Berlin,

Since the reception this proposal received
in NATO chanceries was less than lukewarm,
the Eremlin, as an alternative to an oblique
approach, has since trained its sights directly
on the target. Thus, Premler Khrushchev,
in his message to President EKennedy on the
coming into force of the nuclear test-ban
treaty, referred to the need for “liquidating
the remnants of World War II.” In Soviet
parlance this is synonoymous with the sign-
ing of a German peace treaty and demili-
tarization of West Berlin.

For several months prior to this, the So-
viets ignored the Berlin issue, muted their
press attacks on NATO and even toned down
their eriticism of the Bonn Government to
keep from rocking the boat before the test
ban was settled.

But now, along with the revival of the
German peace treaty-West Berlin issue, Mos-
cow has resumed its attacks on NATO,
pegged principally to the project for a multi-
national nuclear force which is pictured as
a Bonn inspired subterfuge for getting nu-
clear weapons into West German hands.

Simultaneously, on the eve of Konrad
Adenauer’s resignation, the Soviets mounted
a blistering campalgn of Invective agalnst
the old man, accusing him of filling his ad-
ministration with former Nazls and 88
troopers and plotting preventive war against
the U.S.SR. The Soviet Foreign Ministry
even lssued a statement charging Mr. Ade-
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nauer lied when he recently asserted that
he had tried to achieve German unification
on the basis of offering Moscow a 10-year
“armistice.”

MOSCOW'S EROLL EFFORT FAILED

Doubtless the Russians were angered by
Mr. Adenauer’s comment that he was opposed
to selllng wheat to the U.S.8.R. without
exacting political conditions and by his
skeptical attitude toward the present easing
of tension.

But the maln reason for painting the out-
going Chancellor in the blackest colors was
to make his successor, Ludwig Erhard, look
good by comparison on the theory that any
change from Mr. Adenauer could only be for
the better. Although hardly wild about Mr.
Erhard, the Kremlin is at least prepared to
give the benefit of a doubt.

About 2 years ago Mr. Ehrushchev serious-
1y flirted with the idea of making a separate
deal with West Germany, bypassing the
United States and Britain.

He made overtures to Mr. Adenauer though
Hans Kroll, then West German Ambassador
to Moscow. Mr. Kroll had a strong empathy
for Mr. Khrushchev—the saying around the
Moscow diplomatic colony was that these
two saw eye to eye, being of almost identical
height and build.

And Mr. Kroll's response to Mr. Khru-
shchev’s feelers was so eager as to prove his
undoing. For Mr. Adenauer spurned Mr,
Ehrushchev's proposition and Mr. Kroll was
recalled for exceeding his mandate.

L'affaire Kroll was never fully ventilated,
but apparently the Kremlin was prepared to
go a long way toward reunification and
economic relations In return for West Ger-
many’s giving up NATO and acceptance of an
Austria-like neutrality.

The reason the Russians, after blowing
hot and cold on their demand for the signing
of a German withdrawal from West Berlin,
may now be set on forcing the issue tles in
with their bellef that the threat from China,
while serious, is not immediate.

The Eremlin may consider its bargaining
position with the West is better now than
it will be when China is strong enough to
press its challenge. And the Russians prob-
ably hope that with Mr. Adenauer out, the
Bonn government may prove more malleable,

NEEDS OF OUR CITIZENS MUST BE
FULFILLED FIRST

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, at a
recent banquet in Charleston, W. Va., our
able and distinguished colleague, the
senior Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
JENNINGS RANDOLPH], gave as his opinion
that it was more important to help peo-
ple on earth than to hurry a man to the
moon.

A somewhat similar theme, expressed
differently, was eloguently voiced the
week before last by the junior Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBricHT], who
said it was desirable, in our spending, to
establish some priorities. He empha-
sized that it was more important that we
cut down on space and some other ex-
penditures, and concentrate our spend-
ing on some of our domestic needs, such
as education.

It was natural that our able colleague
[Mr. FuLericaT] should emphasize the
importance of education, he being a
former university president, and having
been a pioneer in extending education in
the international field, through the Ful-
bright scholarships.

Likewise, I feel it is our duty to focus
our attention on problems at home, and
it is more important to take care of the
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unemployed, this great curse in this land
of plenty and abundance, and the
wealthiest Nation on earth, before we
start on ventures overseas.

This idea has relevance to the debate
now going on in connection with foreign
aid. I am not opposed to foreign aid, but
I think its extravagant expenditures
could well be reduced in a number of
countries which no longer need our aid,
for various reasons. Some of the money
could be used to put the unemployed
back to work.

While we are debating the authoriza-
tion of the expenditure of several billion
dollars in foreign countries, our funds for
public works at home have run dry.
Hundreds of worthwhile projects are
processed and waiting to be put into
effect, but cannot be because there is no
money. That, at the same time we are
discussing an expenditure of $4 billion
in foreign aid, is in my view a failure
to give proper consideration to our own
citizens. :

I pay tribute again to the able speech
of the distinguished Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. FuLsricHT], made a week
and a half ago, on the subject of priori-
ties, which agrees with the view I have,
a view which we cannot emphasize too
much. I think our first priorities should
be for domestic needs, to putting our un-
employed back to work. So long as 5%
percent of our people are out of work, our
first duty is to work on that problem. I
have pending an amendment to increase
our accelerated public works fund.
What we eliminate from the foreign aid,
and space programs, should be expended
at home for needed public works projects
that help diminish unemployment.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial which quoted the distinguished
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Ran-
porLpH], entitled “Needs of Our Citizens
Must Be Fulfilled First,” which appeared
in the Charleston Gazette of October 30,
be printed at this point in my remarks.

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

NEeeps oF Our CrrizeEns Must B
FuLFILLED FIRST

Voices throughout the land are being
ralsed in opposition to the continuing ex-
penditure of fantastic sums to accelerate the
lunar space probe and to agument the
Nation's “overkill” and conventional arms
supply.

It wouldn't be accurate to clalm that these
voices represent a majority, but many public
officials, businessmen, labor leaders, and
private citizens are having hard second
thought about the billlons upon billions
being pumped into the economy for purely
destructive purposes and for the question-
able purpose of placing a man on the moon.

One of the leaders in this fight, we're
happy to report, is West Virginia's own
Benator RANDOLFH.

The other evening in Charleston at an
AFL-CIO banquet, Senator RanpoLPH told
the audience that in his opinion it was
much more important to “help people here
on earth than hurry a man to the moon.”

He acknowledged the necessity of the
United States meeting its foreign aid, de-
fense, space and nuclear obligations. But
he doubted that withdrawing a mere billlon
from these programs and using it to assist
the Nation's jobless and impoverished would
seriously jeopardize these obligations.
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His argument was later supported by
George Meany, AFL-CIO president, the prin-
cipal speaker of the occasion.

Meany noted that the chronic above-5-
percent unemployment rate, the educational
lag among those having lost jobs to ma-
chines, the inability of the economy to
provide the abundant life for far too many
citizens living in areas like Appalachia, and
the too low national economic growth rate
aren't indicators of health or prosperity.

Landing a man on the moon no doubt
would enhance U.S. prestige, but is this
accomplishment more to be desired than
maintaining a decent standard of living for
all Americans?

The imperatives of a strong national de-
fense, which is costly and necessitates cer-
taln sacrifices to sustain, are facts of life
the Nation must accept—probably for gen-
erations. Nevertheless, what good is any de-
fense, if the overall economy is flabby and
malnourished?

If, as is generally contended, this Nation
is in a struggle to the finish with the SBoviet
Union to determine whose ideology is su-
perior, aren't the imperatives of a self-
sufficient soclety equally as vital as an un-
assallable military position?

The Randolph-Meany view Is quite
simple, very precise: Unless the United
States can retain its democratic principles
while providing for its citizens the indis-
pensable criteria assoclated with a mean-
ingful and rewarding civilization, the Na-
tion’s defense capabilitity and an American
astronaut on the moon with flag will count
for nothing in the pages of history.

As a nation, the needs of our citizens
must be met. Otherwise, as a nation, we
will have failed ourselves and our destiny.

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN ASSIST-
ANCE ACT OF 1961

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 7885) to amend further
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, and for other purposes.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
yeas and nays heretofore ordered on my
amendment be now vacated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
have been in consultation with the Sen-
ator from Florida [Mr. HorLLanp] about
this amendment. The addition of the
reauthorization of what is already au-
thorized was inadvertent. We had in
mind dealing only with this year’s $975
million. The law already carries the au-
thorization for $1,500 million, and the
clerk of the committee inserted it by re-
iterating the full language of section
202(b).

I have no strong feeling about the
overall limitation of authorization. We
have had the authorization for develop-
ment lending since 1961, In 1961, Con-
gress, in an effort to give the program
continuity and, it was thought, some effi-
ciency, authorized it in the act for 5
years. We have never appropriated the
full amount. The administration has
never requested it. This year the admin-
istration requested $1,060 million.

I think it has no real effect on Con-
gress. Congress can always change it,
as Congress did in the appropriation for
this year.
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There is specific language in section
616 of the act which reads:

Except as otherwise provided in the Act,
funds shall be available to carry out the
provisions of this Act as authorized and
appropriated to the President each fiscal
year.

It is not easily apparent what the real
effect is. It is merely a strong hope, I
suppose, as to what would be accom-
plished. It was hoped, in 1961, at least,
that this authorization would give the
agency some feeling of continuity and
that it would improve its planning and
administration.

Generally, the really serious criticism
in the committee has nearly always been
about the efficiency of administration.
Back in 1958 or 1959, the Senate ap-
proved the proposal for continuing au-
thority to use a public debt transaction,
a method of financing which has been
used successfully in many other cases
by other agencies of Government. But
at that time the House of Representa-
tives rejected it; particularly, the House
Committee on Appropriations opposed it.

The later action, in 1961, was, in a
sense, an outgrowth of the previous ac-
tion. The main motive was to try to give
to the agency a more efficient adminis-
tration.

Nevertheless, in spite of that fact, I do
not wish to have a controversy over this
question at this time, and I am disposed
to accept the amendment of the Senator
from Florida. I think the reauthoriza-
tion should not have been in the amend-
ment. However, I shall be glad to take
the amendment to conference and sup-
port it in conference. As I have said,
each Congress has full authority to
change these authorizations each year
the question arises.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. If the amendment
were to be adopted, however, the Con-
gress would be without authority to ap-
propriate for the Development Loan
Fund, except under that authorization
as a ceiling for 1965 and 1966, unless an
increased authorization were voted
meantime by Congress itself.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. The Senator is
quite correct. Congress has every right
to change the authorization, as well as
the appropriation, in the coming year.

As the Senator knows, I have recom-
mended to the administration, as has the
committee, that it reevaluate the entire
program and seek a new approach to it.
I am thoroughly in accord with that
recommendation.

I do not think the Senator and I dis-
agree on that aspect of the problem.
We may disagree as to our estimates of
what importance it has had in the past
and what a great contribution it has

made, in spite of faults in its adminis-

tration.

Be that as it may, I am reluctant to
oppose the Senator's amendment. I
think it does not drastically change mat-
ters, because next year Congress can
either increase or decrease the authori-
zation, as the Senator so well stated.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator
very much for accepting the amendment.
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Mr, FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
accept the amendment.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yleld for some additional ques-
tions?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. There are some of us
who, for the purpose of legislative his-
tory, would like to obtain a statement in
the ReEcorp as to what, in the opinion
of the chairman of the committee, the
ggecl: of the Holland amendment would

I understand the Senator from Arkan-
sas is willing to take the Holland amend-
ment to conference. There are those of
us who believe that there should be
no authorizations for 1965 and 1966.
The answer is that there already are in
the act authorizations for 1965 and 1966.
Our answer to that is that there is noth-
ing to prevent us from stopping such au-
thorizations as are in the aet. That is
what we propose to do, if the parliamen-
tary situation will permit us to do it,
before consideration of the Holland
amendment is concluded.

My first question is this: Assuming
that the Holland amendment is agreed
to by the Senate, and assuming it goes to
conference and is accepted in conference,
would it be necessary for a foreign aid
bill, with this authorization for 1965 and
1966, to come before the Congress again
next year?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It will be neces-
sary for a bill to come, but, so far as the
authorization as to amount is concerned,
it would be the same as this year. If
there were no effort to change it in any
respect, it would not be a matter of ac-
tion. But it would be if any effort were
made—which has been done in this
case—to make a change in the existing
authorization; not merely by this amend-
ment, but by the proposed Mansfield
amendments and the fact that the re-
quest of the administration for appro-
priation was only $1,060 million.

Mr. HOLLAND. Assuming that the
Holland amendment is written into law
this year, there is nothing that will stop
the Congress next year from striking the
authorization of $975 million?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No; I do not see
that there is anything to stop it.

Mr. MORSE. Why, therefore, in the
opinion of the Senator from Arkansas, is
it desirable that the bill this year con-
tain a figure of $975 million as an au-
thorization?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. As I said a mo-
ment ago, having the figure after 1964
was an inadvertence on our part; and
was no need to reiterate the authoriza-
tion, because it is already in the law.
Since it was done, I was agreeing to take
the Senator’s amendment to conference.
So far as I can see, it does not do too
much harm. I am perfectly willing to
take it to conference.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I hope
the Senator will bear with me. This may
be clear to the Senator, but it may not be
clear to many people who are unfamiliar
with Senate procedure; and I believe
that for their sake I must be guilty of
some repetition. Even though the bill is
passed this year—assuming a hypotheti-
cal situation—containing either the
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$1,500 million on line 8 of the Mansfield
amendment, or the figure of $§975 million
in the Holland amendmert, as a substi-
tute therefor, the adoption of either fig-
ure does not in any way bind Congress
for fiscal 1965 and 1966 to authorize
either figure, depending on which figure
is adopted.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is my under-
standing.

Mr. MORSE. There is a desire on the
part of some of us to strike any figure
for 1965 and 1966; in other words, to
amend the existing act by striking what
is already in the act for 1965 and 1966,
because if Congress is not bound by it
anyway, we see no harm in taking it out,
and we see some advantage, because the
committee in its own report is urging the
administration to make a careful
review of the entire aid program; and we
would at least provide a psychological in-
centive to accomplish that end if we
took action this year to strike the lan-
guage which is already in the act repre-
senting an authorization for 1965 and
1966.

Does the Senator from Arkansas see
anything particularly wrong with that
proposal?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes; I do not be-
lieve it is realistic to assume, as the Sen-
ator does, that the program, though it
may be lacking in some virtues, is to be
ended. I know the Senator expressed
that view in committee. I do not agree
with him. Much as I would like to end
it, I do not believe it is realistic to expect
to end it altogether.

What I believe the committee did is
to take a new approach. We are propos-
ing a better way to reduce its scope, par-
ticularly with respect to the military pro-
visions of the bill.

I do not believe it is realistic to expect
this kind of activity to be ended com-
pletely. I hope that some method of ad-
ministration superior to what we now
have will be developed by the adminis-
tration, together with Congress. That
is as far as I can go at the moment. It
is my hope that we can find a better way
to discharge the function of trying to
maintain the integrity of the free world.
That is one of the major purposes, at
least, to help new countries develop as
independent countries, rather than to
become satellites of the Communist
world.

I am sure we shall be called upon to
do something. How much, I do not
know. The pending bill clearly reduces
the amount. That is about all I know
about it. If the Senator is suggesting
that we delete the amount for the next
fiscal years altogether, there again I do
not know that that would be disastrous,
but I would not support such a proposal.
If I am not mistaken, in 1961, when the
question was before the Senate, the Sen-
ator supported it, just as I did, to give
some continuity to the administration of
the aid program.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator is ab-
solutely correct. However, this is 1963,
and not 1961.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I agree.

Mr. MORSE. The conditions in 1963
are different than they were in 1961. We
were hopeful that there might be some
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improvement in the administration of
the program. I hold to the point of view
that there has not been, but, instead,
that it has worsened.

Perhaps on this particular guestion,
the difference between the Senator from
Arkansas and the Senator from Oregon
is perhaps a difference of definition, or
perhaps a matter of semantics. The
senior Senator from Oregon has never
taken the position that this program
should end. The position of the Sena-
tor from Oregon is that it should con-
tinue, but under an entirely different
program; that we should announce to
the world that we are ending it in its
present form, but that we are imme-
diately starting a new foreign aid pro-
gram, On the basis of terms and con-
ditions, reservations, and guidelines
mentioned in my amendment, it would
be a better foreign aid program.

There is merit in what the Senator
from Arkansas says; that, in a sense,
this is an ending and new beginning. I
also stress the fact that I propose to
start over. I do not propose the ending
of all foreign aid. Perhaps it should be
put this way: I propose to end the pro-
gram and immediately substitute for ita
new foreign aid program.

That perhaps represents the differ-
ence between us. Eliminating the au-
thorization for the Development Loan
Fund for 19656 and 1966 will make per-
fectly clear to the administration that
when they come before us with their au-
thorization requests next year, they will
have to come prepared to take into ac-
count the recommendations which the
Senator’s committee report makes to
the State Department. I believe that
puts us in a stronger position. I am not
sure from the parliamentary standpoint
that this can be done. I shall ask a
series of parliamentary questions of the
Chair after I obtain the floor in my own
right.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, it
seems to me that a specific benefit would
be accomplished by the adoption of the
amendment; namely, a reduction of $525
million for 1965 of the ceiling on the
appropriation for the Development Loan
Fund, and a similar reduction in the
ceiling of the authorization for 1966.
Is the Senator in accord with that?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator’s in-
terpretation is correct.

Mr. HOLLAND. It seems to the Sen-
ator from Florida that without any more
information before us, about all we can
do is to show by our vote that we do
not expect the program to be bigger,
or the Development Loan Fund to be en-
larged, in the 2 succeeding years, and
therefore we are not abandoning the po-
sition the Senate has repeatedly taken—
and I wish to call the particular atten-
tion of the Senator from Oregon to this
point—that we prefer the loan program
to the grant program.

The loan program is here because of
the Senate’'s demand that it be here.
The Senator from Florida, both in the
consideration of the authorization bills
and in the consideration of appropria-
tion bills, with respect to which he has
also had some responsibility, has given
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preferment to the Development Loan
Fund.

Therefore it seems to me that in the
circumstances we would not be justified
in taking as drastic action as that sug-
gested by the Senator from Oregon.

I am hopeful that the Senator from
Arkansas, in accepting the amendment,
will be followed by the Senate, for this
is the first and only opportunity we have
had to show that we want a substantial
reduction in the program and that we
are working toward ending of the pro-
gram at such reasonable time as the end
can be reached. This is an excellent
opportunity to show that intention by
the adoption of the amendment. I ap-
preciate the willingness of the Senator
from Arkansas to accept the amendment.

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

Mr. HOLLAND, Iyield.

Mr. GRUENING. I am much inter-
ested in what the Senator from Florida
has said, and heartily approve of it.
But I wish to raise a question which
will arise in the form of an amendment.
Does the Senator from Florida consider
that the so-called loans we are making
at three-quarters of 1 percent interest
with a 10-year grace period are really
loans? The change from grants to loans
was in response to the feeling of the
Senate that this money should not be
given away, but that those who receive
it should be asked to repay it. It seems
to me that to call money advanced un-
der those terms a loan is really a decep-
tion and a fraud upon the American
people, for it is not a loan at all. It is
obvious that our Government must bor-
row money from the American people at
higher rates of interest, and that we are
actually making a grant when we make
a so-called loan, as well as a loan.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thoroughly agree
with the Senator from Alaska. The
terms of the loans, in many instances,
have been much too liberal. This is not
fair to the taxpaying public. Unfortu-
nately, we cannot hit that part of the
program at this point; but, as I have
already said, we now have a golden op-
portunity to say that we want the pro-
gram reduced substantially and brought
to an end as quickly as possible.

Mr. GRUENING. I was somewhat
distressed when the President apparently
indicated that he was opposed to the
half billion dollar cut made in the House.
In some remarks I made on the floor last
Tuesday, I showed, country by country,
how I believe the aid program could be
improved by stopping aid to certain
counfries which either no longer need it,
or should not have it for other valid
reasons, We are continuing aid to
countries like Japan, West Germany,
and France which are prospering and
no longer need it. Our aid to those
countries should be stopped. Aid to
other countries, such as Israel, Greece,

and Lebanon, is practically finished for
the same reasons. We should cease our
aid to a country like Taiwan. We have
already poured over §3 billion into that
little island. It should be self-sufficient
by now. I think it is time for aid to
such countries to be brought to an end.
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Countries, like Egypt, which are en-
gaged in aggression or Indonesia which
threatens war on Malaysia should have
their aid stopped until we make sure the
money is not being used for military
ventures but for the purposes intended—
namely, to build up the economy and
help their people.

If we were to consider the situation
country by country, we could decide in
which countries the program should con-
tinue or be discontinued. By this ap-
proach we could make a substantial cut
in the total amount, and not only not
impair the program but improve it. We
could decide whether this country, that
country, or the other country should or
should not have more money right now.

In my opinion, that is the way to ap-
proach the situation, rather than by a
blanket, meat-ax cut of a certain
amount, which might be too much or
might not be enough. That is the way
we should focus attention on the bill.
That is what we should do in this de-
bate. To cut substantial sums without
specifying where and why is not desir-
able. While I consider there was ample
justification for the House cut, I would
prefer a country-by -country or project-
by-project approach. Then the admin-
istrators of the program would have the
kind of guidance they should have but
have never had in the past from the
Congress, which has the constitutional
responsibility for authorizing expendi-
tures and appropriating for them.

Mr. HOLLAND. I am thoroughly in
sympathy with the suggestion of the Sen-
ator from Alaska. I have no objection
to making such an approach. I regard
this as our first opportunity to make a
substantial reduction in the foreign aid
program and to bring it to an end as
quickly as possible.

Mr. GRUENING. I heartily agree.

Mr. HOLLAND. I hope that my pro-
posal will meet with the approval of the
Senate, so that we may give a clear in-
dication to the people of our intention
to reduce the foreign aid program.

Mr. GRUENING. It will be a bit of
encouraging news and it will improve the
program.

Mr. HOLLAND. It certainly should
cause widespread encouragement over
the country.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. MILLER. Do I correctly under-
stand that the amount in the bill passed
by the House was $900 million?

Mr. HOLLAND. I am not familiar
with the amount stated in the House
bill. The authorized amount for this
year, 1964, with which we are now deal-
ing, was $1,500 million. The request of
the Budget—as approved by the commit-
tee—the request of the administration—
was $1,060 million. The amendment of-
fered by the leadership on both sides
of the aisle and by the senior members of
the Committee on Foreign Relations
from both sides of the aisle would reduce
that amount to $9756 million. By my
amendment, I call attention to the fact
that we now have an opportunity to cut
equally the authorizations which are al-
ready law for 1965 and 1966. I think it

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

is our duty to do it. I am sure we are not
interested solely in the appropriation to
be made this year, but that we are think-
ing in terms of reduction and of the
elimination, finally, of the program.

Mr. MILLER. I thoroughly agree with
that approach; but my question is: If
the House saw fit to reduce the amount
to $900 million—I understand from the
Senator from Arkansas that that is what
happened—what justification is there for
increasing the amount to $975 million?
Why not make it $900 million, just as
the House did, so that the conference
committee would have one less item with
which to concern itself?

Mr. HOLLAND. My answer is that if
the Senator from Iowa feels that way,
he should offer an amendment to the
appropriation authorized for this year,
which, under the amendment of the lead-
ership, would be fixed at $975 million.
The proposals I am offering would be in
conference. I feel quite certain that the
conference would return with a single
answer, rather than to have the authori-
zation for this year differ from the au-
thorizations for 19656 and 1966. The
House has not had an opportunity to
consider the authorizations for 1965 and
1966 in connection with this bill.

Mr. MILLER. I appreciate the Sena-
tor's suggestion, but has he any sug-
gestion as to why the amount should be
$975 million in the authorization bill,
rather than the $900 million in the bill
passed by the House?

Mr. HOLLAND. The reason why I
have selected the figure $976 million is
that it is in the amendment proposed by
the leadership on both sides of the aisle
and by the two ranking members of the
committee who dealt with this question,
and who know much more about the sit-
uation than does the Senator from Flor-
ida, and perhaps more than most Sena-
tors can know about it. It seems to me,
without having a greater knowledge of
the situation, that we would be on firmer
ground if we placed the authorization
for the 2 succeeding years at some ceil-
ing that had been fixed by the group of
distinguished Senators who have offered
the amendment for this year, which pro-
vides for $975 million. The Senator from
Florida knows perfectly well that Con-
gress has never appropriated an amount
up to the ceiling authorized. Authoriza-
tion bills have been consistently lower
than was the blanket authorization for
1961, and appropriation bills have been
consistently lower than that. We are
not talking now about the amount that
will actually be appropriated. I am sim-
ply trying to offer an amendment to
bring the authorization into conformity
with what is recommended by the group
of distinguished Senators as what should
be authorized for this year.

Mr. MILLER. I am strongly in agree-
ment with that approach. I propose to
support the amendment.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator
from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER. If the amount were the
same as the amount the House sent to
the Senate, I would feel a little more
comfortable about it, unless perhaps the
Senator from Arkansas might enlighten
the Senate as to the justification for the
extra $75 million.

November 4

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from
Iowa is talking about the authorization
for 1964. My amendment relates to the
authorizations for the 2 succeeding years.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This amount is
the amount that was actually appropri-
ated for this year, 1963, by the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of both Houses.
That is the reason.

Mr. MILLER. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Florida yield further, so
that I may ask another question?

Mr. HOLLAND. Iam glad fo yield.

Mr. MILLER. The response of the
Senator from Arkansas is that the ap-
propriation for this year was $975 mil-
lion. However, I invite attention to the
fact that the House, notwithstanding
the fact that the appropriation was $975
million, saw fit to reduce the authoriza-
tion to $900 million. So the Senator
from Iowa is still intrigued by the jus-
tification the Senate has now found to
increase the House amount in the au-
thorization bill from $900 fto $975
million.

Mr. HOLLAND. I wish I could re-
spond to the distinguished Senator from
Iowa; but not having sat in the com-
mittee, I do not know what the reason
was. I do know that, so far as I am
concerned, my amendment does not re-
late to the authorization for this year
at all. I take it that amendments pos-
sibly will be offered to other parts of the
amendment offered by the group of dis-
tinguished Senators. I have merely
tried to reduce the authorization for the
2 succeeding years by $1,0560 million,
which I think is a worthwhile objective
toward which all of us should try to
work.

Mr. MILLER. Again, I pledge to sup-
port the Holland amendment. However,
I hope that perhaps the collogquy that
has taken place might develop whether
the Holland amendment may be im-
proved a little by reducing the amount
to $900 million, which is the amount pro-
vided by the House in the bill sent to the
Senate.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from
Iowa can accomplish what he suggests
in another way, because my amendment
relates only to 1965 and 1966.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senat.or from Florida yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. I have an amend-
ment that I shall propose today or to-
morrow, if I have the opportunity to do
s0, to reduce the amount in the so-called
Mansfield amendments from $975 million
to $900 million. As I understand, for
next year the amount of authority
would be reduced from $1,500 million to
$975 million, and there will be ample time
to reduce it from $975 million to perhaps
less than $900 million.

Mr. HOLLAND. If experience indi-
cates anything, there will be ample en-
ergy and ambition to move in that direc-
tion.

Mr. ELLENDER. I thank the Sena-
tor from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator
from Louisiana for his comment.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I think
it very important that we take a few
minutes at this time to try to clarify the
parliamentary situation which confronts
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us as regards the parliamentary effects
of the Mansfield amendments and the
parliamentary effects of the Holland
amendment. Many of us want to amend
the money provisions of the bill as well as
many particulars of its policy. But we
are concerned and are not foo clear about
our parliamentary rights in regard to
money item amendments.

The Senator from Louisiana has
spoken about an amendment which he
will propose, and I wish to make cer-
tain that he will be in a parliamentary
position in which he can propose it.

I have an amendment, which I have
not yet submitted in final form, which
would amend the text on page 1, in lines
7 to 9 of the Mansfield amendments, by
striking out “$975,000,000 for the fiscal
year 1964 and $1,500,000,000 for each of
the next two succeeding fiscal years,”
and by inserting in lieu thereof “$900,-
000,000 for the fiscal year 1964.” That
would mean that we would automatically
drop any reference in the bill to 1965 and
1966, and we would accept the House
figure for 1964; namely, $900 million.

I should like to add a further amend-
ment: On page 2 of the Mansfield
amendments, strike out lines 10 and 11,
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

On pages 40, line 10, strike out $175,000,000
and insert in lleu thereof $150,000,000.

That would take us back, as regards
the contingency fund, to $150 million.
If parliamentarily possible, we would
desire to handle those two matters to-
gether, although we could separate them,
and could deal with an amendment to
the contingency fund separately from
the Mansfield amendments—and per-
haps we should, and then we could deal
separately with an amendment of $900
million for Development Loan Fund;
$900 million is the figure voted by the
House,

These amendments then would leave
the Alliance for Progress program as it
now is in the Mansfield amendments.

The economic aid program to the Alli-
ance for Progress program is very impor-
tant. I would be willing to raise it
beyond what is proposed in the Mansfield
amendments. If any further saving is
made in Latin American military aid it
should be added to the Alliance for Prog-
ress economic aid program. That would
be welcomed, I believe, by all our friends
in Latin America among the heads of
state of democratic governments.

Mr. President, my first parliamentary
inquiry is as follows: Are we in a posi-
tion to seek to amend the Manfield
amendments by changing the figure $975
million, in line 7, to $800 million; or are
we now in a parliamentary position—
with the Holland amendment pending—
in which we cannot act on the Mansfield
amendments until first we act on the
Holland amendment; and if we act first
on the Holland amendment and if the
figure $975 million, which is called for by
the Holland amendment, prevails, then
will we be foreclosed from amending it
to $900 million, particularly if—as are
the custom and practice here—a motion
to reconsider and a motion to lay on the
table are agreed to?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Holland amendment is agreed to, the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

figure $975 million would be agreed to in
line 8; and the Parliamentarian informs
the Chair that once the Holland amend-
ment is agreed to, insofar as line 8 is con~
cerned, thus changing the amount to
$975 million, line 7 of the Mansfield
amendments would still be open fo
amendment.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Chair mean to
state that the Mansfield amendments
would still be open to amendment in
line 7, even though the Holland amend-
ment calling for $975 million had been
agreed to, insofar as line 8 is concerned?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
in accordance with the understanding of
the Chair.

Mr. MORSE. Assuming that in line
7, the figure $975 is changed to the fig-
ure $900 million, as called for by the bill
as passed by the House, would we then
be in a position in which we could not
subsequently change the $975 million fig-
ure in line 87

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct; the $975 million figure in line 8
would then be frozen in, and—assuming
adoption of the Mansfield amendments—
could not be amended further.

Mr. MORSE. That was my under-
standing, and that is why I wish to make
it a matter of record, and to point out
again to the Senate that although some
do not like my use of the phrase
“powerhouse amendments,” it is a rather
apt description of the Mansfield amend-
ments.

Before acting on it, any amendments
to it, we must be perfectly certain that
there is no way at all for us to reach
some meeting of the minds in regard to
this bill, for I have no intention of agree-
ing to the taking of a vote on the Hol-
land amendment at this hour until there
has been ample cloakroom discussion in
regard to the parliamentary effect of the
Holland amendment as regards other
changes we wish to make later, when the
Senate may reach the conclusion that
other changes should be made.

It is a difficult position to oceupy, and
yet it is important that it be occupied,
and I occupy it not alone. We want
Senators to realize the limitations that
have been placed upon their freedom of
parliamentary action in the Senate by
the introduction of the Mansfield amend-
ments. We think there should be a good
many money changes in the bill. I shall
ask some parliamentary questions on that
point in a moment. We have some ave-
nues open that will make that possible,
But my own judgment is that days of
time would be saved if the Mansfield
amendments were withdrawn, if we
cleared the decks, and if we started on
the bill item by item, section by section,
rather than to have a cut by way of a
general money cut on the Mansfield
amendments, which create serious
parliamentary hurdles for those of us
who think that the bill should be cut
much more than the Mansfield amend-
ments would cut it.

Mr. President, I should like to ask the
following questions: If the Holland
amendment were adopted, parliamen-
tarily it would not affect in any way the
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};ﬁm of $975 million on line 7. Is that

e?

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
rue.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, if the
Holland amendment were adopted, and
the amount of $975 million were written
into line 8 in replacement of the amount
of $1,600 million, could those of us who
think that the bill should be changed
further offer a complete substitute
for section (b) of the Mansfield
amendments?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would
be in order provided a substantial change
were made in the paragraph.

Mr. MORSE. I shall come to that
point in a moment. Assuming that a very
substantial change would be made in the
paragraph, would we then be in a posi-
tion in which we could modify the
amount of $9756 million in the Holland
amendment, even though the Holland
amendment were agreed to?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Parliamentarian states that such action
would be in order.

Mr. MORSE. Now we come to what a
substantial change would be. If we of-
fered an amendment to paragraph (b)
which would read:

Section 202 of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961, as amended, is amended by striking
out “for each of the next four succeeding
years,” and inserting “for each of the next
two years,”

Would that be a substantial change?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair feels that reducing the period of
time from 4 to 2 years would be a sub-
stantial change.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, before
we might offer such a substitute for
paragraph (b), we would be in a parli-
amentary position, even though the Hol-
land amendment were adopted, to offer,
for example, the amendment that many
of us propose to offer on the contingency
fund, leaving it at the figure of $150 mil-
lion? The adoption of the Holland
amendment would in no conceivable way
affect our parliamentary right to amend
the contingency fund?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Agree-
ing to the Holland amendment would not
affect any other part of the bill.

Mr, MORSE. Likewise we could pro-
pose to cut further into the military aid
figures of the Mansfield amendments.

Mr. President, I should like the lead-
ership of the Senate to give considera-
tion to a withdrawal of the Mansfield
amendment for the time being so that
we will not have to do all the parlia-
mentary manipulating and maneuvering
in strategic action that would be called
for as long as the Mansfield amend-
ments are before the Senate, so that
those of us who wish to change the bill
in respect to various provisions can go
ahead and see how much we can change.
Then they can decide whether or not
they wish to offer or reoffer the amend-
ment.

We know our reasons in making that
proposal. I do not believe it would come
to pass, but let us hypothetically assume
that we are beaten on most or all of our
amendments. Then the proponents of
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the bill might decide that they do not
want to cut the bill at all, not reoffer
the Mansfield amendments, and let the
committee bill stand as it is.

We are perfectly willing to run that
risk. But what we feel sad about is that
we have been placed in this parliamen-
tary position in which we have to con-
sume a great deal of time in conference
and prevent votes from occurring here
in the Senate until we can see the end
of the trail parliamentarywise.

So far as we are concerned, all the
Mansfield amendments have done is to
slow us up. We are cautious men, and
we shall be exceedingly cautious, for no
matter who disagrees with us, we believe
we are putting up a fight here in the
Senate on a gquestion so vital to the wel-
fare of the American taxpayer and so
important to the welfare of our country
foreign policywise, that we are going to
take all the slings and arrows that may
be directed at us until we are satisfied
that we can say to our constituents that
we did all we could. We at least tried
not to go to sleep by swallowing any
parliamentary pills that the leadership
may have stuffed into us.

I only make the plea. I cannot bring
about a withdrawal of the Mansfleld
amendments unless the proponents wish
to withdraw them. My parliamentary
question is as follows: There is nothing
that prevents the proponents of the
Mansfield amendments from withdraw-
ing the amendments, is there?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
is nothing that would prevent the Mans-
field amendments being postponed tem-
porarily or withdrawn.

Mr. MORSE. When the Chair states
“postponed temporarily,” such action
would not clear the floor of the Senate
for other amendments?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments can be withdrawn at the
request of the proponents. The Senator
from Montana [Mr. MansrFIELD] might
make the request.

Mr. MORSE. The amendments could
be reoffered at any time the proponents
of the amendment wished to reoffer
them?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. MORSE. Of course, if they were
withdrawn, the Senator from Florida
could nevertheless offer his amendment
as a separate amendment to the bill.

He could not very well offer it to a
withdrawn amendment. But I would
assume—I do not know—that if the
Mansfield amendments were withdrawn,
the Senator from Florida would probably
give consideration to postponing any
further consideration of his amendment
at this time. He would have to change
its form, in any event, if the Mansfield
amendment were withdrawn.

I have raised all the parliamentary in-
quiries that I care to raise at this time,
so there can be some consultation on
the suggestions that I am making in be-
half of those who are opposed fo the bill
in ifs present form.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

I suggest the absence of a quorum,

and request that it be live.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

[No. 203 Leg.]
Aiken Hart Mundt
Allott Hartke Muskie
Anderson Hayden Nelson
Bartlett Hickenlooper Neuberger
Bayh Hill Pearson
Bible Holland Pell
Boggs Hruska Prouty
Brewster Humphrey Proxmire
Burdick Inouye Randolph
Byrd, Va. Johnston Robertson
Byrd, W. Va. Jordan, N.C Russell
Cannon EKeating Saltonstall
Carlson EKuchel Scott
Case Lausche Simpson
Church Long, La. Smathers
Clark Magnuson Smith
Curtis Mansfield =)
Dirksen MecCarth Stennis
Dodd MeClellan Talmadge
Dominick MeGovern Thurmond
Douglas MclIntyre Tower
Ellender Metcalf Walters
Ervin Miller Williams, N.J.
Fong onroney Williams, Del.
Fulbright Morse Yarborough
Gore Morton Young, N. Dak,
Gruening Moss Young, Ohlo

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EasT-
LAND], the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr,
Epmonpson], the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. Jackson], the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KeNNEDY], the Sena-
tor from Missouri [Mr. Loxc], the Sena-
tor from Wyoming [Mr. McGeel, the
Senator from Michigan [Mr. McNAMARAT,
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Pastorel, the Senator from Connecti-
cut [Mr. Risrcorr]l, and the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Symrveron] are ab-
sent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
California [Mr. EncLE] is absent due to
illness.

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BeatLl, the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr, Cooprerl,
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Corronl, the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
GorLopwaTer], the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. Jorpan], and the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. MecHEM] are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT]
and the Senator from New York [Mr.
Javirs] are absent on official business.

The PRESIDING  OFFICER (Mr.
Baxn in the chair). A quorum is present.

Mr,. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, what is
the pending question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is the amendment of
the Senator from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND]
to the amendments offered by the Sena-
tor from Montana [Mr. MaxsrFiELD], for
himself and other Senators, to the com-
mittee amendment.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr; DIRKSEN. Is it in order to ask
for the yeas and nays on the so-called
Mansfield amendments?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It
would be in order.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, have
the yeas and nays already been ordered?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. No; they
have not been ordered.
AMENDMENT NO. 206
FOREIGN AID BUILDS INDUSTRIES ABROAD TO COM-
PETE Wl'l"ﬂ U.S5. INDUSTRIES

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, one
of the greater follies committed under
the foreign economic assistance program
has been the practice of using U.8. dol-
lars to establish or expand industries
at;rcra.d which compete with U.8. indus-
tries.

Since 1945 we have spent $1,735,685,-
782 building up steel producing capacities
in such countries as Japan, Turkey,
France, India, Korea, Liberia, Peru, and
Yugoslavia. Today our own steel mills
are operating well under their capacities.

‘We have spent abroad, since 1955, $14,-
507,024 to build up foreign fishery re-
sources, while our own fishing resources
at home have been sorely neglected and
are floundering.

We have given or loaned millions to
establish and expand textile mills in
many foreign countries while our own
textile mills are in ever more serious
trouble because they cannot compete on
an equal footing with the more modern
textile mills abroad.

Paper mills, rubber plants, chemical
plants, and aluminum plants could also
be cited as examples of instances in
which AID dollars have been used to
build facilities abroad to compete with
U.S. industries either in the United
States or in foreign markets.

I send to the desk and ask that it be
printed and lie on the table, an amend-
ment to H.R. 7885, the bill to amend fur-
ther the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,
s0 as to lessen competition to the United
States from foreign businesses founded
with U.S. AID funds.

I ask unanimous consent that this pro-
posed amendment be printed at this
point in my remarks.

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

The amendment (No. 296) proposed
to be offered by Mr. GRUENING is as
follows:

On page b1, between lines 13 and 14, in-
sert the following:

“(f) No assistance shall be furnished un-
der this Act for the construction or opera-
tion of any productive enterprise in any
country unless the President determines that
similar productive enterprises within the
United States are operating at a substan-
tial portion of their capacity and that such
assistance will not result in depriving such
United States enterprises of their reasonable
share of world markets. The President shall
keep the Forelgn Relations Committee and
the Appropriations Committee of the Senate
and the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives fully and currently informed of assist-
ance furnished under this Act for the con-
struction or operation of productive enter-
prises in all countries, Including specifically
the numbers of such enterprises, the types of
such enterprises, and the locations of such
enterprises.”

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, this
provision is identical with the provision




1963

dealing with this same subject appearing
in the House-passed bill.

The Forelgn Assistance Act of 1961 al-
ready has a provision aimed at cutting
down competition with U.S. industries
through loans abroad. I ask unanimous
consent that section 620(d) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 be printed
in the Recorp at this point in my
remarks.

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

(d) No assistance shall be furnished under
section 201 of this Act for construction or op-
eration of any productive enterprise in any
country where such enterprise will compete
with United States enterprise unless such
country has agreed that it will establish ap-
propriate procedures to prevent the exporta-
tion for use or consumption in the United
States of more than 20 per centum of the an-
nual production of such facility during the
life of the loan. In case of failure to imple-
ment such agreement by the other contract-
ing party, the President is authorized to es-
tablish necessary import controls to effectu-
ate the agreement. The restrictions imposed
by or pursuant to this subsection may be
walved by the President where he determines
that such walver is in the national securlty
interest.

Mr. GRUENING. Even a cursory
reading of this provision indicates that
it is severely limited—more limited than
it should be to protect adequately U.S.
business. As I shall demonstrate shortly,
many industries in the United States
have lost their foreign markets to a con-
siderable extent.

It should be noted that the provision
on this subject in the present law—sec-
tion 620(d)—is limited to development
loans.

It has been further limited by the in-
terpretation of its provisions by the
Agency for International Development.
I ask unanimous consent that Order No.
MO-1016.1 of the Agency for Interna-
tional Development Manual entitled
“Impact of Aid on the U.S. Economy—
Competition With U.S. Enterprise,” ef-
fective August 1, 1962, be printed in full
at the conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. GRUENING. This is a truly re-
markable document.

It is an attempt to give to the con-
gressional directive contained in section
620(d) of the Foreign Assistance Act the
narrowest possible interpretation.

In the first place, Mr. President, there
is a curious shifting of the burden of
proving that the granting of the loan
will lead to competition with U.8. busi-
ness. Thus paragraph II-A of this order
provides as follows:

A, Likellhood of competition: Section 620
(d) will apply in those cases where there is
substantial evidence that competition in
the U.S. market will take place during the
life of the loan. It should not be considered
applicable in those cases where there is only
a possibility that such competition will oc-
cur or where there is no reasonable expecta-
tion that competition will develop prior to
repayment of the loan.
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Under this paragraph, Mr. President,
note that it must be proven by “substan-
tial evidence that competition in the U.S.
market will take place.” However, if
there is a possibility that such compe-
tition will occur, the loan may still be
granted. Apparently it must be proven
by the strongest evidence that there will
be competition. In these enterprises—
such as steel mills, for example—why
should there not be the requirement that
it must be proven by substantial evidence
that there will not be competition with
U.8. industries?

But this strange order weakens the
congressional directive contained in sec-
tion 620(d) even still further.

Paragraph II-B provides:

B. U.S. market: The restrictive provision
applies only with respect to direct competi-
tion in the U.S. market. It is not designed
to limit exports for use or consumption out-
side the United States even though such
exports would compete with U.S. enterprises
in foreign markets.

Observe, Mr. President, the only con-
sideration is the market for the particu-
lar product in the United States. The
paragraph specifically decrees that ex-
ports outside the United States are not
to be considered even though such ex-
ports would compete with U.S. enter-
prises in foreign markets.

The proverbial man from Mars, Mr.
President, would have great difficulty un-
derstanding our actions during the past
10 years. He would have seen the United
States of America, a great export nation,
deliberately using its funds to establish
abroad, steel mills to compete abroad
with our steel mills, paper mills to com-
pete abroad with our paper mills, textile
mills to compete with our textile mills,
and so on and on and on.

At the same time the man from Mars
would have heard the AID administra-
tors proudly proclaim that 80 percent of
the AID dollars are spent in the United
States. Of course they are now. That
was not so a few years back.

But even so, Mr. President, should not
the AID administrators in the past have
considered the end result years from
then when the steel mills built with AID
funds ecould compete abroad for steel or-
ders against our own steel producers?
And with our steel mills operating well
below capacity they are, in addition,
forced to compete with steel produced in
modern plants erected with AID funds.

In the past 5 years the Export-Import
Bank has loaned for steel mill construc-
tion and expansion of facilities the sum
of $327.8 million—all U.S. dollars.

In the past 5 years the World Bank has
loaned for steel mill construction and ex-
pansion the sum of $380.3 million, a good
portion in U.S. dollars.

In the years between 1954 and 1962
AID and its predecessors have granted
and loaned the sum of $249.3 million for
steel mill construction and expansion of
facilities.

These three agencies alone account for
loans and grants to erect and expand
steelmaking facilities abroad of $957.4
million.
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I ask unanimous consent that tables
showing these loans for steelmaking be
printed at the conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, the
gentleman from Texas, Representative
Boer Casey, has obtained from the
Library of Congress a listing of loans
and grants to steel industries abroad, to
pulp and paper plants abroad, to petro-
leum and related facilities abroad, to
chemical plants abroad, to aluminum
plants abroad, to plastic plants abroad,
and to rubber plants abroad. He is
greatly to be commended for obtaining
such a list. It is admittedly an incom-
plete list since the Library of Congress
forwarded it to him with this caveat:

The enumeration of total forelgn aid to
specific industries can be undertaken with
only limited success. * * * The Agency itself
does not compile aid figures according to in-
dustry or by name.

According to that chart, in the years
from 1945 to 1963 the United States has
given or loaned for steel mills the total
sum of at least $1,735,685,782.

Is it any wonder, Mr. President, that
now—but a few years later—our steel in-
dustry is operating at less than capacity,
that our textile industry is in difficulty,
and so on?

Add this, Mr. President, to the facts
disclosed to the Senate by the distin-
guished senior Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DoucLas] on July 15, 1963, when he
disclosed the shocking dual rate system
under which imports into the United
States pay lower ocean freight rates than
must be paid to export the very same
item from the United States.

The wonder, Mr. President, is that our
balance-of-payments problems is not
worse than it is.

No, we cannot be complacent about the
fact that 80 percent of the AID dollar
is spent in the United States when it is
being spent to build up industries abroad
which will compete on advantageous
terms with U.S. industry in the years
ahead.

It is time that we stopped using tax
dollars from U.S. industry to build up
competition with that very same indus-
try abroad.

But, Mr. President, let us continue to
study the amazing AID document issued
to implement the congressional directive
contained in section 620(d) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961.

Paragraph III states that the direc-
tive is limited to development loans and
only development loans for productive
enterprises. It does not apply to com-
modity import loans, loans to develop-
ment banks, technical assistance loans,
stabilization loans or program loans
where the loan cannot be clearly identi-
fled as aiding a productive enterprise
which will compete in the U.S. market.
The paragraph does make a concession
for loans to development banks or pro-
gram loans by saying it is applicable only
where it is known that the loan will
be used to assist enterprises which will
compete in the U.S. market.
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Note here, Mr. President, where the
burden of proof is placed. It must be
known that the industry aided by the
loan will compete with U.S. business in
the United States to have section 620(d)
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961
apply. But even if there is a possibility
that the industry aided will compete with
the United States in the United States
that possibility may be disregarded.

Mr. President, it is time we went to the
aid of the U.S. businessman.

We must do away with the warped
thinking which seems to have all too
many officials in its sway—the warped
thinking that what helps business abroad
of necessity helps business in the
United States.” That just is not so.

Therefore, T hope that my amend-
ment—which is exactly the same as ap-
pears in the House-passed bill—will be
adopted.

ExHIBIT 1

ImpPacTt OF AID oN THE U.S. EcoNoMY—
CoMPETITION WITH U.S. ENTERPRISE

I. LEGISLATION

Sectlon 620(d) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 prohibits loans to productive
enterprises which will compete with US.
enterprises in the U.S. market unless the
country agrées to limit the enterprise’s ex-
ports to the United States to 20 percent of
the annual production of the facility for the
life of the loan. This prohibition may be
waived by the President where it is in the
national security interest to do so.

II, GUIDANCE
All development loan proposals should be
reviewed to determine whether the provisions
of 620(d) are applicable, In loan
proposals for this purpose AID will be gulded
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B. U.8, market: The restrictive provision
applies only with respect to direct competi-
tion In the U.S, market. It is not designed
to 1imit exports for use or consumption out-
slde the United States even though such ex-
ports would compete with U.S. enterprises
in foreign markets.

C. Nature of loan: The application of the

provision is limited to assistance provided in
the form of development loans rather than
to all economic assistance under part I of the
act. It isfurther limited to loans for the op-
eration or construction of productive enter-
prises. It will not apply to commodity im-
port loans, loans to development banks,
technical assistance loans, stabilization loans
or program loans where the loan cannot be
clearly identified as aiding a productive en-
terprise which will compete in the U.S. mar-
ket. In the case of most loans of this type
it will be practically impossible to determine
what particular enterprise will benefit. In
the case of loans to development banks or a
program loan where it is known that the loan
will be used to assist enterprises which will
compete in the U.S. market, section 620(d)
may be applicable. Determination as to the
applicability of section 620(d) will need to be
made on the basis of the facts in each such
case.

In the event a positive finding is made that
an alded enterprise will compete with U.B.
enterprise, an agreement to establish proce-
dures to prevent exportation for use or con-
sumption in the U.S. market of more than
20 percent of the annual production of the
alded enterprise during the life of the loan
must be reached., This agreement may be
incorporated in the loan agreement or take
the form of a separate agreement. The Pres-
ident is authorized to impose import con-
trols necessary to effectuate the objective of
section 620(d) if the agreement is not
reached or implemented.

Section 620(d) expressly authorizes the
Fresident to waive the restrictions of that
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development grants, technical tion,
and procurement outside the United States
on the U.S, economy, “with special reference
to areas of substantial labor surplus.”

ExHEimsIT 2
World Bank loans for steel mills
[In millions of dollars]
Colombia, South Amerfca___________ 30.0
AUBTTRIS o e e e e g e S 13. 4
Belgium 121
Italy. il 1.9
WUGOMIATIA e e e o e e il B.7

India (four loans) :

g
8838
oo

Q
B
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1

1
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1

|
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1

1

]
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1

1

]

i

)

1

]
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1

]
o
s
-3

p30SRBc8x08a
8833328838k

Total oo 157. 52
Total loans made for steel
mills by World Bank...._.._ 380.32

Lineg of credit extended by Ezport-Import
Bank for steel mill construction and ez-
pansion of facilities—1958 to 1963, in-
clusive

[In millions of dollars]

by the following principles: section where he determines such waiver 18 Japan, 7 credits 84.8
A. Likelihood of competition: Section 620 in the national security interest. Authority Philippines, 1 credit. oo _______ 62.3
(d) wﬂl apply in those cases where there I8 to grant such waivers is expressly reserved Turkey, 1 credit. 15.0
substantial evidence that competition in the to the President under the terms of Execu- France, 4 credits 6.4
g:.s-lmarke;twgl 3? pm du:;g the life ﬁf tive Order No. 10973 of November 8, 1961. gta-ly. 44 mﬁg{? 83.9
e loan. should no considered appl- pain, 4 credits. 80.8
cable in those cases where there is only a TL, V.6, AREAS, OF, SUBSTANTIAL LAPOR SURFLVS Argentina, 3 credits. o .. 10.4
possibility that such competition will occur Sections 201a, 211a, and 604a of the 1961 (nhile, 1 credit g8
ur whm there is no reasonable expectation Foreign Assistance Act require the President Mexico, 1 credit 16.9
eanﬁutlon will develop prior to repay- to take into account possible adverse effects Maliiad
ment of of the use of the Development Loan Fund, Total, 26 credits_L il . i:lil 327.8
AID or predecessor agency obligations for iran and steel projects by counlry and project, fiscal years 195462
[In thousands of dollars]
Fiscal year AID or Fiscal AID or
, country, and [ redecessor Region, country, and t gﬁ'

Reglon Ty, project bligated Sredecomor: ¥, and projec bliga ""d"%’a’ﬁ'{u
Total, all regions 240,333 || Far East 2,623
Europe. 116, 060 China, Republic of. . -5 (7]
7,660 Steel tube mill, Ya Tung Ente Tne..... 1085 t0 1956 466
. Altos Bomos de Viscays cold. rolling mill....| 1054 and 1956 | 60 Tang g rovercs. it =

4 OTD0S e 8 ek
Emgpresa blast i 1054 , 100 Korea. 2,728
Yugoslavia. 8, 500 Wire Rope Manufacturing Co. ..o oo 1066 122
Y YT s ——— 1956 11
Sisak Ironworks (development loan)......-..| 1061 8, 500 Pusan Ironworks. 1955 1,005
. European Coal and Steel O y 100,000 || Near East and south Asia... 130, 350
' @ontribution to capitalization (loan) 2......... 1064 100, 000 India. : 750
Bokaro Steel Plant_ . 1962 750
Turkey. 129, 600
Steel mill (Eregh) (development Joan)........| 1089 and 1061 129, 600

2 Data on development loans are loan authorisations,

® Data on proportion for steel only not avallable,
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Economic developmeni projects from U.S.-owned foreign currencies,! July 1, 1954, to June 30, 1962
[In thousands of dollar equivalents]
Source of | Fiscal AID or : Sourceof | Fiscalyear | AID or
fund [/ and fund
Country and project s ohﬂgam. m ountry project 5 obl.lsnm' mamm

Total. .. 15, 686 || Braszil 6, 831

Austria. .. 8,154 Minas Gerais steel plant. . _....... 480 1961 6,831

Steel mill___ 480 1957 1,846 || India. 01
Steel mill and tool manufacture_ . ___ | 480 1958 846

Steel and malleable foundry_.________ 480 1958 577 Bokaro steel plant_ ..o 402 1062 91
Fabricated structural steel . _.________ 480 1057 386

Yugoslavia 5,610

Iron works, Niksic. .ocoveeenocaaacaad] 480 1958 5, 610

m]:rnsents the use of U.8.-owned fore!
agri

eurrencies derlved from sales of surplus

ural commodities under sec. 402 and title I, Publlc Law 480. Data on Public

AID or predecessor agency commitments for aid to iron and steel industry, summary by counlry and fiscal year of supporting tables II to
1V, July 1, 1948, to June 30, 1962
[In millions of dollars or dollar equivalents]

Law 480 loans to anan are not in sufficient detail to differentiate any loans benefiting

the steel ind

Total Fiscal yoar
Region and country - h
nne
1962 | 1949 1950 1951 1052 1054 1955 1956 1057 1958 1959 1961 1962
Grand total. 472.5 | 120.8 7.6 5.2 0.9 | 107.0 2.4 0.8 1.9 7.0 12.3 | 132.6 0.9
Europe 832.8 | 120.8 | 716 5.2 .9 | 1070 .6 1.7 7.0 8.5
Austria 28.2| 187 6.4 1,7] 1.4
8.3 5.5 2,9
- 75.5 70.0 1.3 41 e =
[taly. 54.8 7.6 | 46.1 1
Netherlands. 14.9 14.9
Portugal .8 8
8 8.4 9 7.0 .6
U‘mhd ?" d 27.2 2.2
141 156 8.5
Eu.mmn Coal and Steel Commundty ..o ccooooo.| 2100.0 - 100. 0
Far East. 2.9 2.4 2
China, Republoof o oot s e i 7 .4 ®
O e e et ity = o e 2.2 2.0 .2
Near East and south Asia. 130.5 123 117.3 .9
India .9 i
Turkey. 120.6 JEE RIS ELA ) A—
Latin America—Brazil 6.8 6.8
1 Represents the use of U.B. d - 2 Data on pro for steel only not avallable,
tural commodt mmdummamﬂmuw«g mri‘%am‘ Pt  Less than
equivalent of $100,000 in fiscal year 1962; all other data are dol

Norte.—There were no commitments in fiscal year 1053 and fiscal year 1960,

European iron and steel projects financed in part by the United States under the European recovery program, by country and project,

Jiscal years 1949-51 1
[Tn thousands of dollars]
Project ECA Project EQA
Country and project Spmﬂ dollar Country and project ap) dollar
obligations obligations
Total, all countries. 207,565 || Italy 54,760
Austria 25,119 FINSIDKR Aug. 18,1040 32, 390
T, Turin and Aug. 4,1949 7,408
VOEBT (Vereinigte Oesterreichisch Eisen-und Au!iateriae Fm‘iem Lombardo FALCK, Milan...__ June 30, 1949 1, 649
Stahlwerke A.C.) Linz Apr. 1,1949 2,887 May 18, 1960 4,502
VOEST, Linz. do. 8, 362 Glmtim’! Mstn!lnr%ci Italiani (FALCK snbsidiary),
D Apr. 86,1950 2,160 June 30,1949 2,131
M ( Alpine Mon- BIBMA, Boc. Industrie Bidermgl.eha ¢ Aflini, Villa-
tangesellschaft), Donawitz. Feb. 25,1949 4,147 d la do
Al M ong& i May 26,1949 3,348 TERNI, Bocleta per L’Elettricita, Terni- .. ... Apr. 61949 1,315
o Apr. 27,1950 4208 REGAL'LLL Ginseppe e Fratello Redaelli, 5.p,A., Aug. 17100
1 1,
B 8,343 Tissa- B.A. Pont Bt, Mariin, Aosta Valley ... ‘Aug, 30, 198 1,%
Ferrotubi 8.p.A. {FIT), Mol O il fYaly 19 1949 200
BA Metall ued'! Longdoz, Liege.....| Apr. 1,1049 2,320
S.A. Ougree Marih ?..m Feb. 8,1050 2,866 || Netherlands 14,035
Phenix Works at Flemmah-ﬂnuxa. near Liege....... Apr. 1,1949 3,148 B et
Royal Dutch Blast Furnace & Bteel Co, Ijmuiden...| Dee. 1,1049 14,935
Franee, 76,476 —
Portugal 847
SOLLAC (Snciete Lorraine de Laminage Continu),
Dg June 14,1049 56,164 A. T, Olivelra Filhes & Co., LDa., 8. Joao da Ma- | Feb. 14,1040 84T
US OR ]5‘! du Nord de la deira.
nain (Nord) Montataire (Oise)....| Apr. 1,1949 11,019 || Spain 853
Sldn %LO% {} Ro {,.. o Bept. 049 30 Bagunto Steel Plant 2
¢ Rombas), Rom| . B 1,301 to t2 June 1952 853
Bto. Anonyme des Forges et Acleries de Dilling, » —
Dillingen in theﬂm Dec. 21,1950 2,038 || United Kingd S 27,224
Acieries de Lo:fwy ont Baint Martin do. 2,004 . —
J. J. Carnand !‘mde Basse-Todre_ .. ______.____ Feb. 25,1949 1,959 Stglsl%: . of Wales, Ltd., Margram and Troste, South | Apr. 1,1949 25,873
stie:warta & l..ll:?ds Ltd _Corby, England, and | May 26,1949 1,851

1 List Includ

1 project approved in 1952,

* Financed under Spanish loan program, Public Law 750, 8lst Cong., approved

Sept. 6, 1950




21000

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

November 4

U.S. and international agencies aid to the U.S. and international agencies aid to the U.S. and internaiional agencies aid to the

steel industries of the world, 1945-63 steel industries of the world, 1945-63—Con.

steel industries of the world, 1945-63—Con.

EXPORT~-IMPORT BANK CREDITS TO FOREIGN STEEL Latin Amerlca: Amount
INDUSTRIES, 1945—63 Argentina: authorigsed
Africa: Amount Soc Mixta Siderurgia, 19556. $60, 000, 000
Liberia: asithorised Acinfer, S.A,, 1969 o ceemoo 700, 000
Liberia Mining Co., 1949... $4, 000, 000 Socle Indus Argentina, Tu-
Liberia Iron Ore Ltd., 1960- 5, 625, 000 bos Acero, 19569 - 1,710, 000
National Iron Ore Ltd., Acindar Ind. Argentina
1960 eee—w 6,000,000 Aceros, 1960 - - - eeeem 5, 645, 000
Liberian Amer-Swed Min- i Dalmino, SAFTA, lseoﬁga; 1, 842, 000
Soc. Ind. Argentina
Asla: PO, 00 = e #0..900. 009 s PRl S B 1, 675, 000
Ja:pm: Industrias Puerto San Mar-
Fuji Iron & Steel Co., 1957 10, 300, 000 tin, 1953--i--ﬁ1-1 g i 90, 000
Yawata Iron & Steel Co., Somisa, Stee! quip- s B
T A Sl R gl 26, 000, 000 ment, 1960 » 000,
Toyo Kohan Co., Ltd., 1958_ 7, 100, 000 Acmfﬂ; 6 Ind. Arg. Acero % o
Toyo Kohan Co., Ltd., 1960- 3, 000, 000 SA, m""""}ﬁ?&é'" )
Japan Steel & Tube Co., Acinfer Ind. Fun nes
STE L e T e 8, 500, 000 BA, 1961 i e 105, 000
Fuji Iron and Steel Co., Rnggi SAM Steel Shear, B o
L e R R 15,600,000 T AVRREsm=sengEn e = ’
Sumimoto Metal, Inc., 1062. 8, 100, 000 EB;& Ml%tgllwsicm Santa JNTa.
Yawata Iron & Steel Co., e a, ““K-"EH;J“ '
18 e e i e S 26, 000, 000 lmine SAFTA, quip= 21. 000
Kawasaki Steel Corp., 1962.. 18, 500, 000 ment, 1961._..._. S :
POl Acé;g::s I:lllsds'l o 20, 400
Amelr;t?in Wire &. Cable Co., 58500 Tinigal ' SRL i‘qulpment, =
----------------- & A e e et e 5
Ysmael Steel Mfg. Co., 19567- 68, 000 g
Jacinto Steel, Inc., 1958. .. - 58, 000 A i e f O 3 s
Central Bank of Philippines i g B 32 s 5 '
EOBRAUNIN SUE SO kL, IO = T R 225, 900
'I‘urktiglfl o prla gy S ol $102 000 Est. Metalurgicos Santa
Vulean Iron Works, 1946... 5,341,014 Esf‘mi& iﬁ.ﬁi};&;&;“'&;ﬁ; 100, 600
Vulean Iron Works, 1047___ 2, 521, 469 8 1969 127. 100
Republic of Turkey, 1850___ 681, 563 E !tmll\«letalu'r"::;_“s_a‘.ﬁ;; '
Republic of Turkey, Kara- BR:DSB 1062 gl %6 900
b}lk Iron & Steel, 1959... 15, 000, 000 Metalurgica Tandil, 1062 114 500
7 Brazil:
Eummpe‘Mk Mines, Ltd., 1948_._ 5, 700, 000 Ot S IAC 980 ooty
Austria: Oesterreichisch-Al- Cia Metalurgica Barbara,
PIRSIORT e 28, 150, 000 -] 0 OIS e me s SO 2, 185, 000
France: Cia Siderurgica Belgo, 1955. 780, 440
Union Sid du Nord, 1960.-. 1, 036, 000 Cia Sid NAC, 1856 ... 35, 000, 000
Union Sid du Nord, 1960___ 1, 142, 000 Acos Villares AA, 1857____. 2,320,000
Union Sid du Nord, 1960-.-_ 3, 536, 000 Soc Tecnica Fundicoes Ge-
Union Sid du Nord, 1961... 842, 000 xals, 00T e e 2, 558, 000
: August Thyssen- Cla Vale Do Rio Doce BA,
Hutte, A.G,, 1956 - 10, 000, 000 I e e i 12, 500, 000
Italy: Chile:
Instituto Mobiliare Itali- Corp. De Fomento Prod.,
T T b Uy RN Y 9, 000, 000 1801 i Cau ot 58, 000, 000
Instituto Mobiliare Steel Cia de Acero del Pacifico
Mills: BA, 1B o i 3, 550, 000
Altl Forni, 1947 e 3, 634, 000 Cia de Acero del Pacifico,
Tenl, 1047 ceceeme 1, 350, 000 R e s rcns i T 16, 000, 000
Dalmine, 1947 .. 1, 300, 000 Cia de Acero del Pacifico,
Cornigliano, 1947 ... 3, 000, 000 Cp L R e 15, 574, 000
Equipment for steel mills, Cia de Acero del Pacifico,
Eq‘:;'“ A e 2, 000, 000 1 SR S SN A 8, 300, 000
pmen or 8 B, .
SO e onidennnes, B V00,0 Mol Fundidors de PYA.
Eqéwgl FORaIDL [ e T 10, 000, 000 Monterrey, S.A., 1045 ___ 800, 000
Innocenti, SP.A., 1956 1, 500, 000 National Financiera S.A,
s R e v FOR e e R 5, 000, 000
quég:‘ iy mm-. 7, 000, 000 Cia Fundidora de Fierroy,
furnace and rolling Acerode Monterrey S.A.,
mill ek 6, 500, 000 s i wosnic s 4, 500, 000
Itatsider steel plant, 1962__ 25, 000, 000 National Financiera S.A.,
Bpain: 1952 3, 600, 000
Union de Siderurgicas As- La Consolidada S.A., 195656__ 662, 000
turians, S.A., 1968 ______ 6, 800, 000 Hojalata y Lamina S.A,
Empress Nacional, 1950____ 4, 400, 000 1955 = 2, 055, 000
Empresa Nac Siderurgica, Aceros de Chihuahua S.A.,
e 2,300, 000 1955 720, 000
mt;gsr:aa Nac _ Siderurgica, 13. 000, 000 Cia Fundidora de Mon-
Altos Hornos Viscaya, 1061. 18, 000, 000 Ntei"e:i 1;‘:“3'1;;;"&1- 46, 500, 000
Empresa Nac Siderurgica, atlon: an ’
AT SN S 6, 600, 000 1957 16, 000, 000
Yugoslavia: Government of Altos Hornos de Mexico S.A,,
Yugoslavia to purchase 1960 174, 000
original U.S. steel mill Aceros de Chihuahua S.A.,
equipment, 1961 - - ---- 15, 000, 000 1960 550, 000

Latin America—Continued Amount
Mexico—Continued authorized
Altos Hornos de Mexico 8.A,,

1960 $1, 479, 000
Altos Hornos de Mexico S8.A.,

1960 443, 850
Tubacero SB.A., 1960________ 4, 000, 000
Altos Hornos de Mexico S.A,,

s 117 1 OSSR R e e 120, 000
Manufacturas Metalicas

MBA I8 .t 113, 500
Altos Hornos de Mexico S.A.,

1961 290, 000
Altos Hornos de Mexico S.A,,

O s S 3456, 000
Altos Hornos de Mexico S.A.,

1961 . 51, 886
Altos Hornos de Mexico S.A.,

1962 1, 850, 000

Peru:
Marcona Mining Co., 1958_. 2, 500, 000
Marcona Mining Co., 1957.. 10, 000, 000
Marcona Mining Co., 1961__ 8, 500, 000
Marcona Mining Co., 1962__ 6, 000, 000
Metalurgica Pervana, 1962. 1, 850, 000
Uruguay:
Cinoca, B.A., 1961 _________ 65, 500
Cinoca, S.A,, 1961 . .. ... 35, 000

INTERNATIONAL BANK FOR RECONSTRUCTION
AND DEVELOPMENT LOANS FOR FOREIGN STEEL
INDUSTRIES, 1946-63

Asla:

India:
Indian Iron & Steel, 1952___ $81, 500, 000

Indian Iron & Steel, 1956... 20, 000, 000
Tata Iron & Steel Co., 1956. 75, 000, 000
Tata Iron & Steel, 1867____ 32, 500, 000
Indian Iron & Steel, 1961___ 19, 500, 000
Japan:
Japan Development Bank:
Yawata Plate Mill, 1855__ 5, 800, 000
Yawata Steel Production,
4L I 20, 000, 000
Kawasaki Strip Mill,
b . 20, 000, 000
Kawasaki Steel Produc-
ton, ABBR.. . ool o8 8, 000, 000
Kawasakl Steel Produc-
ton; 300053 20 IR R 6, 000, 000
Bumitomo Steel Produc-
tlom, 18968 - il lol 33, 000, 000
Sumitomo Steel Produc-
tlon, AB00L o i 7, 000, 000
EKobe BSteel Production,
11T e S R R oy 10, 000, 000
Nippon Eokan Steel Pro-
duction, 1858 . ____ 22, 000, 000
Fujl Bteel Production,
1 PR B TR TR 24, 000, 000
Europe:
Belgium: Equipment for steel
and power industries, 1949_ 16, 000, 000

France: Miferma, 1960._.._._ 66, 000, 000
Luxembourg: Steel mill and
rallroad, 1947 12, 000, 000

INTERNATIONAL FINANCE CORPORATION LOANS TO
FOREIGN STEEL INDUSTRIES, 1956—63
Asia:
India: Republic Forge Co.,

1959 $1, 500, 000
Pakistan: Steel Corp. of Pak-
istan, 19568 oo 630, 000
Latin America:

Argentina: Acindar Industria

Arg. de Aceros S.A., 1960_.. 3, 660, 000
Mexico:
Compania Findidora de
Flerro y Acero Monterrey,
1963 P 1,126, 000
Tubos de Aceros de Mexico,
I e 400, 000
Venezuela: Siderurgica Ven-
esolana SA, 1960 eecccaaa 500, 000




1963

U.S. and international a aid to the
steel industries of the world, 1945-63—Con.

EUROPEAN RECOVERY PROGRAM ASSISTANCE TO
FOREIGN STEEL INDUSTRIES, 1940-51

Europe: Amount
Austria: authoriged
Voest, Linz, 1949 e $2, 887, 000
Voest, Linz, 1949__ -- 8,362,000
Voest, Linz, 1950.__ -- 2,169,000
Alpine Montan, 1949 ... 4, 147, 000
Alpine Montan, 1949 .. __. 3,346, 000
Alpine Montan, 1950.....- 4, 208, 000
Belgium:
S.A. Metallurgique d'Esper-
ance-Longdoz, Liege, 1949_ 2, 329, 000
S.A. Ongree Marlhaye, Oug-
Ty T e 2, 866, 000
Phenix Works, Flammale-
Haute, 1040 e 3, 148, 000
France:
Sollae, Hayange and Ebange,
1949 58, 164, 000
Usinor, Denain and Monta-
taire, 1949 ..o 11,919, 000
Sidelor, Bombas, 1949 ...._ 1,301, 000
Bte. Anonyme des Forges,
Saar, 1950. 2, 038, 000
Acieries de Longwy. Mont,
St. Martin, 1950....___. 2,094,000
J. J. Carnaud et Forges de
Basse-Indre, 1949 ______ 1, 959, 000
Italy:
Finsider, 1049 e 32, 390, 000
Fiat, Turin and Aviglina,
1949 7, 408, 000
Acclalerie e Ferriare, Milan,
1949 1, 649, 000
Acclajerie e Ferriare, Milan,
1950 4, 502, 000
Cantierl Metallurgici Ital-
fani, 19040 . _____.... 2,131,000
Sisma, Villadossola, 1949_.. 2, 538, 000
Terni, Socleta per L'Elettri-
cita, Terni, 1949 . ... 1,315, 000
Recaelli, Rogorado, 1950... 1, 067, 000
Iissa~Viola, Aosta Valley,
1949, 1, 569, 000
Ferretubl, SPA, Milan, 1949_ 200, 000
Netherlands: Royal Dutch
Blast Furnace & Steel Co.,
1949 14, 935, 000
Portugal: A. J. Oliveira Filhos
0 B e e 847,000
Spain: Sagunto Steel Plant,
1952 853, 000
United Eingdom:
Steel Co. of Wales, Lid.,
1949 25, 373, 000
Stewarts & Lloyds, Ltd.,
1949 1, 851, 000

AID OR PREDECESSOR AGENCY ASSISTANCE TO
FOREIGN STEEL INDUSTRIES, 1954—62

Bpnhi:

Altos Hornos de Viscaya,
1954 $4, 460, 000
Empresa Blast Furnace,
1954 3, 100, 000

Yugoslavia: Sisak Iron Works,

1961 8, 500,000
European Coal & Steel Com-

munity: Contribution to

caplitalization loan, 1954... 100, 000, 000

Far East:

Republic of China:

Ya Tung Tube Mill, 1955__ 466, 000

Tang Eng Ironworks, 1957. 229, 000
Eorea:

Wire Rope Mfg. Co., 1956__ 122, 000

Chain Mfg. Co., 19566______ 111, 000

Pusan Iron Works, 1055__. 1, 955,000

Near East and South Asia:

India: Bokaro Steel Flant

1962 750, 000
Turkey: Eregll Steel Mill,

1959 129, 600, 000
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U.S. and international agencies aid to the
steel industries of the world, 1945-63—Con.
FOREIGN STEEL INDUSTRIES ASSISTED FROM U.S.~
OWNED FOREIGN CURRENCIES, 1954—62

Europe—Continued Amount
Austria: authorized
Steel mill, 1957, Public Law
480. $1, 346, 000
Steel mill and tool manu-
facturing, 1958, Public
TR, 480 ) il sl S ol 846, 000
Steel and malleable found-
ry, 1958, Public Law 480__ B77, 000
Fabricated structural steel,
1957, Public Law 480____ 385, 000
Yugoslavia: Niksilec Iron
Works, 1958, Public Law
480 5, 610, 000
Latin America:
Brazil: Minas Gerals Steel
Plant, 1961, Public Law 480.. 6, 831, 000
Asia:
India: Bokaro Steel Plant,
1962, Public Law 402...._. 91, 000

U.S. aid to specific foreign industries, 1958-62
PULP AND PAPER PLANTS

Amount of
aid grants
1958: and loans
Talwan: Papermill expansion. $162, 000
Iceland: Wastepaper pulp
equipment. e e 2, 000
Yugoslavia: pulp and paper
manufacturing equipment... 21, 000
Israel: Paper plant_______-__ 3, 000, 000
Finland: Wood pulp equip-
ment -8 750, 000
Argentina: Pulp and paper
mill 7, 600, 000
Colombia: Papermill. oo 5, 700, 000

Mexico: Pulp and paper mill

equipment. oo s ltalak 338, 000
1958:
Vietnam: Pulp plant......--- 265, 000
Yugoslavia: Processing pulp.. 47, 000
Argentina: Pulp mill expan-
sion 2,220, 000
Philippines: Pulp and paper
mill machinery..._ ... 5,400, 000
Colombia: Pulpmill machin-
ery 180, 000
1960:
Finland: Pulp and paperboard
machinery. o 2, 056, 000
Argentina: Pulp and paper
mill 9, 190, 000
Venezuela: Papermill ma~
chinery. 198, 000
Tanganyika: Pulp and paper
mill 6, 250, 000
Egypt: Pulpmill 6, 700, 000
Yugoslavia:
Pulp and paper products
machinery . oo e 54, 000
Pulp and paper mill________ 3, 093, 000
South Africa: Pulp machinery. 61, 000

India: Pulp and paper mill.__ 18, 500, 000
1960:

Finland: newsprint machinery. b5, 203, 000
Israel: Pulp and paper ma-
chinery. 670, 000
Greece: Pulp machinery for
fiberboard 2, 500, 000
Argentina: Pulp and paper
TORCHINETY o e i 80, 000
Colombia: Cellophane paper
machinery . .. O 106, 000
Panama: Paper bag machinery_ 17, 000
1962:
Philippines: Pulp and paper
mill machinery. ... 100, 000
Egypt: Cellophane plant______ 3, 000, 000
Venezuela: Bagasse plant_____ 1, 450, 000

21001
U.S. aid to specific foreign industries,
1958-62—Continued
PETROLEUM AND RELATED FACILITIES
Amount of
1958: aid grants
India: and loans
Oll and Gas Commisslon._____ #41, 000
Fuel Research Institute_____ 25, 000
Israel: Oil field conservation
techniques. w 6, 000
Taiwan:
Petroleum refining__________ 145, 000
Petfroleum products diversi-

Acation oo 97, 000
Bolivia: Ministry of Petroleum. 83, 000
Argentina: Petroleum asphalt

plants 289, 000
1959:
India: Oil and Commission.._.. 12, 000
Israel:
Oil field conservation tech-
niques. 6, 000
Petroleum facilities_________ 367, 000
Argentina: Petroleum asphalt
plants. 83, 600
Spain: Petroleum production
W e e s i e B, 000
Panama: Petroleum regula-
tions study. oo 16, 000
Greece: Petroleum facilities.. 500, 000
1960:
India: Oil and Gas Commis-
sion_ 432, 000
Israel: Oil field conservation
techniques.___ . . ____ 38, 000
Panama: Petroleum laws
study. 1, 000
Italy: Petroleum and chemical
plant - 2,890,000
Argentina: Petroleum asphalt
plant 10, 000
Pakistan: Petroleum gas treat-
ing plant 1, 994, 000
1661:
India: Oll and Gas Commis-
sion.. 31, 000
Israel: Oil field conservation
techniques 6, 000
Greece: Petroleum facilities_._ 836, 000
Finland: Petroleum facilities__ 1,750, 000
Chile: Petroleum plants_ ... 34, 500
1962:
Colombia: Petroleum asphalt
equipment._ 31, 000
Greece: Petroleum facilities_._ 570, 000
CHEMICAL PLANTS
1958:
Taiwan:
Caustic 80d8- oo 144, 000
Urea plant. 1, 617, 000
Japan: Chemical plant expan-
slon 2,300, 000

Mexico: Chemical production._ 460, 000
1959:

Taiwan: Urea plant expansion. 189, 000
India: Phosphorous plant.... 21, 000
Korea: Soda ash plant________ 5, 600, 000
Colombia: Chemical plant fa-

cilitles LR 460, 000
Peru: Chemical plant_________ 700, 000

1960:

Taiwan:

ren. PIEnS. o e 1, B84, 000

Sulphuric acid plant... .. 74, 000
Indonesia: Nitrogenous chem-

ical plant 33, 200, 000
Argentina: Phenol plant___.__ 2, 000, 000
Mexico: Citric acid plant__._.. 800, 000
Israel: Chemical facilities___. 258, 000

1961:

Israel: Chemical plant._.____ 7, 150, 000
Mexico: Chemical plant equip-

ment 58, 000
Peru: Chemieal plant equip-

ment 508, 300
Turkey: Chemical plant.._... 2, 80O, 000




21002
U.S. aid to specific foreign industries,
1958-62—Continued
Amount of
1962: aid grants
India: Chemical plant facili- and loans
ties —eww- 87, 650, 000
Japan: Ammonia and urea 2
T e e e e 800, 000
Argentina: Chemical plant for
Eynthetics . o 413, 000
Chile: Sulfuric acid plant..... 95, 000
Colombia: Chemical fertillzer
T AN L ey s 237, 200
ALUMINUM PLANTS
1958:
Taiwan: Aluminum plant mod-
SRIRAtIOn . o e e e e 672, 000
Austria:
Aluminum products plant.. 386, 000
Aluminum plant___________ 1, 000, 000
1959:
Tawain: Aluminum plant_.___ 1,360,000
Colombia: Aluminum plant
e Tud o T ST T 400, 000
1960:
India:
Aluminum reduction plant.. 13, 650, 000

Aluminum fabricating plant. 5, 000, 000

Aluminum plant.__________ 2, 000, 000
Lebanon:

Aluminum plant___________ 400, 000

Aluminum extrusion facili-

ties 124, 300
1961:
Talwan: Aluminum plant mod-

ernIZAtion . o e 238, 000
Philippines: Aluminum press.. 150, 500
Mexico: Aluminum smelter... 6,500,000

PLASTIC PLANTS
1958:
Cuba: Plastic injection mold-
ers i 14, 000
1859:
Argentina: Polyethylene plant. 8, 000, 000
France: Plastic plant facilities_ 370, 000
1860:
Argentina: Plastic extrusion

TRONEIS o aoia 110, 000

Yugoslavia: Plastics plant.._. 23, 000, 000
1961:
Argentina:

Plastics plant equipment____ 9, 000

Plastics products equipment.. 24, 500
Korea: Plastics plant for fibers. 8, 200, 000
Israel: Plastics equipment.... 80, 000

RUBBER PLANTS
1958:
Colombia: Rubber develop~

ment =it 2,000
Peru: Rubber development.____ 200, 000
Latin America: Reglonal rub-

ber development. ... 600, 000
Austria: Rubber plant equip-

T A S R R o 769, 000

1950:
Guatemala: Rubber develop-

B i 50, 000
Latin America: Regional rub-

ber develog t 400, 000
Spain: Rubber plant _________ 650, 000

1959:
Argentina: Rubber pneumatic

plant e 3, 300, 000
Guatemala: Rubber plant..__ 5, 000, 000
Israel: Rubber plant facilities_ 457, 000

1960:
Guatemala: Rubber develop-

R e o e e 156, 000
Peru: Rubber development.__. 199, 000
India: Rubber plant.. .. .._.. 4, 500, 000

1961:
Guatemala: Rubber develop-
ment - - 180, 000
1961:
Peru: Rubber development... 20, 000
. Turkey: Rubber plant._.-___ 4, 000, 000
India: Rubber plant......... 8, 000, 000
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U.S. aid to specific foreign industries,

November 4
U.5. aid to specific foreign industries,

1958-62—Continued 1958-62—Continued

Amount of Amount of

aid grants aid grants

1962: and loans 1962—Continued and loans
Guatemala: Rubber develop- Turkey: Rubber plant________ $3, 125, 000

ment.___ $26, 000 India:
Brazil: Bynthetic rubber Rubber equipment_ ... 500, 000
10 Sl T e e o 3, 400, 000 Synthetic rubber plant..... 38, 000, 000
Hourly employment cosis—American versus foreign steel industries
Hourly employ- Increase 1961 over | Forelgn as percent
ment costs? 1052 of United States
Country
1952 1661 Cents | Percent 1952 1061

$0.98 $1.47 £0.40 50 42 87
.82 1.26 .44 5 a5 a2
W72 in .39 b4 31 28
.69 1.37 . 68 o 30 34
.64 104 .40 63 2 26
.53 1.40 BT 164 2 35
European coal and steel community average. . .72 1.25 .53 T4 31 31
apan ... .32 .63 .31 a7 14 16
United States 2,32 3.99 1.67 72 100 100

1 Bourees: 1052-60 data, Information Statistique; 1061 data, Biderurgle; 1062, No. 5 and 6, European Coal and Steel
Community; Japan Iron and Steel Federation; and American Iron and Steel Institute,

AMENDMENT NO. 207
COMPTROLLER GENERAL SHOULD HAVE THE RIGHT
TO AUDIT FOREIGN AID PROGRAM

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, I
send to the desk and ask that it be
printed and lie on the table an amend-
ment to H.R. 7885, a bill to amend
further the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received, printed,
and lie on the table.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, the
amendment is also one which appears in
the House-passed bill and was offered by
Congresswoman KeLry at the request of
the Comptroller General.

The amendment merely provides that
all aided countries must agree, before
qualifying for aid, that they will submit
to such reviews, inspections, and audits
as the President of the United States
may require in order to ascertain
whether the assistance granted is being
administered in such a way as to carry
out the purposes for which it was granted
or loaned.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the amendment be printed at this
point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the text of
the amendment was ordered to be printed

in the REcorp, as follows:

On page 51, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

“({k) No asslstance shall be furnished
under section 201, 211, or 2561 of this Act
to the government of any country which does
not agree to permit such reviews, inspections,
and audits by the United States as the Presi-
dent may require for the purpose of ascer-
taining whether such assistance is being ad-
ministered within the reciplent country to
carry out the purposes for which it was
furnished.”

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, in
making this request to Congresswoman
KEeLLy, the Comptroller General states:

Although we have been able to resolve
satisfactorily the difficulties we have en-
countered in auditing foreign ald programs,
it is to be noted that reciplent countries

are not required, as a condition to receiving
economic and technical assistance grants
and loans, to permit observation and review
by, or furnish information to, U.S. repre-
sentatives. Enactment of such a require-
ment would make it clear that recipient
countries are expected to grant the right of
observation and review to U.S. representa-
tives.

It is a simple request and one which
the Congress should honor. As the
Comptroller General states, resistance to
audit has been overcome in all cases so
far but his task would be much easier
if the agreements contemplated by my
amendment were in existence.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll and

-the following Senators answered to their

names:

[No. 204 Leg.]
Aiken Hart Mundt
Allott Hartke Muskie
Anderson Hayden Nelson
Bartlett Hickenlooper Neuberger
Bayh Hil Pearson
Bible Holland Pell
Boggs Hruska Prouty
Brewster Humphrey Proxmire
Burdick Inouye Randolph
Byrd, Va. Johnston Robertson
Byrd, W. Va. Jordan, N.C. Russell
Cannon Keating Baltonstall
Carlson Kuchel Scott
Case Lausche Simpson
Church Long, La. Smathers
Clark Magnuson Smith
Curtis Mansfield Bparkman
Dirksen McCarthy Stennis
Dodd MeClellan Talmadge
Dominick McGovern Thurmond
Douglas McIntyre Tower
Ellender Metcalf Walters
Ervin Miller Williams, N.J.
Fong Monroney Willlams, Del.
Fulbright Morse Yarborough
Gore Morton Young, N. Dak.
Gruening Moss Young, Ohio

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
Holland amendment to the Mansfield
amendments to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, before I

deliver my next major speech in op-
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position to the bill, I have another parlia-
mentary inquiry to address to the Chair,
Suppose the Holland amendment is
adopted, and suppose I then offer a sub-
stitute for the paragraph of the Mans-
field amendments in lines 4 to 9 on page
1, and suppose the substitute were to
read:

On page 1, lines 7 through 9 of the Mans-
field amendments, strike out “$975,000,000
for the fiscal year 1964, and #1,500,000,000
for each of the next two succeeding fiscal
years” and insert in lieu thereof: *$900,-
000,000 for the flscal year 1964."

Would that substitute language be
sufficient substantial change in the
language of the paragraph on page 1,
lines 4 to 9, to meet the previous ruling
of the Chair that if I offered substitute
language for this paragraph, and if
my substitute were agreed to, the
whole paragraph, including the Holland
amendment, would come out?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would rule that such an amend-
ment would be in order—even after the
Holland amendment was agreed to—as
being a sufficient substantial change.

Mr. MORSE. Yes; the amendment
would be in order. But if the amend-
ment were adopted, would that wipe out
the Holland amendment, with the result
that then we would finally have an au-
thorization only for 1964, and it would
also automatically amend the Mansfield
amendments by wiping out any author-
ization of $1,500 million for 1965 and
1966?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Oregon have a copy
of the proposed amendment to submit
to the Chair for the Chair’s considera-
tion?

Mr. MORSE. Yes, Mr. President; and
at this time I send it to the desk.

Before the Chair rules, let me restate
my objective, because I want the Senate
to know—in spite of any other views
which may be held—what my parlia-
mentary objective is: I want to get my-
self and my colleagues in a position
where we can move expeditiously,
amendment by amendment, to deal with
the amendments now at the desk, with-
out first being required to hurdle any
parliamentary barrier, for the consid-
eration of these amendments moneywise
and policywise, in connection with our
attempts to modify or amend this bill.

Many of the amendments will be
adopted. We believe they should all be
adopted. But let us assume, hypotheti-
cally, that they are not. Senators should
know the risk that those of us who are
opposed to the bill are willing to run.
Assuming that we lost on our amend-
ments, the proponents of the Mansfield
amendments might decide not to offer
any amendment and try to win on the
bill as is, which is their right. We be-
lieve it would be a great mistake for the
country, but they would be in a position
to act in that manner.

They could say, ‘“We do not like the po-
sition which the Senator from Oregon
has taken as to why he thinks the
amendment was offered.” Forget for a
moment about the motivation of the
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amendment. The effect of the amend-
ment is to put those of us in opposition
to the bill at a parliamentary disadvan-
tage. That will not hasten the final con-
sideration of the bill, because we have
got to have time to figure out as best
we can how we can at least reduce that
disadvantage.

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

Mr. MORSE. I should like to finish
my explanation, and then I shall be glad
to yield.

We have suggested to the leadership
that they lay aside for the time being
the Mansfield amendments and give the
opposition an even break in the race, if
we might use that figure of speech. At
least they should not put us under a
handicap. Let us try our amendments
and let the Senate work its will on them.
If we lose, we lose. We do not think we
will lose on a good many of them. I am
very frank to say that I do not want to
be in a position of delaying action on
the bill.

A few minutes ago I talked to the
whip. I do not see him present at the
moment. I am not going to agree to a
unanimous consent request to limit de-
bate and fix a time to vote on the bill,
This is one major piece of legislation
that will go through the Senate in keep-
ing with what I think the procedure of
the Senate ought to be on all major legis-
lation. Debate will run its course, and we
shall vote without any limitations upon
the debate. Senators will not like it, but
that is just too bad, so far as I am con-
cerned. That is the way it is going to be.
That will guarantee to the American
people full and adequate debate on the
bill. They are entitled to it. I believe
that they will approve of that procedure.

Time would be saved if the Mansfield
amendments were temporarily laid aside,
to see how we get along with our amend-
ments, I do not know whether that
course will be agreed to or not; the pro-
ponents have not told me that they will
or that they will not agree. Therefore,
I intend to make my next speech on the
bill. But before beginning that speech,
I want a ruling on the parliamentary
question. If the leadership refuses to
lay aside the Mansfield amendments, and
the Holland amendment is adopted, the
Holland amendment would reduce the
authorization for 1965-66 to $975 mil-
lion. I would congratulate the Senator.
That would be wonderful. The only
thing wrong with it is that it would not
go far enough. But the result is better
than the proposed $1.5 billion. What I
wish to do is to get rid of the author-
ization of 1965 and 1966 entirely. In
effect, what I wish to do is to offer an
amendment that would amend the en-
tire foreign aid program so that the au-
thorization would be only for 1964.
Then we would return next year and de-
cide what to authorize for 1965 and
1966.

Psychologically, it would be one of the
greatest things for the country, and it
would be clear notice to the present ad-
ministration that the recommendation in
the Foreign Relations Committee report
that the administration ought to reor-
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ganize the foreign aid program should
cause them to go forward and do so.

The majority of the committee, with
whom I disagree on many parts of the
bill, have so recommended in the com-
mittee report. I am trying to accom-
modate them by eliminating the authori-
zation for 1965-66. I wish to know
whether or not the amendment that I
have sent to the desk for a parliamentary
ruling would, first, be in order after the
Holland amendment was adopted; and,
second, if it would be in order after the
Holland amendment had been adopted,
would it, in effect, if agreed to, eliminate
all authorizations for 1965-66? That is,
would it eliminate the $1.5 billion con-
tinuing authorization now in the law?
That is my objective.

Will the Senator from California ac-
cept by apology? I wanted to get that
point clear before I yielded.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, though
the authors of the Mansfield-Dirksen
amendments are not present, I should
like to ask the following question: Is it
not true that if at any time a Senator
obtained an order for a yea-and-nay
vote on the Mansfield-Dirksen amend-
ments, Senators would be powerless to
withdraw the amendment in the absence
of a unanimous-consent agreement?

Mr. MORSE. Certainly. For that
reason the order for a yea-and-nay vote
has been withdrawn, so that there may
be a period of negotiations. But it only
illustrates again why—although I hurt
feelings apparently—I referred to the
amendments last Friday as “powerhouse
amendments.” That is exactly what
they are. I know of no more apt de-
seription of them. They are a parlia-
mentary powerhouse. They put those of
us in opposition to the bill at a great
parliamentary disadvantage. Those who
have proposed the amendments are per-
fectly within their rights. I do not ques-
tion their right. The question is whether
or not it is wise to create this kind of
parliamentary jam in the Senate.
Partly as a result of it—but that is only
one of the causes—there will be no unan-
i;ngeus-consent agreement to limit de-

ate.

Mr. EUCHEL. I misunderstood my
friend. I thought he voiced some appre-
hension that if the amendments to the
Mansfield amendments were offered and
defeated, there would be no guarantee
on the part of any Senator that the
Mansfield-Dirksen amendments would
not subsequently be withdrawn.

Mr. MORSE. I did not mean to say
that if I said it.

Mr. KUCHEL. I thank my friend.

Mr. MORSE. There is no guarantee
that they would not subsequently be of-
feligd again. That is what I thought I
sala.

Mr. President, I ask for a ruling of the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair rules that the amendment would
be in order after the adoption of the
Holland amendment. For the sake of
the record, the Chair will state the
amendment:

On page 1, lines 7 to 9, of the amendment,
strike out “$975,000,000 for the fiscal year
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1964 and $1,500,000,000 for each of the next
two succeeding fiscal years,” and Insert in
lieu thereof, “and $900,000,000 for fiscal year
1964."

The amendment would be in order.

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND, I call attention to the
fact that the Senator’s question was
predicated on the adoption of the Hol-
land amendment beforehand, which it~
self would have eliminated the $1,500
million figure and substituted for that

. figure, “$975 million.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Florida is correct. If the
amendment were agreed to, line 7 of the
Mansfield amendment would read as fol-
lows: “the fiscal year 1963, $900,000,000
for the fiscal year 1964.” The remain-
der of lines 8 and 9 would be stricken

out.

Mr. MORSE. My question is this: If
the Senate adopted the amendment,
would that automatically amend the
existing law, which presently contains an
authorization of $1.5 billion for 1965-66?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is in no position to interpret what
the laws are today as they are on the
books.

Mr. MORSE. The Presiding Officer is
in a position, is he not, to advise the
Senate as to whether adoption of the
amendment would automatically amend
existing law in respect to 1965-66?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair has no authority to interpret the
legal affect of an amendment.

Mr. MORSE. What I am seeking to
do is to eliminate from the Foreign Aid
Act as it is now on the books any and all
authorization of funds for the years 1965
and 1966. I want to know if the passage
of the Holland amendment will prevent
me from offering an amendment aimed
at accomplishing such an end. Such an
amendment would defeat the purpose of
the Senator from Florida—which is also
my purpose, although I would go further.
The situation that we would then face
if I cannot eliminate the $1.5 billion for
1965-66 would be to seem to support a
econtinuation of a huge authorization
beyond the year 1964.

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have read the
amendment of the Senator. It would
authorize $900 million for fiscal year
1964 and eliminate the law that Congress
passed last year or the year before to
carry on through 1965-66; so that if we
wanted any aid to be provided next year
for the same purpose we would have to
pass a completely new authorization.

Mr. MORSE. I believe so. That is
what I wish to do. However, I cannot
obtain a ruling that says I would accom-
plish that end. Until I get such a ruling
that I would accomplish that end, I must
take the time to find some other way to
get around the Mansfield amendments so
that I can accomplish that objective,

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have read the
amendment and falked with the Parlia-
mentarian. That is what the Senator
would accomplish. So the issue before
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the Senate, if it votes on the amendment,
would be whether to eliminate all au-
thorizations for every year after the

year 1964.
Mr. MORSE. That is what I am try-
ing to do. I am trying to find out if I

can succeed, and the Presiding Officer
has told me he cannot advise me,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair has no authority to interpret the
legal affect of an amendment, but his
amendment could only change the law
which is referred to in the amendment.

Mr. MORSE. I drafted this amend-
ment because I was advised it would ac-
complish the objective. That is why I
wanted to get the matter on record. I
will draft another amendment to try to
accomplish the same end.

I repeat, what I am trying to do is to
eliminate 1965-66 entirely. If I cannot
eliminate it entirely, I should like to re-
duce the amount to the House figure—
$900 million. I prefer the Holland
amendment to the allowance of $1.5 bil-
lion, I like the figure of $900 million
better.

This procedure takes time. I am act-
ing in good faith. Those opposed to the
bill are entitled to have time—and I shall
see to it that they get the time—to
see if we can perfeet the bill so that our
objective, at least, will be brought before
the Senate for a vote.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield for a parliamen-
tary inquiry?

Mr. MORSE. Iyield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If the amend-
ment of the Senator from Oregon is not
what I tried to state, but would leave in
1964-65, would it not become an amend-
ment in the third degree after the Mans-
field amendments and the Holland
amendment? In other words, is it nec-
essary to eliminate 1964 or 1965 before
the Senator can offer his amendment at
this time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
amendment deals only with the matter
contained in the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Florida, and would be in order.

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

Mr. MORSE. Iyield.

Mr. HOLLAND. It seems to me there
is a mistake in understanding. The Sen-
ator from Oregon has predicated his
position upon the premise that the so-
called Holland amendment would first
be adopted and written into the so-called
Mansfield amendment.

Mr. MORSE. That is correct.

Mr. HOLLAND. In that case, there
could be no objection arising of the
nature suggested by the Senator from
Massachusetts, to the effect that the
amendment would be an amendment in
the third degree.

Mr. MORSE. We have these rulings.
The staff members of the Foreign Rela~-
tions Committee who have been assigned
to me, and my own staff and others who
share my opposition to the bill, can take
note. I respectfully request that they
get, the help of legislative counsel and
proceed with the work of drafting an
amendment—which I can submit later
this afternoon for a series of other
parliamentary rulings—so that we can
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finally get one that will be in order, and
that will accomplish the objective I have
in mind.

What we are trying to do is to offer
an amendment to reduce the authoriza-
tion for 1964 to the House figure of $900
million. We are trying to perfect an
amendment that would eliminate the
$1.5 billion authorization for 1965 and
1966 so that the only authorization that
then would be left in the law would be
$900 million for 1964, with nothing for
1965 and 1966.

This would mean that the administra-
tion would have to take a look at the pro-
gram from the standpoint of the com-
mittee’s recommendations that the
administration should consider reorga-
nizing the foreign aid program. That is
sorely needed.

Such a course would leave no doubf
that we should be in a better position
next year, when the Foreign Relations
Committee considers foreign aid legis-
lation again, to consider a much smaller
authorization for 1965 and 1966. I be-
lieve that by that time the reaction in
the country will be such that the Con-
gress will be more prone to cut down the
number of countries we are now aiding,
from somewhere in the neighborhood of
90. We are having difficulty obtaining
the official figure—as to whether it is 90
or 107, or some figure in between—but
I believe by next year the temper of the
country will be such that the people will
want that number of countries cut down
to at least the figure in one of the
amendments I shall offer—which would
limit foreign aid to 50 countries. I be-
lieve that about 50 countries which are
getting aid do not need it and should not
be getting it. That would be a great
saving to the taxpayers. If that should
be true, we do not need anything in the
neighborhood of a $975 million author-
ization, to say nothing of $1.5 billion.

If my assistants will check with the
Parliamentarian and proceed to draft an
amendment to accomplish that end, I
will hold the floor until it is drafted.

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I have met with
the Senators who joined me in the of-
fering of the amendments, and I am
sorry to report back to the Senator from
Oregon that there is mno possibility for
change in the initial procedure.

Mr. MORSE. That is perfectly all
right. I understand. The Senators are
well within their rights.

Mr., MORTON. Mr. Presidenf, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. MORTON. If there is any ques-
tion about the amendment as the Sena-
ator from Oregon submitted it, and
assuming it is adopted after the Holland
amendment is considered and adopted,
would it not be made perfectly clear, if
the Senator’'s amendment remained just
as it is, and a new section were inserted
which specifically repealed those sec-
tions of the act referred to?

Mr. MORSE. ¥Yes. The ruling of
the Chair was interesting. It was a
perfectly proper ruling, but if the Chair
supports me, my amendment will be in
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order, and I am of the opinion that it
would accomplish exactly what I have
in mind, for the Chair has not told me
what effect my amendment will have,
because the Parliamentarian apparently
follows——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator will indulge an interruption by
the Chair, it is the Chair's understand-
ing that the Chair cannot interpret the
legal effect of any measure passed by
this body. That is not within the prov-
ince of the Chair. The Chair was fear-
ful the remarks he made might be
misinterpreted. All the Chair said was
that lines 8 and 9 of the Mansfield
amendments would no longer be in the
bill and that the final line then would
read: “the fiscal year 1963, $975,000,000
for the fiscal year 1964"—period

The Chair does not have the right to
interpret the effect this amendment
would have on existing law.

Mr. MORSE. I understand. I am
not criticizing the ruling of the Chair. I
am trying to explain to the Senator from
Kentucky, and through him to the Sen-
ate, what my interpretation of the rul-
ing of the Chair is. I shall give study
to it.

My interpretation is that when the
Chair rules my amendment to be in or-
der, the effect of this amendment will
be to eliminate from the existing law
$1,500 million of the authorization for
1965-66. That is my judgment. We
apparently shall have to wait until my
amendment is adopted, and if it is
adopted, then obtain a ruling.

I want legislative counsel to take note
of the suggestion of the Senator from
Kentucky: We can also add an addi-
tional section, that proposes to leave no
room for doubt, by repealing the au-
thorization for 1965 and 1966.

While my assistant and legislative
counsel are giving further consideration
to this question, I turn to another dis-
cussion of some of my objections to the
bill.

One of the amendments I have offered
calls for a 25-percent cut from antici-
pated 1964 aid levels for Spain, Portugal,
Greece, and Turkey. These countries are
included in one amendment because our
aid programs for all are assumed to pro-
mote the defenses of Europe.

Ignoring for a moment the question of
whether they do promote the defense of
Europe, it is still no more our obligation
to aid these countries than it is the ob-
ligation of all our partners in European
defense. Three of the four are NATO
members. One of these, Portugal, re-
ceives military aid from us in payment
for use of her Azore Islands as an air
base.

Since Portugal contributes no man-
power and very little seapower to NATO
defenses, one might reasonably ask why
she should not offer the use of the Azores
to the Alliance as her contribution. She
does not; she gets military aid from us in
payment for it. That aid is not to build
up Portuguese NATO forces because
there are virtually none.

Why should the United States alone
pay the cost for this base? Why, if Por-
tugal must be paid, does not each NATO
member help pay the bill?
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We have already extended $498 million
in aid to Portugal. Currently, her aid
is entirely in military grants—not loans,
but grants, out-and-out gifts by the
American taxpayer.

My amendment calls for a military aid
program 25 percent below what is
planned for fiscal 1964. Unless other
NATO members make up whatever dif-
ference Portugal requires to make her
NATO memberships worth her while, I
believe the United States should abandon
use of the Azores and cease all aid to
Portugal.

Mr. President, I do not like to be held
up; I do not like to be told by Portugal,
“You pay, or else.” That is the position
of Portugal. I say, go around her.

Mr. President, do not tell me that we
must have the Azores as a base. It is
true that we must have the Azores as a
base if we want to use certain types of
planes, but those planes are already
semiobsolescent, and there are other air
lanes we can use without going to the
Azores.

It is about time that Congress stood up
in opposition to what I call a form of in-
ternational blackmail; for, if it is a case
of Portugal saying to us, “Pay, or else,”
I am for taking the “else.”

It is about time for us to make very
clear to Portugal that, as a NATO mem-
ber, she has obligations, too, and that no
longer should she be on the receiving
end. She must also be on the paying
end.

I say to my colleagues in the Senate—
and I quote no one—that we would
greatly strengthen the hand of this ad-
ministration, in connection with Euro-
pean diplomacy, if we took a long, hard
look at what this bill contains by way of
payments for Europe, and cut them
drastically.

In my opinion, if that were done, this
administration would be put in the posi-
tion where it could say, in the diplomatic
organizations in Europe, “Congress made
very clear the limit and the checks that
are placed upon us.”

In my judgment, if we adopted the
amendment of the Senator from Oregon
and those who joined with him, we would
almost automatically, overnight, change
the relationships between Europe and the
United States. They would stop spitting
in our face. They would stop insulting us
with their anti-American nationalism.
They would start realizing that the peo-
ple of the United States, through their
elected representatives, had had enough,
and that they would either have to fulfill
their NATO obligations or we would
withdraw.

The fact is that our NATO Allies have
not fulfilled their NATO obligations. I
challenge any member of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee to stand up and show
that there is any NATO ally that has
lived up to her NATO commitments—
not even West Germany.

What the senior Senator from Oregon
is pleading for, in behalf of the taxpayers
of this country, is that we stop paying
more than our share in respect to Europe,
for we have done our duty to Europe.
We have rehabilitated Europe. The
greatest steel mills in the world are no
longer in the United States.
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That is having a tremendous effect on
the American economy. It is having a
tremendous effect on American labor,
too. That is so even though much of
American labor has been misled into be-
lieving that paying more than our share
is having a longtime benefit on Amer-
ican labor. I am at a loss to understand
the position of some American labor
leaders on the question of foreign aid. If
they think it is in the longtime best in-
terest of American labor, they could not
be more wrong. In order to continue to
pay more than our share, we must con-
tinue to export more and more jobs from
the United States. It is about time that
we paid some attention to seeing to it
that we provide job opportunities for our
own people.

GREECE AND TURKEY

In my earlier remarks on the bill, I
have dealt in great detail with what I
consider to be the failure of our huge
aid program in Turkey. During the
committee hearings, I asked AID Direc-
tor Bell for a report on what our NATO
partners are doing to help Turkey and
Greece, both of which make available
large numbers of troops to NATO. The
answer was that some economic aid goes
to them, chiefly from Germany, but vir-
tually all their military aid comes from
the United States.

Mr. President, Turkish aid has already
totaled over $4 billion. For the last 10
years, it has averaged over $300 million
per year, and the fiscal 1964 plans are for
a sum in considerable excess of $300
million.

If anyone believes that Turkey is a
showcase for democracy, he has never
been to Turkey, or has never studied the
existing system in Turkey. Turkey is
anything but a democracy. Is it any
wonder, then, why millions of people in
the world suspect us of being hypoerit-
ical? We are. The sordid fact is that
we are a hypocritical Nation with re-
spect to many phases of American for-
eign policy. We are hypocritical when
we say we seek to establish freedom
around the world by encouraging govern-
ments which have guaranteed to their
people self-government based upon the
American doctrine that the people should
be the masters and not the servants of
the state. Yet we pour $4 billion into
Turkey, and she is in a worse state now
than she was in 1947. What was a trend
toward freedom in Turkey has disap-
peared. Only by a stretch of semantics
could one say he has found anything re-
sembling democratic government in
Turkey.

I do not know why we should carry
the burden alone. Except for some
token payment that West Germany
makes, we are doing it practically alone.

To Greece we have already given $3.5
billion. The yearly amount in 1961 was
$86.2 million and in 1962 it was $82.8
million. But unless some reduction is
made this year by Congress, Greek aid
will get up far over the $100 million
mark once again.

Why? I ask that I be given some rea-
sons. Where is the brief of the admin-
istration which justifies $100 million of
American taxpayer money for Greece?
I want to see the facts. I want to see the
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brief, I want to proeclaim it, so that the
American people can criticize it. They
will.

The administration cannot sell to the
American people $100 million of aid to
Greece. 'The American people will make
their opposition known. The American
people will say to Congress “Unless the
other NATO allies want to come in and
help with Greece and Turkey, you must
cut down to a reasonable amount Ameri-
can aid to Greece and Turkey.”

That is my thesis. I would like to
have the administration’s answer. I
would like to see the administration’s
justification for $100 million in aid to
Greece, without our NATO allies giving
a fair share toward that aid.

I do not see any reason why the sub-
sidizing of Greek-Turkish NATO forces
should eontinue to be an American func-
tion, If those forces are important to
the alliance, their financing should be
the function of every member.

SPAIN

Spain is in very much the same posi-
tion as Portugal, except that she is not
a NATO member, even though we treat
her as though she were. The US.
bases in Spain are essentially for the de-
fense of Europe. In payment for those
bases, the United States has, through
fiscal 1962, extended $1.173 billion in
economic aid to Spain, and $524 million
in military aid.

She is down for tens of millions more
in military aid next year.

A few weeks ago, it was announced
that a new agreement extending our
leases had been reached. What is in
that agreement is still unknown to the
American people and to most of Con-
gress.

It is known to call for an undisclosed
amount of military aid to Spain. More
recently, it has also become known that
the agreement does not permit the Unit-
ed States to use the naval base at Rota
for our Polaris submarines that are as-
signed to NATO forces in the Mediter-
ranean. Since the Strategic Air Com-
mand bases in Spain are steadily decreas-
ing in importance, it is very difficult for
me to see what purpose has been served
by this agreement, except another lush
handout to Spain.

More important, it is a disservice to
the people and to Congress that the
terms of this executive agreement and
its price tag are kept secret.

Imagine the hue and cry that would
go up in this country if an executive
agreement of this kind were worked out
in secret—and held in secrecy—with
Indonesia, or British Guiana, or Algeria,
or some other totalitarian government
of the left. But little is said about a
secret agreement with a totalitarian gov-
ernment of the right, such as how much
it is going to cost the American people
and whether we are getting our money’s
worth.

Let it be remembered that there is no
executive agreement that cannot be
overridden by an act of Congress. The
Executive cannot appropriate the money
for Spain—only Congress can do that.

And until the American people are
shown that every NATO partner which
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enjoys the protection of those Ameriéan
forces in Spain is helping to pay for their
cost, T am not in favor of any such mili-
tary aid program for Spain as is planned
in fiscal 1964.

My proposal is extremely simple. I
merely say to my administration, “Tell
the American people all the facts about
the executive agreement with Spain.” If
we have really reached the point where
a President of the United States, acting
through his Secretary of State and Seec-
retary of Defense, can enter into an
executive agreement of this type with
Spain, pledging all this money, and the
elected representatives of the people can-
not learn the facts about it, and the
American people cannot be told the facts.
I do not know how one would describe
the situation; but if that is to be the
policy, I eall it a further step in the
direction of a police state. A police state
is based upon secrecy; a police state is
based upon concealment from the people
and the people’s elected representatives
such pertinent facts as I am calling for
in regard to whatever agreement was
entered into with Spain. I am for cut-
ting it. I am for an amendment to the
bill that will slash it. How can, in any
other manner, notice be served on the
administration. If the administration
wants to go about the world, entering
into the kind of arrangement it entered
into with Spain, and is not willing to
make the facts public, that administra-
tion should be cut off at the purse strings.
Congress should deny the administration
the money. If Congress is not willing to
do that, in my judgment, it will have
surrendered one of the greatest checks
that our constitutional fathers wrote
indelibly into the Constitution—the
check upon the executive branch of the
Government through the purse strings.
I am not for giving one dime to Spain
until at least we know the facts.

FIRM STAND NOW IMPORTANT

It was never more important for us to
take a firm stand on these NATO costs
than now. Unless Congress is firm now,
the American people are going to find
themselves saddled with the cost of yet
another NATO venture, one of the most
expensive and least useful of all—the
Polaris-carrying surface fleet.

One would think that at a time when
the American Government has been try-
ing to persuade our NATO partners to
start putting up their fair share of the
conventional forces of the alliance, it
would have better judgment than to pro-
pose at the same time a nuclear fleet for
which we are offering to pay 40 percent
of the cost.

What a sham we are making of the
notion that NATO is a multilateral al-
liance, It is a German-American al-
liance, as this proposed nuclear fleet
makes embarrassingly clear. It is an

alliance from which France has vir-

tually withdrawn now that the great
flow of money from the United States
has ended. It is an alliance that Britain
belongs to only to the extent she thinks
is necessary to retain some voice in its
affairs. Along with Italy, these are the
great powers of Western Europe; but
when it comes to the financing and
manning of the military defenses of
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the alliance, there are really only two

This is true now of its conventional
forces. We, the United States, are now
trying to make it true for a nuclear force
as well. How do American spokesmen
expect to make the case stick for the
fulfilling of NATO force goals when at
the same time they are urging members
to let the United States pay 40 percent
of the cost of a nuelear force?

Of course, one has to go to Bonn, or
Paris, or London, or Rome to find out
exactly what our spokesmen are urging.

We do not find it out in Washington,
D.C. No Secretary of State or Defense,
or Under Secretary, or even Assistant
Secretary has discussed the proposed
multilateral NATO fleet with the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee., Per-
haps they have with the Armed Services
or Appropriations Committee—I do not
know—but if so, it has been kept very
quiet.

We Senafors have to do our best to
find out what it is all about from read-
ing the papers, and buttonholing for-
eign dignitaries, and foreign newsmen to
get some idea of the American objective,

We ought to slash into the NATO
funds; we ought to serve notice this
year—now—that NATO funds will be
drastically reduced. In my judgment,
that would not only strengthen the hand
of the President and the Secretary of
State in diplomatic negotiations; it
would also serve notice in the form of a
very much needed lesson in demoecratic
self-government to our allies abroad.
They need to be told that in this country
the executive agreements of a President
must be implemented with appropria-
tions, Now is the time to make it clear
that any agreements under NATO have
run on the rocks; that NATO will not
get the appropriations—that 1is, if the
House Committee on Ways and Means
and the Committees on Appropriations
of the House and Senate intend to carry
out the will of the people.

In due course, I shall offer a series
of amendments, country by country, if
the parliamentary situation forces me

to do so, calling for reductions in NATO'

appropriations. Let Senators stand up
and be counted.
PURPOSES OF MULTILATERAL FLEET

On one central point they are all
agreed: this new fleet is a political and
not a military venture. Apparently it
has two purposes; one, to head off a Ger-
man nuclear arms drive, and second, to
give NATO something to work on while

waiting for De Gaulle to pass from the

scene.,

To take the second point first, many
Americans are great believers in the
theory that working out infinite details
and spending large sums of money in
joint projects brings nations together
irrespective of the value of the project
itself, But. even if fhat were true—I
think anything but that is true—I do

not believe it is worth several billion

dollars to the American people.

The second reason given for pressing
this fleet: is that it will give to the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany a hand in a
nuclear weapons system and thereby re-
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lieve any desire on her part for nuclear
weapons of her own.

This is a very large-sized assumption,
I have not heard any clamor from the
German people to become a nuclear
power. They know, as the world knows,
that any step in the direction of nuclear
weapons for West Germany is considered
by the Soviet Union to be a grave threat
to her security. Aside from that prob-
lem, nuclear weapons are very expensive.
It is problematical whether that is an
expenditure the German people are
ready to make.

Of even greater concern to me is the
constant implication in all these discus-
sions that once the nuclear fleet is a
reality, the United States would be will-
ing to give up the control of its war-
heads. That is the old gimmick. That
is the “come-on.” We offer to pay far
more than our share; and to keep the
American people quiet, it is said that the
warheads will remain under American
control. But once the project is a reality,
once our money is spent and gone, then
our policymakers find it convenient to
invite the noncontributing countries in
to help to run the fleet and decide when,
where, and how its nuclear warheads will
be fired.

There have even been rumors in the
press that administration officials have
hinted that we would turn our entire
share of the fleet over fo Europeans.
These are rumors and allegations that
have frightening implications. The very
least of them, aside from all the implica-
tions of the expansion and proliferation
of nuclear forces, is that once again,
Unclesamhpmparlngtoﬂnance pay
for, and furnish to Europe the instru-
ments of her defense. :

I am not at all interested in any more
of these military giveaways to Western
Europe. Either NATO is going to be an
alliance in which everyone pays a fair
share, or the alliance should die. The
time to find out is now, and the place to
begin finding out is here in the Senate,
in connection with this foreign aid bill.

Before leaving this point, I want also
to bring to the attention of the Senate
an article, by Crosby S. Noyes, which ap-
peared in the Evening Star of October
24, 1963, In this article, Mr. Noyes de-
scribes the meeting now going on in Paris
under the Western European Union
treaty. He points out that one provision
of this treaty obliges France, now that
she has nuclear weapons in production,
to submit to a vote of the council of the
Western European Union “the level of
stocks that the high contracting parties
concerned will be allowed fo hold on the
mainland of Europe.” It takes a major-
ity vote of the council to make such deci-
sions.

As Mr. Noyes indicates, France is al-
ready in violation of that treaty obliga-
tion. France has no intention of sub-
mitting the control of her nuclear weap-
ons to a majority vote of the WEU; and
apparently no member of the treaty
group is planning to hold France to ac-
count under its provisions.

Yet it is also this treaty—and this
treaty alone—that proscribes the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany from manu-
facturing nuclear weapons and which

CIX——1328

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

limits German armaments in other
fields; as well. ' I ask unanimous consent
that the article from the Star be printed
at this peint in the REcorp.

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

EUROPEAN CONSPIRACY OF SILENCE
(By Crosby S. Noyes)

Paris—The ministers of the Western
European Union who meet in Brussels to-
morrow are partners in a curious conspiracy
of silence.

The conspiracy consiste of the fact that
France—which is a member of the seven-
nation group—is or soon will be in open
violation of provisions of the Western Euro-
pean Union treaty. And not one of the as-
sembled ministers is at all Ilkely to so much
as mention the fact.

Under little-known terms of the treaty,
France is solemnly bound to submit its na-
tional nuclear program to the control of the
Council of the Western European group as
soon as it begins production of nuclear
weapons.

From recent statements of high French
afficials, this stage would now seem to have
been reached. On October 16, Minister for
Information Alain Peyrefitte announced that
“France has started to provide itself with
an operational nuclear force.”

The terms of the Brussels Treaty, signed
in 1954 by Premier Plerre Mendes-France
(who also launched France's nuclear devel-
opment program that same year), are quite
explicit:

“When the development of atomie, bio-
logical, and chemical weapons in the terri-
tory on the mainland of Eurcpe of the high
contracting parties who have not given up
the right to produce them has passed the
experimental stage, and effective production
ofthemha.snmdthm.muwlotmm

the high contracting parties concerned
winbesuomtohom on the mainland of
Europe sghall be decided upon by a majority
vote of t.he Council of the Western European
Union.

BEHIND THE SILENCE

The reasons for the co cy of silence
when it comes to invoking this clause are
very simple.

France, at least as long as President de
Gaulle i1s running the country, will most cer-
tainly not volunteer to place its nuclear
force under the confrol of any international
group. Other members of the grou
of whom profess to deplore France's national
nuclear effort—feel that invoking the treaty
would be the guickest possible way of de-
stroying the Western European Union.

At this stage, the Western European Un-
ion is valuable primarily because of its non-
military aspects. European powers look on
it as a way of maintaining contact after
Britain’s exclusion by France from the Com-
mon Market. Economie and political ques-
tions are expected to dominate the discus-
slons at Brussels.

The argument that France, if challenged,
would simply denounce the Brussels treaty
is somewhat disingenuous. France may not
worry very much about the organization
which forms a bridge between Britain and
the Common Market. But behind the or-
ganization is a treaty which is of enormous
importance to France as well as the other
countries of the Western community.

THE TREATY'S IMPORTANCE
The Western European treaty regulates,
among other things, the degree and quality

of German rearmament. It is the treaty—
and the only one—that prevents Germany
from manufacturing nuclear weapons for it-
self. Italsolimits German-made armaments
in many other fields. It would not be torn
up lightly by France if for no other reason
than the fact that France relies on the
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treaty to preserve its nuclear monopoly on
the continent of Europe.

The problem of revising the Brussels
Treaty is equally hard. Presumably if seven
powers ean agree not to ralse the issue of
the French nuclear program, they can also
agree to revise the treaty to eliminate the
embarrassing clause.

But this would inevitably involve demands
for changes from the German side. And this
is the problem which the seven Western Euro-
pean powers would dearly like to avold as
long as possible.

If they were asked, French officials would
have a ready answer for their fallure to ad-
here to the terms of the Brussels treaty.

Conditions, they would say, have changed
greatly since the treaty was signed 9 years
ago. At that time, for instance, there were
no atomic weapons in Europe. Since 1954,
the accumulation of large American nuclear
stockpiles in Europe—which along with Brit-
ish stocks are not subfect to control of the
WEU powers—has made the relatively small
nuclear French stockpile unimportant.

This remains to be seen. As stand
at present, the simple fact is that Britain,
Belgium, Holland, Luxembourg, Italy, and
Germany possess between them undeniable
legal control over the French nuclear effort
which they clalm—in varying degrees—to
oppose.

It may be the smart practice of civilized
diplomacy to continue to ignore this sol-
emnly ratified international wndertaking.
But it is doubtful that the issue—which goes
to the heart of Europe’s future—can indefi-
nitely be swept under the Western European
Tug.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, Russia
commits many wrongs; and, in my judg-
ment, Russia has for years deliberately
followed a course of action by which she
has sought to arouse our concern and
to ereate crisis after erisis. But, many
times we are guilty of the same tactics.
If we continued to support NATO while
France followed her naitonalistic course
of action, and if we did not see to it that
West. Germany continued to be pro-
scribed insofar as the acquisition of nu-
clear weapons is econcerned, we would
have to assume a part of the responsi-
bility for creating what I believe would
be a very frightening and dangerous
crisis in the immediate future between
the Western World and Russia. I do not
know why anyone should think Russia
would stand mute and would remain idle
with France building up great nuclear
power on the continent of Europe, and
with France already in violation of the
treaty provisions in regard to the amount
of nuclear power a country can main-
tain on the continent. If there were
added to that situation any weakening
whatsoever of the proseription of nu-
clear power insofar as West Germany
is eoncerned, there would be a greater
crisis than the 1962 Cuba erisis.

That is why I am fearful that this
mad, insane nuclear armaments race
will end in war, because if we follow a
course of action that leaves Russia no
other course, just as Russia last year
was following in Cuba a eourse of action
which left us with no other course, the
challenge will be laid down. So if we
are dedicated to preventing war, we now
have an opportunity in dealing with this
foreign aid bill, to use it in such a way
as to change U.S. policy in regard to
NATO. It is for that reason that I said
a few minutes ago that Congress could
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very well strengthen the hand of the
President of the United States in diplo-
matic relations with our NATO Alliles
by saying to him, “Mr. President, we
will allow you only so much money for
NATO"—much less than the amount the
bill now provides.

Many do not fully realize that what
we are doing in connection with some
aspects of the foreign aid bill, particu-
larly in connection with the NATO as-
pect, may very well have a direct bearing
on whether in the years immediately
ahead we may have to assume our share
of the responsibility for plunging the
world into a nuclear war. Yet I cannot
see any basis for reconciling the na-
tionalistic course of action of De Gaulle
with world peace, and I cannot see any
basis in reality for assuming that any
move to make West Germany a nuclear
power could be reconciled with world
peace. If Congress does not do some-
thing about this matter, insofar as NATO
is concerned, in connection with the for-
eign aid bill, Congress will have to
assume its share of the responsibility for
the outbreak of a nuclear war, for I am
perfectly satisfied that if a nuclear
France and a nuclear West Germany are
built up, Russia will act before the
buildup is completed, because her posi-
tion is bound to be that although she
may not survive, her only chance of sur-
vival will be had if she takes action to
stop such a nuclear buildup. Senators
now can appreciate my belief in regard
to the seriousness of the bill.

Of course, others can disagree with
my evaluation of this situation; but many
persons share it, and that is why a group
of us are seeking to amend the pending
bill.

It can be argued, at almost any time
that Germany wishes to make the argu-
ment, that the failure of France to live
up to the treaty and the failure of the
other members to hold France to account
under the treaty have reduced the whole
1954 agreement—to use a notorious
phrase—*to a scrap of paper.”

In my opinion, the time for Britain,
France, Holland, Italy, and Belgium to
indicate their rejection of nuclear
weapons for Germany is right now. If
they have any apprehensions of a nu-
clear-armed Germany, they must make
the Western European Union a meaning-
ful organization. If they do not act to
apply its provisions to France, then they
are washing their hands of any future
limits upon German nuclear forces.

They have already made it pretty clear
that they are not interested in diluting
German nuclear activity with their own
participation in a multilateral fleet.
Once again, they expect Uncle Sam to
remain in partnership with Germany so
that Germany will not become a nuclear
power in herself. But they are not in-
terested in sharing the expense.

They will never share expense in any
project to which the United States is
party so long as they have the constant
example of our aid coming in whether
they do their share or not.

FAILURE TO MEET NATO FORCE GOALS

We already know the sorry record that
our major allies in Europe are making
in connection with NATO force goals.
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Before the Senate begins voting on the
amendments to the foreign aid bill, I
hope that each Member will obtain from
the Department of Defense its summary
of “NATO Country Forces in Being and
Force Objectives.” This is a frighten-
ing document. It is frightening to me
for one major reason: It indicates that
not only has one of the major suppliers
of NATO forces failed to supply those
forces, but it has no intention of supply-
ing them.

I refer, of course, to France. Many
other of our NATO partners do not have
the forces “in being” that they are
assigned. Some do not plan to make any
improvements next year. But France
has reduced her already meager forces
under NATO; she has no intention of
meeting her force goals this year. And
in terms of the troops, ships, and air
squadrons she is supposed to furnish to
the Organization at the time of mobili-
zation, France does not intend to furnish
more than a small fraction of her assign-
ment at the time of mobilization. What
an ally, By what stretch of reasoning
can we vote more money to her? If the
secret document to which I have been
referring could only have the label
“Classified, Secret,” removed from it and
the American people could know its con-
tents. I take the position they should
be allowed to know the contents. I wish
that the “secret” document which I have
on my desk could only be known to the
American people so that the American
people could know what we can count on
from France and what we cannot.

If this document could have the “Se-
cret” label removed from it so the Ameri-
can people could know what we can count
on from France and what we cannot, our
men, women, and dependents would be
pulled out of France so fast it would make
your head swim. There would be a re-
vision of the alliance demanded by the
American people that would count France
out formally, as she has already counted
herself out informally.

Senators are welcome to come to my
desk and read the document. If they
come, I particularly suggest that they
look at the section labeled “B—NATO
Country Forces in Being and Force Ob-
jectives.” Take a look at the record of
our allies. It is a shocking record. We
continue to vote aid to them. So far as
the Senator from Oregon is concerned,
he will continue to call it what it is—a
deception of the American people. The
American people are entitled to better
treatment. If the administration does
not like that language, I challenge it to
release the document to the American
people and obtain their verdiet. My
language calling it “a deception of the
American people” is mild in comparison
with what the American people will call
it. I challenge members of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations to answer my
argument. Let that classified document
be read by every Senator before he casts
his vote on the foreign aid bill and then
justify his vote if it is for it.

I am always astonished at the an-
guished cries that go up from the press
and politicians of the Federal Republic
of Germany whenever it is suggested
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that some American troops could be
brought home,

Before I proceed further, I ask Sen-
ators, “Why do you not talk to the chair-
man of the Senate Committee on
Armed Services in regard to the issue of
how many American troops are needed
in Germany?

I do not propose to placate West Ger-
many any further. We should bring
home at least four divisions now. I com-
pletely disagree with the President of
the United States in his announcement
of no intention to bring American forces
home from Germany. They ought to be
brought home and quickly—at least four
divisions of them. That would leave, for
the most part, two divisions. I am not
sure that we ought to leave more than
one division over there.

That action would have a great deal to
do with our gold supply. In spite of the
rationalizations that the administration
has tried to make in regard to the so-
called irrelevancy of the troops in Ger-
many to our gold supply problem, they
do not make a case. It would have a
great effect. We ought to bring them
home.

West Germany is a prosperous nation
with full employment.

Mr. President, we see an ironical para-
dox. If Germany were to fulfill her
commitments to NATO, she would have
to take a great many men out of
industry.

But the great United States—suppos-
edly the great industrial example of the
world—does not have to take men out of
industry to fill up her troop ranks. She
takes them out of the unemployed group.
There is a lesson to be drawn from that
situation. I would bring them home, I
would put them to constructive work by
spending some of the foreign aid money
to develop underdeveloped areas in the
United States. I would do something
about the falling water table in many
parts of America. Such a program re-
quires workers. It requires great dams.
It requires great reclamation projects. I
would do something about schools in
America with some of the foreign aid
money that I would take out of Europe.
I would build schools which are sorely
needed at all educational levels—ele-
mentary, secondary, higher education,
and graduate. There is such a shortage
of schools in our country that tens of
thousands of young men and women are
being denied the development of their
educational opportunities.

Mr. President, my heart does not bleed
for West Germany, but my heart does
bleed for the boys and girls in this coun-
try who are being denied the develop-
ment of their educational potential.
The money that we are wasting on the
foreign aid program is needed for the
improvement of American health.

I would be perfectly willing, if any-
one is at a loss to understand what we
can do with that money, to turn it all
over to heart research, to cancer re-
search, to arthritis research, or to any
other kind of research sorely needed in
connection with other diseases that take
their heavy toll. I could go on for an
hour listing the needs of this country
with respect to which we could spend
the money.
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I would say to West Germany that I
do not approve of our Secretary of State
going there and promising them that we
will not bring home any American divi-
sions. We have already told them that
if Russia makes a move against them we
will join them in their own defense. We
have just finished demonstrating to them
that under our airlift power—if it is man-
power they need, together with their
own divisions, and one or two that we
will leave there—they will be quickly re-
inforced, if necessary, by manpower,

But whom are we kidding, Mr. Presi-
dent? Such a war will never be a man-
power war: It will never be a conven-
tional war. We continue to spend bil-
lions of dollars for our nuclear might
because we know, if war should break
out with Russia, that it will be a nuclear
war, and military manpower in the old
conventional sense to a large extent will
be a surplus commodity. Of course, if
war should break out, it would be a non-
existent commodity, too—including ci~
vilian manpower.

We should stop the waste of money
involved in mainfaining so many divi-
sfons in Germany. We should cut that
amount and spend what is saved in the
development of our own economy and in
helping the truly unfortunate sections
of the world, such as are encompassed
by the Alliance for Progress program,
where the fight for freedom is still to be

I lmve saild many times—though I
continue to be misrepresented in the
press of this country—that I am not for
cutting economic aid to Latin America.
I will join in increasing it. I will vote
it as it is, and then I will

add to it every dollar that we
cut from military ald to Latin Ameriea.
ould take some of the savings made
by ting military aid to other parts
of the world and utilize it by giving more
economic aid to Latin America. That
is the way we will win the case for free-
dom in the world. But I would not
waste the taxpayers’ money in the type
of military aid we are now supplying
West Germany.

Mr. President, the same voices that
raise these cries are all too often the
same voices that ery out for eloser mili-
tary and political relations between
France and Germany. Yet, as our Sec-
retary of State has pointed out in Ger-
many recently, there was not so much as
a tremor in Germany when France took
her Atlantic fleet out from the command
of NATO. Of course, her Mediterranean
fleet is long gone. Her failure to meet
her troop commitments for the defense
of Germany is the most scandalous mili-
tary problem faced by the entire alliance.

It is a matter of history that after
Germany was brought into NATO as a
full partner, and when she began fur-
nishing much of NATO’s manpower,
there was a radical shift in NATO de-
fense plans for central Europe.

It had been the plan in the early
1950’s that the alliance would have a
“trip-wire” force in Germany that would
serve to absorb the initial blow of a pro-
spective Soviet invasion while the nuclear
retaliation of the United States was
being brought into play. These trip-wire
forces were not expected to defend Ger=
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many, but to fall back and leave it to
massive retaliation to destroy Russia.

But once Germany became an active
member of the alliance, she was not sat-
isfled to see the abandonment of Ger-
many as a defense strategy for Europe.
She began to insist upon being defended,
not liberated. So there was developed,
and rightly so, what we now call the for-
ward strategy of defense. It calls for
Germany to be defended on her eastern
border, and not serve as ground across
which NATO will retreat, keeping France
as the steppingstone back to the Con-
tinent.

To carry out the American part in that
defense we have some 250,000 troops,
roughly speaking, in Germany.

But the German political leaders, de-
fense leaders, and military leaders who
led the cause for the forward defense
idea, many of whom are also the chief
advocates of throwing in Germany’s
cause with De Gaulle, have never seen
the fulfillment of France's part of the
forward defense. Nor will they. I sug-
gest that the next time they raise the cry
that Germany is being abandoned by the
United States, they go to De Gaulle and
see how many French troops they can
get from him for the defense of Ger-
many. Let them take Germany's de-
fense problem to De Gaulle, and see how
much manpower they get from him.

Certainly, if we all accepted the De
Gaulle assumptions about Europe and
the Soviet Union, there would be no need
for American forces in Germany at all.
De Gaulle is assuming that there is not
going to be any Soviet attack across
Europe. He is assuming that the large
NATO ground forces are a waste of time
for France. If De Gaulle is right, then
they are a waste of time for the United
States, as well.

For some reason, I do not hear his
counterparts in Germany accepting that
line of argument insofar as the United
States is concerned. They do not seem
to argue with De Gaulle that he is wrong:
for them, it is only wrong for the United
States to play down or underestimate the
dangers of attack from Russia.

Yet the more De Gaulle ignores the de-
fense of Germany, the more some Ger-
man politicians seem to love him. The
more De Gaulle plans on defending
Europe at the Rhine instead of the east-
ern border of Germany, the more he ap-
peals to some German politicians. I will
tell you what I suspect: I suspect that
their alliance with De Gaulle is only for
the purposes of justifying Germany to
become an independent nuclear power,
just as France has done.

I think they know perfectly well that
so long as the De Gaulle theories of Euro-
pean defense prevail, they will get no
help from France in defending the terri-
tory of Germany from attack from the
East. I think they are also willing to
accept that, in return for the right of
Germany to emulate the French ezample
and to adopt as their own the French
reasons for having independent nuclear
forces.

That, too, is their right and their coun-
try’s right. But I think it makes a
mockery of their outeries over the with-
drawal of American forces, and their
advoeacy of the De Gaulle theory that
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the United States will not live up to its
obligations to Europe.

We will not fail in our obligations; we
are not failing now. We never have; and
we are the only member of the NATO_
that has not. But it is obvious that the
other partners, principally France, do
not agree that it is necessary to have so
many men stationed in Germany., Even
Germany has not furnished the man-
power asked of her in NATO force goals.

Since we have not won our allies
around to our way of thinking on this
matter, I think it is only reasonable to
accept their decision, and fo go along
with them. We should reduce our own
forces in Germany, and most certainly
we should reduce our forces in other
places in Europe.

The place we should start is in France.
Remember that while we have some 250,-
000 men in Germany, we have around
400,000 in all of Europe. I would like to
see the total of American forces in Eu-
rope brought down to the figure of 250,~
000. That is a cut of 150,000. We should
start by bringing back the tens of thou-
sands of troops we have in France.

We could also reduce our very large
garrisons in Britain, Italy, Turkey, and
Spain.

We should start by bringing back a
division from Germany now, in 6 months
another division, and in another 6
months a third division. Germany would
know that we would defend her immedi-
ately, will all the power of the United
States, in case she were aftacked by
Russia—assuming, of course, she herself
did not commit an act of aggression.
AMERICAN AID TO NATO PARTNERS SHOULD CEASE

But above all, we must stop up the con-
stant outflow of American aid to these
countries. Despite the pleas that have
been made from this floor in the last 3
years alone, and despite the promises
that have been made “downtown” to
head off drastic congressional action, the
aid to our NATO partners still flows in
one form or another. We are usually
told that no new commitments are being
made, and that all aid, except to Greece
and Turkey, is in fulfillment of past
commitments.

In light of some of their own poor per-
formances in fulfilling NATO commit-
ments, I am no longer much impressed
with this argument against cutting off
our aid. Virtually all of it is military aid.
But there is not one recipient that is not
capable of furnishing all its NATO forces
without aid from us, if it so desires.

It does not intend to do so. It intends
to continue to ‘“‘scak” the American tax-
payer. It intends to continue to let
Uncle Sam assume European obligations,
He has all he can do to assume American
obligations now. The word that ought
to be on the lips of every Senator is
“cut.” Cut, and continue to cut the bill
until justice is done the American tax-
payer, because doing justice to the Amer-
ican taxpayer by the cuts will not weak-
en the security of this country one iota.

I believe that the bill should not go to
the White House without a flat prohibi-
tion on new aid commitments to NATO
members and a directive that existing
commitments immediately be renego-
tiated downward.
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Not only should no new commitments
be made by the United States to Norway,
Denmark, Great Britain, France, Ger-
many, Italy, Holland, Belgium, Canada,
or Luxembourg, but any existing com-
mitments should be promptly revised
downward. At the very least, there
should be an American policy that any
NATO member that does not fulfill its
commitments to the organization for-
feits any American aid under existing
agreements.

The President made a statement in his
news conference yesterday in which he
said that additional American forces
were sent to Germany in 1961 because of
unfulfilled commitments by other allies,

Note that, Mr. President; we sent
American boys over there in 1961, ac-
cording to the President of the United
States, because of the unfulfilled com-
mitments of other allies. Why? By
what justification? I do not know.
That statement by the President is an
indication that the Congress must no
longer leave any choice to administra-
tion officials. We must write it into the
law that this country is no longer to
underwrite the failures of our allies.

Let me read an excerpt from the For-
eign Relations Committee hearings on
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1963,
which includes the colloguy I had with
Mr. Bell, of ATID. The colloquy is very
interesting. I read a part of it:

Senator Morse. Mr, Bell, I share the views
of Senator FurLsricHT that he has expressed
with regard to this European aid,

I won't use the figures although I think
figures have been used in public, but I want
to direct your attention for a moment to
economic and military aid to Greece and
Turkey.

Mr, BeLL. Yes, sir.

Senator MogrseE. That amounts to many
millions of dollars. That is as much as I
will say. They amount to many milllons of
dollars. And the United States makes the
contribution,

Greece and Turkey supply 24 divisions of
men in the Mediterranean area under NATO.
Here agaln those divisions are dependent
upon the United States because our further
military assistance would encompass the
cost of their maintenance,

I digress to say that, in spite of all
the talk about Turkish and Greek divi-
sions, they are of no value if not main-
tained by the United States. We equip
them. We pay them. They are depend-
ent upon us. That is not my idea of a
very effective or efficient ally.

To return to the colloquy:

What I am at a loss to understand is why
shouldn't West Germany—West Germany in
particular, although I think it is true of
other NATO countries, too—contribute eco-
nomle aid to Greece and Turkey?

Mr. BerLr. They are, sir.

Senator Morse. To what extent and in
what amount percentagewise?

Mr. Berr. I am not sure I have the figures
with me. But I would be glad to supply
them for the record. May I expand on that
a moment, if I may?

We have within the last year taken two
steps which are exactly in the direction that
you are indicating as desirable and which
we agree is desirable.

I marvel, all through the hearings on
foreign aid, that whenever we had the
State Department or other administra-
tion witnesses in a tough position, they
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invariably found themselves in agree-
ment with us on principle. The difficulty
with the State Department and other
officials of the administration is that
they seem to be unable to implement
what they deem is sound in prineiple. It
is when we come to their administrative
practices that they break down. That
is where the inefficiency develops. They
are good talkers, but they are failures
when it comes to putting into practice
their good talk.
Mr. Bell continued:

First we sought a special contribution from
Germany and other NATO countries directly
to the Greek military budget as part of an
increase in the funds available for the Greek
military forces, During the last or current
fiscal year, Germany has contributed specif-
ically and directly to Greece as we have been
dolng for many years, for the purpose of help-
ing them carry larger military forces than
their own economic circumstances would
permit.

Secondly, we have, under the Organization
for Economie Cooperation and Development,
the OECD, and its Development Assistance
Committee urged the establishment of a con-
sortium of countries, Germany is a mem-
ber; we are a member; several other coun-
tries are as well. We will consider the re-
quirements for economic progress in Greece,
and together consider what the contributions
might be made to that progress.

This consortium has met twice and the
Germans have made a substantial pledge.

Furthermore, Senator, as you know, Greece
is one of the cases where we are now rapidly
changing the form of the assistance that we
make available.

Last year, 1962, we made our last economic
grants to Greece.

This year, the present fiscal year, we have
made only loans to Greece. The last loan,
that I approved the day before yesterday, is
at 314 percent interest and 20 years, like the
one you commented on a week ago with re-
spect to Taiwan.

So that we are moving in what seems to me
a sensible direction toward providing such
assistance as we still will provide to Greece
on terms that are more relevant and more
appropriate in the light of the progress
Greece 18 making; and we have been trying
to urge and arrange for greater and more ap-
propriate participation by Germany and
other European countries.

Again, my comment should be qualified
to say that we would hope the Europeans
will do more than they have to date, but we
certainly concur in the direction that you are
pointing.

Mr. President, it sounds good. They
always sound good. However, when we
analyze their language, it is always eva-
sive. The talk by Mr. Bell is not sub-
stantiated by policy. So I again say to
my administration: “Tell me how much
we are going to be able to make it possi-
ble for us to cut in Turkish and Greek
aid, in terms of the amount of money
that the NATO allies are now willing to
contribute as their share, thus reducing
our share?”

I have been advised that the talk
about West Germany contributing still
does not put them into a substantial
contribution in comparison with the con-
tribution of the United States. There is
little from France. If there is anything
from Great Britain, it is only a token
contribution. @Where are the other
NATO allies?

I serve notice on the State Depart-
ment that I am not at all impressed
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with the kind of “snow job” language
they flutter down on us every time they
testify on foreign aid. They are great
seducers. I am not interested in being
seduced into a further waste of taxpayer
money. I want some delivery of savings
from the State Department. We are not
going to get them until we cut the for-
eign aid bill far below the Mansfield
amendments, at least to the House fig-
ures, although I would reorganize the
House figures by taking more off mili-
tary aid and adding that saving to eco-
nomie aid.

The colloquy continued:

Senator Morse. Let me see if I could get
into the record on a percentage basis an
answer to this question, Let's take all of the
economic and military aid that Greece and
Turkey get. Let's set the other NATO coun-
tries off to one side and compare their con-
tributions to the U.S. contributions to
Greece and Turkey percentagewise,

What percentage would the other NATO
countries be paying and what percentage
would the United States be paying? We
don't have to talk about specific amounts.

Do Senators know why we could not
talk about specific amounts? The in-
formation is classified. It is top se-
cret. That is so, even though it involves
taxpayer money. It is a very sad thing,
It is discouraging, too. In this examina-
tion of Mr. Bell, as a member of the
committee, I could not talk in terms of
specific amounts, because they are clas-
sified. So I had to resort to the indirec-
tion of talking in terms of percentages.

I say to the American people, “How
long are you going to tolerate such a
situation? How long are you going to
take it? When are you going to crack
down on the politicians? When are you
going to whip them by leaving them at
home unless they are willing to start
protecting your interest? When are you
going to serve notice on the politicians
that the veil of secrecy must be lifted to
a very large extent?”

I say to the American people, “You get
exactly the kind of government you are
willing to tolerate. If you are willing to
tolerate a government of secrecy, you
will get a government of secrecy. But if
you are going to make it clear to the
politicians that you want them to remove
government by secrecy from the Ameri-
can scene, and that you want them to do
something about stopping the waste of
hundreds of millions of dollars encom-
passed in the foreign aid bill, or you will
beat them, you will start getting foreign
aid reform, and not before.”

That, of course, applies to Democrats
as well as Republicans, so far as the
senior Senator from Oregon is concerned.
We are talking about a nonpartisan is-
sue in which there is no room for parti-
sanship.

I do not know of any other way. Un-
less Congress is willing to live up to its
responsibilities in protecting the Ameri-
can people, they will have to protect
themselves in what I said last week is
the citadel of American freedom, the vot-
ing booth. Their first opportunity will
be in 1964.

When I asked Mr. Bell what percent-
age the other NATO countries would be
paying and what percentage the United
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States would be paying, and stated that
we did not have to talk about specific
amounts, he answered as follows:

Mr. Berr. I have partial data in answer to
that question now and I will answer the rest
of it if I may in the record.

In the years 1960 through 1962, apart from
military assistance, just looking at the eco-
nomic side, about 70 percent of the foreign
assistance disbursements to Greece came
from the United States and 30 percent from
West Germany.

Senator Morsg. From West Germany?

Mr. BerL. Yes, sir,

Senator Morse. Is she the only country
that participated?

Mr. Berr. In those years. However, the
consortium that I spoke of, includes in ad-
ditlon to Germany, France, Italy, Belgium,
Netherlands, Luxembourg, Canada and our-
selves.

So that the current flow of assistance to
Greece which is being influenced by this
consortium will include contributions from
at least some of these other countries.

And I will put the exact facts in the rec-
ord, sir.

(The information referred to follows:)
“UNITED STATES-ALLIED EFFORTS IN GREECE
AND TURKEY
“GREECE

“U.8. assistance to Greece in calendar year
1963 will represent 653 percent of total free
world ald, compared to 70 percent for the
1960-62 perlod. It is estimated that Greek
receipts of official assistance from European
sources during calendar year 1963 will nearly
equal U.S. aid during the same period. Re-
celpts under European officlal credits in
calendar year 1963 will be about 47 percent
of total aid receipts.

“A large part of the European aid to Greece
in calendar year 1963 consists of loans from
European investment banks and drawdowns
under German Government loans, as well as
over $13 milllon in grant ald by European
NATO members for support of the Greek de-
fense program.

That is very interesting. For years,
we made grants. We rebuilt our NATO
allies and made them prosperous, so that
in 1963 they were very cooperative. At
good interest rates, they made bank loans
to Greece. That is a far cry from grants.
Now that we have made them into eco-
nomic surplus nations, now that they
are prosperous, they are willing to make
some money out of Greece.

Mr. President, do you know what I
favor? I favor letting the entire amount
be loaned. There are other places where
we ought to put our money. Let the
whole program be taken over on a loan
basis, and let us put the money in Latin
America, at our front door. Let us do
something about our Pacific problems.
I call upon the administration, I call
upon our NATO allies, to relieve us of
any further obligations in respect to
Greece at all.

Mr. Bell supplied me with the follow-
ing material on Turkey:

TURKEY

The U.S. portion of assistance to Turkey is
expected to drop to 65 percent in calendar
year 1963, as Turkey receives the assistance
extended by the European countries and
Canada under the consortium. In the past,
the United States has been providing most
of the economic assistance received by Tur-
key. In calendar year 1961, disbursements
under U.S. loans and grants (excluding Pub-
lic Law 480) represented about 75 percent
of Turkish aid recelpts. Germany provided
‘the other 25 percent,
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Do not forget that all the data I have
been discussing in the last few minutes
are economic-aid data, not military-aid
data. Inmilitary aid, we are being taken
for even more of a ride. In that area we
are doing most of the paying. Mr. Bell
admits it, for under the heading “Mili-
tary assistance” there is an interesting
sentence in his report to the Committee
on Foreign Relations. Under the head-
ing “Military Assistance,” it is stated:

The United States provided almost all the
military equipment used by Greece and
Turkey.

That was to the tune of hundreds of
millions of dollars. Mr. Bell’s own fig-
ures show that in connection with eco-
nomic aid we still provide most of the
funds. Now that West Germany and
other countries have become prosperous
because we built them up, they are oblig~
ing, they are willing to make money out
of Greece; they are willing to make hard
loans at good interest rates. All I am
saying to the administration is “Draw
out entirely; use our money in Latin
America.”

I want to know what the answer is to
this almost hidden sentence in Mr. Bell’s
report to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, under the heading “Military As-
sistance':

The United States provided almost all the
military equipment used by Greece and
Turkey.

We shall continue to do so if we do not
stop. We will not get any assistance
from our NATO allies. So long as Uncle
Sam is willing to pay through the nose,
he can continue to pay through the nose.
That one sentence in Mr. Bell's report
ought to be emblazoned on the walls of
the Chamber during the course of this
debate:

The United States provided almost all the
:;“.lrli;uy equipment used by Greece and

ey.

How long are we going to keep it up?
How long shall we accept the noncoop-
erative attitude of our NATO allies? Are
Greece and Turkey not important to
them? We would hear much howling if
the United States decided not to supply
almost all the military aid. Of course
Greece and Turkey are important to the
defense of Europe. It is also important
that our NATO allies, whom we have
rehabilitated and made prosperous, give
us a little assistance in keeping Greece
and Turkey militarily strong.

The colloquy in committee continued:

Senator Morse. Can you tell me if you

think that that consortium will change that
70~ to 30-percent ratio?

That is, with respect to economic aid—

Mr. BeLrt., Yes, sir, we do.

Senator Morse, How much?

Mr. BeLr. We have been working in most
of the consortiums toward a rough 50-50
ratio, and I assume we will do the same here.

Greece is a case in which we expect eco-
nomic assistance to be terminated within the
next 2 or 3 years, and at that point we ex-
pect them to be able to obtain the external
capital they need from the World Bank, the
Export-Import Bank, from normal commer=
clal and private sources,

Our allies get out of it by paying prac-
tically nothing. The American people
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must remain soaked and socked. That
is not right. This is a matter of com-
mon fairness to the taxpayers. I do not
know why the ratio should be 50-50. Mr.
Bell says that the administration will
work “toward a rough 50-50 ratio.” If
it is a “rough 50-50,” it will not be on the
low side, so far as the American inter-
ests are concerned. That is an interest-
ing use of the word “rough.” I will tell
Senators what he means. He means, “It
will not be 50; it will be somewhat more
than 50; but we hope not too much more
than 50.” But what is “too much” with
the State Department? If it were 70
percent, they would be heard to say, “We
are working toward a rough 50 percent.”
If it were 60 percent, they would say, “We
are working toward a rough 50 percent.”

But I raise the question, why 50 per-
cent? I do not know why the ratio
should be 50 percent for the United
States and 50 percent for the rest of the
countries. I would like it much better
if Mr. Bell had said we would be work-
ing toward an exact 20 percent, not a
rough 50 percent. I say to Mr. Bell and
the State Department: “Fifty percent is
entirely too much, even if you reach that
point; but you are not there.”

The language about the creation of a
consortium is another semantic device
to divert us. Setting up a consortium
does not mean a single thing until we
consider what results will flow from it.

Senators will vote on the foreign aid
bill without having any commitments
from other countries, either through the
consortium or through any other me-
dium, whereby they will assume any
other obligation, or in some instances
any obligation at all, as regards Greece
and Turkey.

Under the heading “Consortium for
Military Assistance to Greece,” we find
in the committee hearings, on pages 638
and 639, the following:

CONSORTIUM FOR MILITARY ASSISTANCE TO
GREECE

Military assistance then will be the only
significant kind of assistance that goes into
Greece.

This will present a problem which we have
not yet worked out the arrangement of a
new kind of consortium. This iz a new
problem for us, and has only arlsen as the
European countries in recent years have heen
able to meet their own defense requirement
and to begin to be able to contribute to
others.

I expect over the next 2 or 3 years we are
going to have to work toward comsortium-
like systems in the military field just as we
have developed them in recent years in the
economic field.

Senator Morse. Am I correct in my under-
standing a very large percentage of military
ald to Greece and Turkey over the years has
been paid by the United States? Would it
be an understatement—if I correctly recall
the figures—to say that we have been paying
at least 70 percent of the costs of military
ald to Greece?

Mr. BeELL, More than that, sir. For Greece
and Turkey.

Senator Morse. And Turkey?

Mr. BerL, Yes, sir. I would say 90 percent

of military aid has been pald by the United
States.

Mr. President, we should not be fooled
by the earlier testimony by Mr, Bell in
regard to economic aid, when the figure
he stated in regard to economic aid by
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the United States was in the neighbor-
hood of 70 percent, for the amount of
economic aid is much less than the
amount of military aid. When we con-
sider the total program for Greece and
Turkey—both military aid and economic
aid—it is clear that I am quite correct
when I say that the United States has
paid so much that, when we consider
the other NATO countries as a whole,
their payments have been only token
payments. When we consider West Ger-
many’'s contributions aside from those
from the rest of the European NATO
countries, we find that West Germany
has paid—but only for a small part of
the time—in the neighborhood of 30 per-
cent. However, let us not forget this
testimony by Mr. Bell, which is to be
found on page 639 of the hearings:

I would say 90 percent of military aid has
been paid by the United States.

I read further from that hearing:

Senator Morse. I think one of the trouble
spots you are faced with on this bill, which,
I think, faces a strenuous drive for reduc-
tion, is this European flield. Among others
that I can mention is this last country I
am going to ask about because you have
been very patient, the chairman has been
very patient, and I will submit the rest of
my guestions in writing.

Then I proceeded to discuss Pakistan.
I shall refer to that at a later time, when
I take up an amendment dealing with
Pakistan, because here, too, a very large
cut in our aid needs to be made.

Mr. President, at this time I have con-
cluded my speech on the NATO issue,
and I have just had a whispered con-
versation with my very good friend, the
Senator from Florida [Mr. HorLrawpl.
During the remainder of the afternoon,
I plan to discuss procedure, if that ar-
rangement meets with the pleasure of
the Senate; and in a moment I shall
proceed to do so.

At this point I wish to add to the
speech I have just concluded a further
reference to the “secret” document I
hold in my hand. I shall return it im-
mediately to the staff of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee. I requested it from
Mr. Marcy. His memorandum reads as
follows:

Attached is information supplied by the

of Defense In response to in-
quiries which we initiated in your behalf in
regard to NATO costs. Please note that this
s classified “‘secret,” and return to the Com-
mittee on Forelgn Relations when you have
finished with it.

I have told Senators that it is avalil-
able to them in the Foreign Relations
Committee. I deplore the fact that its
contents are marked “secret.” The
American people are entitled to know the
contents of this document; and if they
did know them, I am satisfied there
would be some major revisions in this
foreign aid bill—as I have sald before,
because what this classified report shows
is that we have no right to hope for any
better treatment in the future from our
NATO allies than the treatment we are
receiving now.

I have referred to this item, section
(b) of this classified document. I shall
not read into the Recorp any of its con-
tents; but this is the item which deals
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with M-day, and these are the data which
deal with Mobilization Day; these are the
data which show the commitments of our
alleged allies and what they are willing to
do when the shooting is about to start.
Mr. President, you will be shocked to
read this document. Under the heading
“Forces in Being, December 31, 1962,
we find the country-by-country plans for
M-day, the NATO program for M-day,
the requirements up to the end of 1966.
All I wish to say by way of generalization
is that we find deficiency after deficiency
on the part of ally after ally. We do not
even have from them commitments that
they will agree to live up to the require-
ments of M-day. So I do not understand
why we should be asked in this foreign
aid bill to aid them further.

If Mr. Holt, of the Foreign Relations
Committee, will now come to my desk,
I shall place this classified document in
his possession. I now return it to him.
I brought it to the floor of the Senate in
the hope that I could elicit some interest
on the part of Senators in informing
themselves—before they vote, some days
from now—on the question of further
U.S. aid to NATO countries, for, in my
judgment, this document is dramatic ev-
idence that we should vote to cut it; and
I shall offer amendments that will give
the Senate an opportunity to vote to
cut it.

I cannot tell the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. HoMPHREY ] how pleased I am
to have him on the floor while I make
some suggestions or proposals in regard
to the further handling of this bill. I
wish the Recorp to show, first of all,
that the Senator from Minnesota has
made perfectly clear to me, over and
over again, that he does not agree with
me on many of the stands I take on the
foreign aid bill.

Mr. President, our discussions at least
show that the Senator from Minnesota
does not consider the Senator from
Oregon an ogre or obstructionist, or one
who is suffering great internal and in-
trospective pains on the floor of the Sen-
ate that causes an empathy reaction on
the part of others. I am only presenting
my case. Iam perfectly willing to let the
jury cast the verdict, but the jury will
not be here. The jury will be the people
of America.

I wish to get on with the bill. We are
setting forth our general case against
the bill. We must make our specific
cases now, amendment by amendment.

Earlier this afternoon I had hoped that
we could remove what we find to be a
very difficult parliamentary barrier that
the Mansfield amendments have thrown
in our way. We are at work and are
making some progress in finding ways of
mollifying somewhat the parliamentary
effects of the Mansfield amendments. I
do not know whether we can succeed in
accomplishing our objective, but we will
continue to try. We need a little time
for that. The Holland amendment to
the Mansfield amendments is before the
Senate. If we have to live with the bill
as it is, the Holland amendment is a
great contribution to its improvement.
If we cannot do better than the Holland
amendment, I intend to vote for the
Holland amendment. But we are going
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to try parliamentarily to remove 1965
and 1966 authorizations from the bill and
have an authorization for no year but
1964. We need a little time tonight to
put our parliamentary case in shape for
a plea for such action tomorrow.

For that reason, in a whispered con-
versation with the Senator from Florida
[Mr. Horraxnp], I told him that I would
try to avoid a vote on his amendment to-
night. I believe that in the regular
course of events there could be an early
vote on his amendment tomorrow, but it
will not be held under any unanimous-
consent agreement to vote, for, as I said
earlier this afternoon, there will never
be any such agreement while the bill is
before the Senate. We do not need it.
We shall see what the lay of the land is
parliamentarywise, and try to under-
stand what obstacles the powerhouse
amendments have thrown in our way.
I pointed out again that they are parlia-
mentary “powerhouse” amendments
which are very effective. I commend
the generalship of the proponents.
After all, if they wish to be so short-
sighted as to try to accomplish the ob-
jectives of their bill, their generalship
is very good. But losing a battle does
not lose the war, although it sometimes
makes if tougher to win it,

So we will do what we can to reduce
the amount in the Mansfield amend-
ments and, if possible, eliminate the
Holland amendment completely by elimi-
nating any need for fixing the amounts
for 1965 and 1966. But if we must fix
an amount for 1965 and 1966, and cannot
fix a lower amount than the amount
proposed by the Senator from Florida,
we will rally behind him and vote for it.

I address myself to the Senator from
Minnesota because it is now a quarter
after five. It has been a hard day.
More progress has been made in the
cloakrooms than the work on the floor of
the Senate may show. The Senator from
Montana [Mr. MansrFieLp] conferred,
came back, and announced that he would
not withdraw the amendments. I told
him that that was his right, and that we
would move on from there. I think it
would be a mistake for me to call for fur-
ther speakers tonight. It is late enough.
t'Il;hgse of us on the opposition have work

0.

I should like to suggest, without my
being required to call further speakers
tonight—if any other Senator wishes to
say anything, he can say it—that we not
seek to obtain any agreements of any
kind tonight, that the Senate recess, and
proceed tomorrow. If we cannot obtain
an agreement on the Holland amend-
ments, I suggest that the Senate vote on
the Holland amendments. Then we will
offer our amendment, which will be a
substitute for paragraph (b) of the
Mansfield amendments. It is the amend-
ment that I discussed earlier this after-
noon, which we think would probably
have the effect of eliminating authoriza-
tions for the years 1965 and 1966. If not,
we will be told so by tomorrow, and we
will try to reword it so that we can ac-
complish that end. It may be that we
shall have to follow the recommendation
of the Senator from Kentucky and offer
a new section that would amend the For-
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eign Aid Act of 1961 that seeks to drop
the authorizations for 1965 and 1966.
That is the position of the Senator from
Oregon as of now. I shall await what-
ever course is followed by the Senate.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

[No. 205 Leg.]
Alken Hartke Muskie
Allott Hayden Nelson
Anderson Hickenlooper Neuberger
Bartlett ain Pearson
Bayh Holland Pell
Bible Hruska Prouty
Boges Humphrey Proxmire
Brewster Inouye Randolph
Burdick Johnston Robertson
Byrd, Va. Jordan, N.C. Russell
Byrd, W. Va. Kennedy Baltonstall
Cannon Kuchel Scott
Carlson Lausche Simpson
Case Long, La Smathers
Church Magnuson Bmith
Clark Mansfield Sparkman
Curtis McCarthy Stennis
Dirksen McClellan Talmadge
Dodd McGovern Thurmond
Dominick McIntyre Tower
Douglas Mechem Walters
Ellender Metcalf Willlams, N.J.
in Miller Williams, Del.

Fong Monroney Yarborough
Fulbright Morse Young, N. Dak,
Gore Morton Young, Ohio
Gruening Moss
Hart Mundt

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. Mc-
Govery in the chair). A quorum is
present.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the Mansfield-
Dirksen “powerhouse” amendments.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, before
the Senate votes, there should be some
discussion.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the
pending question is on the amendment
offered by the Senator from Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Florida is correct.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I should
like to ask the leadership what its de-
sires are for the remainder of the eve-
ning.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in
the light of earlier discussion, now that
the yeas and nays have been ordered on
the Mansfield-Dirksen amendments, and
the fact that the Senator from Oregon
indicated that he wanted to discuss his
proposal of another amendment with
some of his colleagues, there is no inten-
tion, as I see it now, to attempt to force
a vote. There may be some Senators
who have an item or two they wish to
place in the Recorp; but, as I under-
stand, the pending business is the Hol-
land amendment. Is my understanding
correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. HUMPHREY. There is no inten-
tion to force a vote on that amendment
tonight.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is there any ob-
jection to voting on the Holland amend-
ment tonight?

Mr. MORSE. Yes.
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Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from
Oregon indicated that not only was there
objection, but that he wanted to look
into the parliamentary situation with
reference to whether that amendment
might be modified or amended. That
seemed to be a reasonable request.

Mr. MORSE. If the Senator from
Minnesota will permit me to do so, I
shall be glad to make a progress report.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Very well.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I send to
the desk another amendment dealing
with this subject. It splits the amend-
ment I first offered and provides:

On page 1, lines 7 to 9, strike out “$975,000,-
000 for the fiscal year 1864, and #1,500,000,000
for each of the next two succeeding fiscal
years,” and inserting in lieu thereof “and
£000,000,000 for the fiscal year 1964.”

I ask that the amendment be printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment (No. 303) will be received
and printed, and will lie on the table.

Mr. MORSE. A discussion has taken
place since the discussion earlier this
afternoon. We want to verify the pro-
posal overnight and be ready to offer it
tomorrow, after the vote on the Holland
amendment; and we believe that it would
do the job. In effect, it would amend the
act, so that what is called the continuing
authorization, so far as 1965 and 1966 are
concerned, would be repealed. If we
satisfy ourselves that that is in line with
the interpretation of the Senator from
Massachusetts, that will be the purport
of our amendment.

Mr. President, I send to the desk, for
printing, the second part of the amend-
ment I offered earlier. That will be
called up separately. It really has noth-
ing to do with the Holland amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed,
and will lie on the table.

Mr. MORSE. I have informed the
majority whip that it is our plan to pro-
ceed without delay tomorrow with the
Holland amendment and then to offer
the first Morse amendment, which we
think would improve the bill even beyond
the Holland amendment. I shall vote for
the Holland amendment because, in my
judgment, it is a great improvement.
We think the Morse amendment would
improve the bill that much more. But
there are other speakers, if it becomes
necessary to speak longer tonight. How-
ever, we believe that that would be a
waste of time in the long run.

Mr. HUMPHREY. As the Senator
from Oregon looks ahead, Is it his pro-
posal that the Senate vote on the Hol-
land amendment, or any substitute
therefor, tomorrow?

Mr. MORSE. I assumed that that
would be the order of business when the
Senate convened fomorrow. If any Sen-
ator wished to talk about the Holland
amendment, he would make his remarks;
then the Senate would vote on the
amendment.

Following the disposition of the Hol-
land amendment, I propose to offer my
amendment, or a modification of it, if
a conference on the parliamentary situa-
tion causes us to believe that that is
necessary to accomplish what we are
seeking to do.
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Then, the Senator
would take only a reasonable time to-
morrow?

Mr, MORSE. That is all I ever take.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That means that
tomorrow there will be some votes. I
feel that with the assurances we have
had from the distinguished Senator from
Oregon, tomorrow will be a very fruitful,
productive day.

Mr. MORSE. Today has been a very
fruitful day.

Mr, HUMPHREY. I am sure it was;
but tomorrow will be even more fruitful.
The fruit will be riper.

Mr. MORSE. That depends on one's
interpretation.

Mr. HUMPHREY. So the plan will be
to have the Senate convene tomorrow at
12 o’clock noon and proceed to the pend-
ing amendment, which is the Holland
amendment, and also look forward to
having a number of votes. All Senators
should be on notice.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iyield.

Mr. DIRESEN. Does that mean that
there will be no votes tonight?

Mr. HUMPHREY. There will be no
votes tonight.

ALLIANCE FOR PROGRESS

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, in our
discussions of the foreign aid bill this
week, many of the defects of this pro-
gram are being pointed out. Although
I have criticized parts of this program,
I do believe that the Alliance for Prog-
ress warrants and needs our continued
support. I ask unanimous consent to in-
sert at this point in the REcorp two arti-
cles pertaining to the Alliance for Prog-
ress authorization which were published
in the October 22 issue of the Journal
of Commerce and the October 4 issue of
the Catholic Standard.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbo,
as follows:

[From the Journal of Commerce, Oct. 22,
63]

ForMER COLOMBIAN CHIEF HOPEFUL ON LATIN
PAcT

Lonpow, October 21.—Ex-President of Co-
lombia, Dr. Alberto Lleras Camargo, said to-
day he was very optimistic about the future
of the Alliance for Progress and hoped Brit-
aln and other European countries could use
it as the framework for stepping up their aid
to Latin America.

Mr. Lleras Camargo told a press confer-
ence he hoped that his trip to Britain at the
invitation of the British Council would help
increase British interest in Latin America.

He sald that in the past 20 or 80 years
British influence and interest in Latin Amer-
ica had declined, but that the trend could
be reversed through such practical measures
as increased technical asslstance, and in-
creased trade.

ALLIANCE FUTURE DISCUSSED

Mr. Lleras Camargo spoke at length about
the Alliance for Progress and its future. He
saild he was very optimistic about its future
and considered that in its first 2 years it had
made tremendous steps forward.

He told the newsmen that the Alliance
should not be seen as a purely U.S. venture
but as a project of all Latin American States.

Answering questions he said he thought
it would be possible for European nations to
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help more, and that it would be a good thing
if this were done through the framework of
the Alllance.

Mr. Lleras Camargo emphasized on several
occasions that no one could expect the Alli-
ance to work perfectly in 2 years. He said
that the beginning was bound to be difficult,
because in Latin America more was needed
than money—the human resources had to be
developed, and technicians formed.

FIVE-YEAR VISTA

He sald he was certain that in 5 to 10
years 1t would accomplish what it was aim-
ing to do.

On the issue of the role of military ele-
ments in Latin America, he said when mili-
tary coups did occur they were a setback for
the democratic process in Latin America and
not for the Alliance for Progress. He said
the Alliance as such was not designed to
protect democratic regimes but to help them
develop.

Mr. Lleras Camargo also spoke of Colom-
bia’s difficulties over coffee. He sald the
Latin American States had shared the tax-
free U.B. market with African producers, and
in this way were helping African states.

He sald that at the same time as coffee
prices had dropped the cost of imported
machinery and manufactured had in-
creased, so that Colombia was also support-
ing the high cost of living in the United
States.

[From the Washington (D.C.)
Standard, Oct. 4, 1963]

THE SENATE AND THE ALLIANCE

Among the many problems to come bhefore
the Senate is the question of foreign ald.

Catholic

cut, if the Senate allows it to stand, will
force a change in our aid policy. In particu-
lar, the proposed cut in aid for Latin Amer-
ica endangers the continued existence of the

Latin American countries have not hidden
thelr displeasure at the House's aid cut
vote. Latin American papers, even those
friendly to the United States, have noted
that the U.S. aid to the entire Latin American
area will be only slightly higher than the
Soviet ald to Cuba alone.

The House's aid slash is opening up a dis-
trust for the United States at a time when
the Alllance for Progress needs strong back-
ing. The work in Chile has shown that the
combined effort and determination of gov-
ernment and private groups can bring a
nation to the beginnings of true freedom
and economic prosperity.

But the Alllance needs the help of US.
dollars, too, especially now when it is in its
infant stages. The cut in aid to Latin Amer-
ica demands careful thinking. At stake is the
future of Latin America. Itis up to the Sen-
ate to make this future possible by restoring
that aid cut and thus continuing the work
of the Alllance for Progress.

JM.OC.

SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION ON WEDNESDAY

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Manpower and Labor of
the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare may be permitted to meet dur-
ing the session of the Senate on Wednes-
dsy November 6.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.
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SENATOR BARTLETT ADDRESSES
LOCAL SERVICE AIRLINES

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp a speech by Senator E. L.
BarTLETT, an able and distinguished col-
league of mine on the Aviation Subcom-
mittee, delivered at the fall quarterly
regional meeting of the Association of
Local Transport Airlines in Honolulu,
Hawaii, on November 1, 1963. His re-
marks concern the publicly announced
plans of the Civil Aeronautics Board to
reduce drastically the subsidy paid to
local service airlines.

I concur wholeheartedly in hia vlews
They deserve careful and thoughtful
study by all the Members of the Senate.

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

TaHE Birp Is Born To FLY
(Address by Senator E, L. BARTLETT, of Alaska)

Since the last quarterly meeting of the
Assoclation of Local Transport Airlines,
something has transpired. Something has
happened that has caused comment, con-
cern, and searching for cause and effect in
and out of the aviation circles. I do not
refer to the announced decision of Mr. Ehru-
shchev not to race us to the moon, I make
no allusion to what happened to the New
York Yankees. I am not here to call to your
attention my views on the 1964 Republican
presidential mnomination—although that
doubtless would be of great interest to you—
and I could add a dividend by revealing to
you the name of the man who, in my judg-
ment, will cop the Democratic nomination.
No. It is none of these things. It is the
paper written for the Civil Aeronautics
Board, duly approved by the Board, pub-
lished, filed, but not forgotten, relating to
the local service airlines.

You will have heard of it. In an uncertain
world, this is one thing of which I am cer-
tain. Indeed, I suspect every member of
this element of the industry has parsed or
sought to parse every sentence in the report
and could, blindfolded, insert every comma
and period in its proper place if such were
to be erased—and I have reason to believe
some might llke to erase the entire report
with no power of recall, absolute or partial,
left to anyone anywhere.

As a member of the U.S. Senate Commerce
Committee’s Aviation Subcommittee, I have
for the last couple of weeks, among other
things, been in fairly regular attendance at
the hearings called by my friend, Chairman
Mixe MoNRONEY, on the proposed supersonic
transport airplane. During this time I have
learned much of which I was ignorant be-
fore. Among the things I have learned is that
the minimum skin temperatures on this ve-
hicle when it is way up yonder will be in
the neighborhood of 450° F. It is my sug-
gestion now that this temperature does not
exceed, and in fact may be lower than, cer-
tain temperatures which came into being
immediately after publication of the CAB
report.

My appearance before you today is in
plural capacity. Because the people of
Alaska—thank goodness—have so ordered it,
I am here as a U.S. Senator and, more spe-
cifically, as a member of the Aviation Sub-
committee. Perhaps when the records are
searched it will indeed be proved that I am
a charter or early member of ALTA. Finally,
for the purposes of this discussion, I am
one who has had an interest in aviation
originating long ago and who for a variety
gr mm frequently uses the local transport
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Although it is my intention to speak
about the Civil Aeronautics Board report
and the segment of the industry which is
reported upon, it will not in my opinion
serve any useful purpose to stand here and
seek to attain a high popularity rating with
you by denouncing the Civil Aeronautics
Board and its works. During my years in
Washington I have found the members of
the CAB to be in the main reasonable men,
informed men, men desirous of enco
this great transportation system which is
even yet so relatively new. These years in
Washington have passed for me with su-
personic speed; almost one-fifth of a century
has gone by since I first took the oath of
office in the U.S. House of Representatives
as Delegate from the then territory of
Alaska, This was at a time when the DC-3
was still predominant in the domestic com-
mercial skies. Many things have changed
since then. During that time there have
been many changes in the membership of
the Civil Aeronautics Board. And, since for
the moment we are talking of men rather
than things, let me publicly record the fact,
namely, that airlines in the category in
which yours are found have never had a bet-
ter friend, a more understanding and effec-
tive advocate than in the days when your
executive director and general counsel, Gen.
Joseph P. Adams, was a member of the CAB.

What would you have done had you been
a member of the Civil Aeronautics Board
and were confronted by this passage from
the President’s transportation message to
the Congress, dated April 5, 1962:

“I am asking the Board to develop by
June 30, 1963, a step-by-step program with
specific annual targets to assure sharp re-
ductions of operating subsidies * * *
within periods to be established by the
Board for each type of service or carrier?”

Would you have failed to heed that in-
struction? Of course not. You would have
honored it, just as the CAB did. The report
was made. It suggested subsidy reductions
over a b-year period. In sending the report
to the President, Chairman Alan S. Boyd
stated: “The Board intends to proceed with
implementation of its program as soon as
practicable, and subject to such revisions
as may be indicated after consideration of
your views and the views of Congress.”

Logleally, realistically, and at the same
time with appropriate conslderation of the
demands upon the Public being
made by the subsidy program, I desire to
suggest here that “implementation” will not
be “practicable” within the foreseeable fu-
ture. I speak as an individual Senator. I
speak as one who is not affronted or af-
frighted when the word “subsldy™ is uttered.
Admittedly, this statement is not true inso-
far as many others in and out of Government
are concerned, They look upon subsidy of
whatever nature as an evil not to be toler-
ated. But history reveals that every na-
tion at whatever time has had to employ
this device, not only for the benefit of the
immediate reciplents, but for the benefit of
the many, or all. Subsidy payments of one
kind or another have been made since the
early days of this Republic. They are being
made now. They will be made in the future,
They will be tolerable and justified and de-
fensible so long as the public interest is
served. I maintain and will hold the view
against all comers that the subsidy
for the local service alr industry is not only
Justified but is imperatively necessary.
There is not one of you who would not pre-
fer to be In the position of my friend Bob
Reeve—that is, off subsidy, rather than on.
You are working to that end. That is your
goal. You will reach it. But you cannot do
50 within a b6-year period. If there were to
be “implementation” of the CAB report,
starting now, my prediction is that sheer
chaos would result.
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Before coming over here, I had a long talk
with myself and told myself that my speech
must not have undue concentration placed
upon Alaska, tempting as the subject is.
But Alaska, and Hawail no less, offer a per-
fect example of what would happen with
such an abrupt withdrawal of Uncle Sam's
financially helpful hand. It is a truism that
Alaska has only about 5,000 miles of roads
eyven though it is two and a quarter times as
big as Texas. It is a trulsm that there is no
American-flag carrier of the maritime serv-
ice except Insofar as that service is provided
by State-owned ferries In southeastern
Alaska, It is a truism that more often than
not in Alaska if you don't fly, you don't
travel. It is a truism that not a single
Alaska local carrier now on subsidy could
survive for a year or even perhaps a month
without subsidy. Without it, the airlines
would fold and people who want to travel
and need to travel couldn’t. Certainly, the
same situation exists in Hawail, where the
only connection for people from one island
to another is by alr. To a lesser extent, but
to a very considerable extent, this same state-
ment applies all across the Nation. Rallroad
passenger trains are removed from service
Jjust about as rapidly as the railroads can
arrange it. Between points now served by the
local carriers, it is generally possible to travel
by bus or by private car, even though the
compass heading must be changed many
times on many journeys. Buf the fact re-
mains that this air service is essential, no
less, in the first 48 States as it is in the two
newest., I simply cannot believe that the
Appropriation Committees of the Congress
or a substantial number of Members of Con-
gress would be deaf and unresponsive to the
outraged ecries which would arise border to
border, from ocean to ocean, if the recom-
mendations in the CAB report were to be-
come effective now. Itcannotbe. Logic and
need dictate otherwise.

As Senator MONRONEY put it, “It is hardly
our will to support any move which will
strike a severe blow to the small- and middle-
size communities of America and jeopardize
the future of the local service airline.” Sen-
ator MONRONEY speaks with 'the voice of
knowledge and the voice of authority.

After all, the basic purpose of the local
service airlines is to serve—to serve the pub-
lie, to provide efficient, and convenient trans-
portation, and to create a demand where no
demand existed before, making new passen-
gers for themselves and feeding now passen-
gers to the trunklines.

The primary purpose of our Federal sub-
sidy program is to help the local service car-
riers in these tasks.

The initial goal of the CAB should not be
the reduction of subsidies but rather the
strengthening of the local service carriers.
Strengthened local carriers will provide im-
proved service to the public and in time will
require less subsidy from the Government.
CAB thinking as reflected in its recent re-
port to the President seems to get the thing
backward. As I read the report, the under-
lying, undoubted principle adopted seems to
be nothing more than a determination to
meat ax the subsidies.

A couple of “public service” ribbons are
tied around the meat ax but the blade re-
mains as sharp.

It is the CAB's hope—and this is a nice
thought—that the coming year's local serv-
ice subsidies can be reduced as new revenues
increase. These revenues, says the Board,
will exceed new costs by 100 percent. They
never have in the past, but the CAB thinks
they will in the future. It is a nice thought
but it is one upon which it is dificult to
build a nationwide policy.

At this point, I take especial pleasure in
presenting to you an especial greeting from
an especlally knowledgeable man. I have
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referred to him before. He is Senator Mon-
RONEY. Unable to come ha;;dhtu:self lx;
response to your invitation, owing
had been asked in his stead, he wrote out and
requested me to read this message:

“Congratulations on another dynamic and
successful year of service to the smaller com-
munities of this Nation—a year which has
shown substantial gains in revenue passen-
gers, mall, express, and freight ton-miles.

“In reviewing the accomplishments of the
local service carriers I am again heartened by
the fact that your dependence on subsidy is
decreasing. This is a tribute to the vigor
and initiative of management which con-
tinues to provide vitally needed air service to
our smaller towns at less cost to the Gov-
ernment with some profit, although prob-
ably not enough in your opinion, to the
carriers.

“While I realize you are still not out of
the woods financially, the trend is encourag-
ing. I am confident you will exhibit the
same initiative in succeeding years as you
have in the past, and that both profits and
service will improve immensely,

“I am also confldent that subsidy will be
maintained at a level adequate to enable you
to achieve these goals. With a continued
increase in trafic and a more intense effort
to obtain a new aircraft suitable for your
needs, I am optimistic about your future.

“I am hopeful, too, that 1964 will be the
year when a new short-haul aircraft will
move from paper designs into the shop and
onto the production line.

“Best wishes for another year of success-
ful operations and improved service.”

To me, one sentence above all others stands
out here. It is the one which is phrased in
this manner: “I am also confident that sub-
sidy will be maintained at a level adequate
to enable you to achieve these goals.”

I bring you another greeting. It is from
Warren G. Mscnuson, U.S, Senator from
the State of Washington, chairman of
the Senate Commerce Committee and avia-
tion’s good friend. Senator MacnUsoN
keeps a vigilant and friendly eye on the avi-
ation industry not only in his capacity as
chairman of the legislative committee but
also as chalrman of the Senate Independent
Offices Appropriations Subcommittee which
doles out the money to the CAB, the FAA,
and by whatever roundabout routes to the
local service carriers. No one knows better
how essential your segment of the industry
is

With your permission, I am going off on
a brief tangent which will take us off course
for a bit on a subject which to my way of
thinking is closely allied with what we are
talking about here today. There has been
some talk about tax reductions, There has
been some talk that these should not be
made without an accompanying and like re-
duction in Federal spending. I feel very
strongly that there iz a general fallacy in
this line of reasoning and a specific fallacy
which relates directly to you. To start with,
tax reductions are being urged principally
as & means whereby the ecomomy may be
stimulated, business may grow, industry may
thrive, and unemployment may decline. This
would be on account of the injection of dol-
lars into the economy by taxpayers accord-
ing to their own needs and desires instead of
having those dollars grabbed by the Govern-
ment, If tax reductions are made on the
order of $11 billion, and Federal spending is
to be decreased by like amount, it seems
clear to me that the one would cancel out
the other, that the gain made by the tax
reduction would be exactly offset by the lim-
itation on Federal spending. But I should
not trouble you with my economic conclu-
sions in this regard were it not for one matter
which very specifically might affect the local
service carriers.
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Where does your tax dollar go? Well, 75
percent or B0 percent of every dollar you
hand over to the Federal Government goes
for defense, for explorations in space, for
veterans' benefits, and for interest on the
national debt. There is one thing of which
we can be mighty sure: Should the budg-
etary cut amount to $11 billion or whatever,
not one single dollar will come out of any of
the categories mentioned above except pos-
sibly, although not probably, reductions will
be made in space now that the Soviet Union
has publicly bowed out of the moon race.

So where will the reductions be made?
Obviously, they will have to come from the
other 20 or 25 cents of your tax dollar.
And, believe me, should this come to pass,
subsidy payments of the kind we are so
concerned with now will be among the first
to be whacked. If up to this point the CAB
report should have been principally an ex-
ercise In accommodation, then it likely
would turn out to be a matter of brutal fact.

The Congress has determined that it is in
the national interest that the local service
carriers be subsidized. The subsidy program
has, in my view, worked extremely well, The
local carriers now provide 80 percent more
service for each subsidy dollar than they did
10 years ago, Over the last 10 years the
avallable seat-mile costs have been held con-
stant, while unduplicated route miles have
more than doubled, increasing from 28,500
to 52,000. A strong local service network
benefits the communities served, the region,
the trunks, the economy, and the Nation.

I want to repeat here at this stage of the
proceedings that I, at least, see no point at
all in picking up the cudgel and using it to
thump the collective head of the CAB. That
agency, in issuing the report which gave so
many of us the shivers, responded to a
command.

The transportation message was sent to
the Congress, as mentioned, in the spring of
1962, a year and a half ago, It has been
considered by the Congress. It is being con-
sidered by the Congress. The likelihood is
that this examination will continue for some
little time. The subject is complex, the
subject is vital to our economy and to the
national interest. ’

Chairman Boyd was careful in his letter
of transmittal to the President to note that
the Board would not proceed with its rec-
ommendations until after the views of the
President and the “views of the Congress”
had been obtained. Senator MoNrONEY has
glven more than a hint of what his view is.
Add mine to his, and you have right there a
fiftieth of the U.S. Senate. There will be
others. Neither the CAB report, nor the
President’s transportation message, can be
considered as the policy of the National Gov-
ernment until it has been approved by all
concerned. It has not,

I would say that time itself will solve the
problems that so earnestly and properly en-
gage the attention of those in the admin-
istrative 'and legislative branches of the
Government and in the industry. Time,
and not precipitate action, will suffice. I
honor the desire of the administration to
reduce the outflow of tax dollars pald by
way of subsidy. But I submit that to
change the rules of the game while the game
is In full play would be to inflict grievous
economic losses upon the general economy
far surpassing in amount the total of the
subsidy payments. Time will take care of
this If for no other reason than that our pop-
ulation is increasing so very rapidly. With
300 million people in the United States by
the turn of the cenfury, as the census ex-
perts tell us will be the case, there will be so
many people flying to so many places that
by then, in my judgment, history wfll record
how useful a Government-assistance pro-
gram, already ended, was in helping to estab-
lish and to maintain until the time came it
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could fly on its own, a transportation facility
so vitally important in so many areas.

And by then surely American ingenuity
will have developed and long since will have
had in service aircraft designed and built to
meet every need of the local carrlers. After
all, this should not be beyond the capacity
of the Nation which even now is preparing
to launch and fly a supersonic airplane in a
decade or less.

Just as the bird is born to fly, so was the
airplane built to remain aloft. And just as
the mother bird instructs her young how to
fly, let us as a nation remember that while
the glamour and the drama attach to the
plane flying at Mach 2.2 or Mach 3, there are
some earthlings who will always need to be
taken through the sky at lower altitudes for
shorter distances by none other than local
service carrlers,

Our friends in the CAB have performed
their function. They have submitted their
report. That chore has been accomplished.
Now let us all sit down together, passengers,
industry, and Government and, guided by
reallsm, and necessity, join in improving
this local service, in stabilizing it, in taking
it off subsidy at the earliest possible time—
but not before then—and in the meantime
performing those services which we simply
cannot do without. As a fare-paylng pas-
senger, as one U.S, Senator, as one mem-
ber of the Aviation Subcommittee, I as-
sure you of my earnest desire and intention
to cooperate. Let us go on from here to
where we ought to go. Let us go without
recrimination. Let us go without industry
attacking Government or Government at-
tacking industry or the public attacking
both. Let us, especially, join in the fullest
measure of cooperation. Let us keep that
bird flying.

TOWARD AN AFFIRMATIVE AP-
PROACH TO CHINA

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, for
many years I have felt that our policy
with reference fo the Chinese mainland
is a sterile, shortsighted approach that
is against our best interests. I wonder
how long we can maintain the ostrich-
like position which ignores a nation
embracing one-fourth of all the human
beings in the world. Does such a policy
advance American security?

Some of the questions that have con-
cerned me, are raised by Mr. O. Edmund
Clubb, former director of the State De-
partment’s Office of Chinese Affairs, in
an article appearing in the November
1963 issue of the Progressive magazine.

1 ask unanimous consent that this
article entitled “Toward an Affirmative
Approach to China” together with a brief
reference to former President Truman’s
recommendation that we offer wheat to
China, be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

TOWARD AN AFFIRMATIVE APPROACH TO CHINA

(By O. Edmund Clubb)

{NoTE~—O. Edmund Clubb, formerly Direc-
tor of the Office of Chinese Affairs of the
State Department, is an author and lecturer
on Asian affairs at New York University and
was visi lecturer at Columbia Unlver-
sity from 1959 to 1962. He has had 20 years
of experience in East Asia, including assign-
ments as consul general at Vladivostok and
Peiping.)

The General Assembly of the United Na-
tions has once again refused to approve
membership for Communist China, thus
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putting that issue on the shelf for another
year. However, the subject of China may
well be prominent in American discussions
of foreign policy in the months ahead for
there is mounting evidence that the Ken-
nedy administration might welcome a na-
tional debate looking toward a somewhat
more affirmative U.S. approach toward main-
land China.

It is now more than a decade since our
traditional China policy was reversed. In
the 19th century, the United States fought
hard to win acceptance of its envoy in Pei-
ping, and struggled to gain access to China's
market. Daniel Webster and Adm. Alfred T.
Mahan alike looked upon China as offering
a great potential outlet for American goods.
As the century ended, Secretary of State
John Hay evolved the open-door policy to
further our trade aims. East Asia was
viewed as the New Frontier of that era, to
be opened up to absorb the surplus produc-
tion of an ever-expanding American economy.

Since 1960, however, a diametrically op-
posite policy has been developed. The
United States, which had worked for a cen-
tury to break through China's Great Wall
of exclusionism, now endeavored to build
a barrier designed to keep China “contained.”
The Kennedy administration, following its
predecessor’s policy, does not maintain dip-
lomatic relations with Peiping. It contends
that it enjoys relations with the rightful
Government of China by virtue of its al-
liance with Chiang Kai-shek's Nationalists
on Formosa. It prohibits the travel of
Americans to mainland China on the facile
ground that protection is not available to
our citizens where diplomatic representation
is lacking. Finally, Washington imposes a
complete embargo on trade with China.
The policy is thus one of total noninter-
course. The United States also campalgns
in the world community against China’s
admission to the United Nations. Hoping
to achieve “containment’” of China, we have
substituted the closed-door for the open=
door policy.

But winds of change are blowing in
the Sino-Soviet relationship, upsetting the
premises on which our present China pollcy
is based. In July, world attention turned to
the meeting of Chinese and Boviet delega-
tions at Moscow which was called to settle
differences that had risen between the two
great Communist powers. The conference
broke up in a fortnight with the dispute
unresolved. In its bout with Moscow, Pei-
ping obtalned satisfaction for none of its
demands.

The Soviet Union, instead of brandishing
its nuclear weapons against us in the in-
ternational arena and braving nuclear an-
nihilation for itself, as proposed by Mao
Tse-tung, has signed a pact with the United
States and more than a hundred other coun=-
tries which reduces the danger of nuclear
confrontation. Instead of pouring from its
none-too-coplous cornucopia a wealth of
goods and services for the benefit of “so-
cialist” China, the US.8.R. is giving aid to
“bourgeois” India. In spite of such hereti-
cal acts against Peiping doctrine, and in the
face of subjection to Mao Tse-tung's worst
thunderbolts and fulminations directed
against him as the greatest “revisionist”
of them all, Nikita Khrushchev still remains
on his pedestal.

The character of the new relationship de-
veloping between China and the Soviet Union
is now becoming clearer. Evidence of reap-
praisal and adjustments in the power strat-
egles of the two Communist glants has been
discernible ever since the summer of 1960,
when the U.8.8.R. pulled its technicians and
blueprints out of China and began to re-
duce assistance to its nominal ally, More
evidence of a massive Chinese reaction to
all this has become available since the break-
down of the July discussions. Peiping has
denounced the test ban agreement among
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the major nuclear powers—the U.SSR.,
Britain, and the United States—as a “dirty
fraud” and indicated that China proposes
fo go ahead and develop nuclear weapons
of its own. Peiping charged Soviet sub-
version in the Sinkiang-Ulghur autonomous
region, and in central Asia. China also
shows signs of stepping up its own subver-
sive activities in southeast Asia, while a
clash of Sino-Soviet interests in India al-
ready has taken place. More conflicts of
national interest between the two Com-
munist powers are likely to come over such
pivotal countries as Indonesia and Japan.

The Sino-Soviet quarrel has been starkly
reflected in the economic fleld, After the
calamitous economic plunge that resulted
from its attempted great leap of 1958, China,
through prodigious effort, succeeded by 1962
in restoring agricultural production to about
what it was in 1957. But the population had
increased by 60 to 75 million in the mean-
time, leaving China with a worse food short-
age than that of 5 years earlier. Steel pro-
duction dropped from a peak of an esti-
mated 15 million metric tons in 1960 to less
than 10 million tons in 1962. Not only have
new starts in industrial construction been
drastically curtalled, but important projects
already under way, such as the Sanmen hy-
droelectric plant on the Yellow River, have
been suspended for want of machinery
which was to have come from the U.SS.R.

China’s overall foreign trade in 1962 was
substantially lower than in 1960. Estranged
from the Communist bloc, excepting Albania
and North Korea—neither a pillar of eco-
nomic strength—China is turning now to
trade with countries it has hitherto exe-
crated as imperialist—Great Britain, France,
West Germany, and Japan—and our own
northern neighbor, Canada.

The United States for the past decade has
exerted the strongest possible pressure
against its friends and allies to refrain from
such trade with China. It is noteworthy
that of China’s big non-Communist trad-
ing partners only one, Great Britain, has
recognized the Pelping regime—but all per-
mit their citizens to visit China and all are
prepared to do business with her. American
pressure has consequently won only minor
successes to date, at the price of arousing
strong resentments and finally defiance
among our allies. Now, with the breach be-
tween Moscow and Peiping forcing China to
seek other sources of supply and become a
more profitable customer for the trading na-
tions, the American “Chinese Wall” pollcy is
more futile than ever,

Various big international traders have been
carefully but persistently exploring the po-
tential of the Chinese market. China has
been buying grain abroad since 1961. In the
first half of the present year, China pur-
chased 1,300,000 metric tons of wheat from
France; in August it contracted for the pur-
chase of 2 to 3 million tons from Canada for
delivery over a period of 8 years. After
a break in trade relations in 1958, China and
Japan began trading again in 1961. In 1962,
their two-way exchange amounted to about
$80 milllon; this year it is expected to total
$150 million, and a Japanese firm has just
sold China a $20 million vinyl plant. In
early 1963, the British sold some Vickers
prop-jet transport planes to China (after
carefully removing American-made naviga-
tion equipment). This summer, three Brit-
ish companies opened the first British trade
fair in Pelping. The British chargé d'affaires,
who presided at the opening, said that a sub-
stantial increase of Sino-British trade was
“both possible and desirable.”
place oil supplies previously obtalned from
the U.S.S.R, at high cost, China now buys
some oil from Western countries.

This all adds up to a major reorientation
of China’s trade. Peiping will not find the
adjustment easy, or fully satisfying. Indus-
trialized countries such as Britain and Japan
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are hardly likely, given China's weak foreign
exchange position, to grant Pelping the cheap
prices it wants and the long-term credits it
needs to cover its purchases. China's basic
economiec ills will not be cured by a silmple
change of trade channels. Nevertheless, its
trade with the Communist bloc now is drop-
ping from the heights of several years ago,
while trade with the non-Communist world
promises to grow. The veering course of
China’s trade is a major development on the
world scene, China is not breaking with the
Communist bloe in favor of alinement with
capitalism, but her contacts with capitalist
nations are bound to increase as the rift with
Russia widens.

Another trend of great potential signifi-
cance has entered the plcture: the huge ex-
pansion of Soviet wheat buying in the West.
The U.S.S.R. contracted in September for the
purchase from Canada, for delivery by the
end of 1964, of a half billion dollars worth
of wheat—about 6,500,000 tons. Some of
that grain is to be delivered to Cuba, but
none to China. In the past, Moscow, like
China, has bought wheat elsewhere, but not,
of course, in the United States where admin-
istration policy, until recently, prohibited
such sales.

Washington, while severely limiting trade
with Communist ecountries, has recently
urged American businessmen to export more
goods in an effort to redress the unfavorable
balance of payments and stop the outflow
of gold. At the recent White House Confer-
ence on Export Expansion, President Ken-
nedy advocated a 10-percent increase over
our present $21 billion export volume which,
he said, would “practically” solve the bal-
ance-of-payments problem.

The administration’s decision to sell sur-
plus U.S. wheat and feed grains to Russia
and other Communist nations in Europe re-
moves a major contradiction of our earlier
policy: We will no longer be urging more
exports while refusing to sell wheat to the
Soviet. Now our new wheat shipments pose
this question: If hungry BSoviet citizens,
and even Cubans through Russian trans-
shipments, may eat of hallowed American
wheat, shall Chinese citizens go hungry?

The silence of Members of Congress, along
with the general acquiescence of the Ameri-
can press in the existing state of affairs,
evidences the ab of domestic pressures
strong enough to change our fruitless cam=-
paign to isolate China behind a wall of em-
bargoes. Yet, there are west coast business-
men and shippers who remember past trade
profits and who are chafing at Washington'’s
restrictions. Any considerable expansion of
China’s trade with the West would lead other
American entrepreneurs to challenge the
policy that bars them from selling to a na-
tion of more than 700 million consumers.

In the immediate situation, then, the ob-
vious question seems to be: What is the
value of our present policy? The New York
Times observed recently that “Speculation
about China falters because nearly nothing
is known of the thinking of the younger
Communist generation In Pelping.” How
shall we learn, if we continue to be barred
by the State Department from putting foot
on China’s mainland? Owur policy is equally
barren in the economiec sphere: A total
American embargo is useless in the presence
of China’s alternative sources of supply.
Nor can there be hope, or even straightfor-
ward discussion, of global nuclear controls,
disarmament, or world stability, without tak-
ing revolutionary China into account. A
stubborn American stance off the China coast
will neither preserve our interests nor guar-
antee that the existing situation will be
maintained.. Our immobility does not ameli-
orate, but rather aggravates, the grave dif-
ficulty of our dilemma.

As Abbe Raynal once wrote, “There is an
infinity of political errors which, being once
adopted, become principles.” Commitments
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and positions determined a decade ago in-
hibit adjustment of our current policy
toward China. The administration has shown
signs of discomfort in its present cramped
position. In a seemingly inspired dispatch
from Washington, the New York Times re-
that the EKennedy administration
was haunted by a policy paradox respecting
Communist China: “Administration leaders,
including President Kennedy, are saying that
Communist China will be the Nation’s No.
1 foreign affalrs problem over the next dec-
ade. But their policy planners report that
virtually no fresh ideas on the subject are
percolating in the Government.” Under Sec-
retary of State Averell Harriman later re-
marked on a television program that “There
was a certain period when anyone who ques-
tioned our policies toward China was consid-
ered something of a traitor,” and then went
on to voice what was presumably an official
invitation to a nationwide debate on the
Government's China policy. “The only way
the American gets to understand such gques-
tions,” he observed, “is through debate.”

This invitation must be viewed with some
reserve. The administration did not walt
upon an expression of public opinion before
formulating its current China policy, and it
should be able to find its own way out of
the labyrinth. It needs only the determina-
tion to follow the thread back. Unfortu-
nately, it is evident that given the involve-
ment of our China policy in domestic poli-
tics, the administration has no intention of
adopting a radically changed approach in
east Asia. Adlai Stevenson, as the American
representative to the U.N. General Assembly,
argued in the December 1961 debate on the
Chinese representation lissue that “The de
jure authority of the Government of the Re-
public of China [the Nationalist regime on
Formosa] extends throughout the territory
of China.” And although Presidential Can-
didate John F. Kennedy had said in 1960 that
Quemoy and Matsu were “not essential to the
defense of Formosa,” In June 1962, as Pres-
ident, he effectively reaffirmed the Eisenhow-
er policy regarding those offshore islands and
Formosa.

What, then, was the significance of Harrl-
man's references to a debate on China? We
have some hints. Laurence Barrett of the
New York Herald Tribune staff subsequently
reported from Washington that the United
States, “In a roundabout whispered dialog
with unrecognized Communist China, has
revived the guestion of exchanging delega-
tions of newsmen.” If that is true Wash-
ington might as well save its (whispered)
breath. Peiping stated categorically, in the
era of John Foster Dulles, that 1t was not in-
terested in any such exchange; there is no
reason to assume that the Chinese regime
has changed its mind.

But the matter may go somewhat deeper
than the exchange of newsmen. Speaking at
the World Affairs Council in Boston recently,
Under Secretary Harriman upheld the official
American stand against trade with China.
But, in contrast to Washington's action of a
few years ago, when it effectively blocked the
proposal of an American businessman to sell
wheat to China—then in the midst of an
agricultural disaster—Harriman proclaimed
that grain was an exception to the rule. He
implied that we should not prohibit the
sale of food to the hungry.

The administration’s expressed willlngness
for a debate on China policy may be genuine
to the degree that Washington presumably
hopes there will thus be created a public
demand which would support a relatively
minor shift in poliey. This seems to promise
little enough. Still, it Is conceded that with
our China-Formosa policy frozen into prin-
ciple as well as written into law, any sub-
stantial change in policy would require con-
siderable effort over an extended perlod, But
a defrosting must begin somewhere, The sale
of grain to China, if it desires to buy,
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whether this year or next, offers the oppor-
tunity to make a start.

Even after such a beginning, most of the
task of developing proper relations would
still remain, The present policy maladjust-
ment goes too deep to be corrected easily or
even painlessly. The amelioration of Sino-
American relations can hardly come by in-
sistence on an American victory.

Washington could readily go further by
unilaterally lifting—since it unilaterally im-
posed—its prohibition of travel of Americans
to China. In all logic, it could—and should—
abolish its total embargo upon general trade
with China and place that trade on a level
with our trade with other nations of the
Communist bloc. At the height of the 1958
Formosa Strait crisis, the late Secretary of
State John Foster Dulles himself suggested
that if an effective cease-fire in the strait
were achleved—and the cease-fire could be
de facto instead of depending upon written
agreement—something should be done to-
ward reduction of the Chinese Natlonalist
garrisons on the offshore islands, It is now 5
years since that storm blew over. Is it not
time to do something toward reducing the
danger of being dragged into a war over the
continued presence of Nationalist garrisons
on islands which are historically and legally
intrinsic parts of mainland China?

It is only by bringing genuine peace to the
Formosa Strait, and reaching a final deter-
mination of the status of Formosa, that rela-
tions between China and the United States
can be put on a normal basls in the long
run. The way to normal relations with
China is obviously circuitous and arduous.
But it has to be undertaken, and given
world developments, this would seem to be
a good time to begin the long journey back.

Above all, let us have the debate that
administration spokesmen say they desire.
Our present China policy clearly does not
meet adequately the challenge of the evolv-
ing political and economic situation in East
Asla. Tt is high time to develop a new policy.

A new policy, to be effective, would neces-
sarily be based upon concepts other than
those that mow seek to outlaw and contain
Communist China. That hypothetical pol-
icy should assume that (1) there is practi-
cally no likelihood that the existing order
in Peiping will be replaced by Chiang Kai-
shek’s regime or.unything resembling it; (2)
the Chinese revolution has by no means
reached its end, and, consequently, can be
expected to semd out shock waves over an
extended period; and (3) this renascent
Chinese power does indeed create new prob-
lems for the world and for the United States,
but such problems are better solved by en-
deavoring to integrate China into the com-
munity of nations than by trying to isolate
her and brand her as unfit for human so-
ciety.

President Eennedy, in his widely acclaimed
American University address, called for a
reexamination by Americans of their atti-
tude toward the Soviet Union. “No govern-
ment or social system,” he said, “is so evil
that its people must be considered as lack-
ing in virtue.” The time has come to apply
this thought to the Chinese nation as well.
No matter what our feelings about Com-
munist China, within its borders lives one-
fourth of all humanity.

TRUMAN URGES WHEAT FOR CHINA

Probably the most experienced cold war
veteran of our time is former President Harry
S. Truman. During his administration
NATO was formed, the Berlin airlift con-
ducted, and most of the Korean war fought.
Although in some ways as tough-minded
about the Communists as even Barry GoLD-
WATER might wish, the former President
said:

“I question whether it has been altogether
wise for thie United States to sit by and wait
for China to ask us for help to meet the
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hunger problems of millions of helpless Chi-
nese. We have wheat and other grains to
spare. Why not simply offer it? We have
always been responsive to the plights of other
people without walting for them to beg.
Hunger is everyone's concern.

“Why not get off our high horse and make
a tender of wheat and other grains to China
without any kind of fuss or maneuvers? It
could be a step in the direction of peace.”

Warning that his proposal would be called
appeasement or worse, Mr. Truman reminded
Americans that historically they were not
“of a narrowly selfish nature” and have
made “tremendous contributions to the
needy and less fortunate of the world.”

Both considerations of humanity and the
requirements of peace call for an end to the
isolation of China. The former President
belleves that an offer of US. surplus wheat
might be a beginning—and we fully agree
with the independent man from Independ-
ence.

THE COAL PIPELINE—THE IN-
TEGRAL TRAIN—LONG DISTANCE
TRANSMISSION OF ELECTRICITY

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, having in-
troduced 8. 2066, a bill to grant the right
of eminent domain for the transporta-
tion of coal by pipeline, I should like to
call attention to other newly developed
media through which the coal industry
of Utah stands to advance steadily in
the years ahead.

First, it is important that my col-
leagues understand that Utah’s coal
mines are an integral component of our
overall economy. The coal indusfry
itself is presently doing a $25 to $30 mil-
lion business in our State. It stimulates
railroad freight business and is a vital
source of revenue for suppliers and
equipment manufacturers.

More than one-tenth of Utah's total
area contains workable coal deposits. In
a little more than 100 years, some 270
million tons have been produced, yet
almost 14 billion tons remain. Our
maximum production took place in 1947,
when 7,429,000 tons of cobal were ex-
tracted. In the ensuing decade and a
half, output has roller-coasted too freely,
with production dropping from 5,159,000
tons in 1961 to a distressing low of 4,-
270,000 tons last year.

Utah’s coal business needs a stimu-
lant, particularly in hard-hit Carbon
County. The mining companies and the
United Mine Workers of America have
cooperated marvelously to keep prices
low and quality high. Our mines are
equipped with the most modern devices
that scientific and engineering technol-
ogy has yet made available, thus per-
mitting a steady increase in output per
man-day. A large portion of the com-
mercial coal produced in our State is
water washed or air cleaned so that slate
and other undesirable refuse are re-
moved before the product is shipped to
market.

In an economy of sharply rising fuel
requirements, it is disappointing that
Carbon County and other areas looking
to better things for coal are still wait-
ing for demand to improve.

But, Mr. President, there may be great
things in store for coal as a consequence
of two transportation innovations. The
coal pipeline which operated over a 108-
mile stretch in eastern Ohio for several
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years was responsible for reducing trans-
portation costs by more than $1 per ton.
Because of the competition, determined
railroad officials adopted the unit-train
concept and are now able to undersell the
pipeline tariff on that particular run.

Through similar competition in the
‘West, coal will go places. It will generate
electricity for the sprawling California
market, and it will bring needed dollars
into Carbon County and other parts of
our State.

Of a certainty, the unit train—like the
coal pipelines—offers an opportunity to
move coal from our mines to the west
coast at tremendous savings over con-
ventional transportation methods. Many
railroads in the East, the South, and the
Midwest are already utilizing the full
train-load method of carrying coal from
mine to market. By picking up all the
cars at a single mine or gathering yard,
running them through nonstop to their
destination, and then emptying the cars
so that they may be turned around and
sent back without delay, railroads have
been able to effect remarkable economies
in freight handling. On August 16 of
this year the Philadelphia Electric Co.
filed a new electric service tariff with the
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commis-
sion, claiming that a savings of $4.4
million was made possible through the
use of solid trains of coal operating
directly from coalfields to local power-
plants. The announcement emphasized
the advantages that can accrue to the
consuming public when a revolutionary
method of transportation is adopted.
Using only conventional equipment—
hoppers that may have been in service
for many years—some of the eastern
mines have been able to reduce freight
costs from 85 cents to $1.50 per ton on
coal moving from northern West Vir-
ginia and western Pennsylvania to the
east coast. Eventually even more effi-
cient integral trains—with cars of great-
er capacities than those now in ordinary
use, and with motive power not confined
to front and rear of the train—will make
:;tl’lll more attractive freight rates pos-

e.

Another technical breakthrough which
opens new horizons for coal is the im-
proved efficiency in long distance trans-
mission of electricity. During the past
year a group of electric utility companies
announced plans for construction of two
800,000-kilowatt generating units in
western Pennsylvania, power from which
will be carried over long lines into Phila-
delphia and Newark, with tielines to
the New York metropolitan area. Late
last month the engineering firm to co-
ordinate the design and manage con-
struction of the 500,000-volt lines was
named, and—according to present sched-
ule—power from one of the huge gen-
erating units will be in transmission
sometime in 1967.

Utah, too, expects to benefit by the
technological advances that permit

on of electricity over greater
distances without substantial line losses.
Actually, this new technique could well
be used in conjunction with the pipeline
or integral train to make coal-generated
electricity available on the west coast.
The fuel might initially move over pipe-
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line or train to a generating station situ-
ated beyond the final mountain range on
a site where there is abundant water, yet
far removed from the metropolitan area.
The long distance transmission line
would close this remaining gap.

Bituminous coal mined in Utah and
other Rocky Mountain States has for
more than a decade been considered as a
potential source of energy for the elec-
trical requirements on the Pacific coast.
As long ago as 1949 the late Bert P. Man-
ley, who was executive secretary of the
Utah Coal Operators Association, wrote
for a national utilities publication an
article entitled, “The West Coast Looks
to Coal Fuel.” The article noted the
great availability of coal in Utah and
other Rocky Mountain States, flatly pre-
dicting that this solid fuel would become
the source of power for generating plants
in southern California.

The Pacific Gas & Electric Co., in a re-
port published in the Oil and Gas Journal
of September 16, 1963, foresees a steady
increase in the use of coal in the electric
energy market in Western States. Utah
coal, the report indicates can provide
substantial supplies to the California
market within a few years.

Mr. President, the right of eminent do-
main for the coal pipeline provided in my
bill is essential to the allout development
of the coal industry. It is a vital step in
reducing a handicap that has impeded
coal’s ability to compete. Railroads have
demonstrated their ingenuity in meeting
the challenge, with sharply reduced
freight rates resulting from development
of the integral train. Meanwhile, the
ever extending transmission lines carry
additional hope for coal, and when the
coal industry progresses, so does Utah
and all our mining States.

FIGHTING QUACKERY

Mr, WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, automobile models change
every year, and so do the forms of
quackery directed at the gullible, suffer-
ing people of our Nation. The old
nostrums have been replaced, to a large
degress at least, by the electronic ma-
chine, the new drug that cures nothing,
and new gadgets and formulas sold by
the most modern sales methods.

To help the American public realize
the dangers and losses that can result
from quackery, the American Medical
Association and the U.S. Food and Drug
Administration last week cosponsored
the Second National Congress on Medi-
cal Quackery. Their warning: Quackery
is on the increase, and the biggest single
group of victims are the elderly citizens
of the United States.

The Second Quackery Congress was
a significant followup to the first con-
gress, held 2 years ago. It also devel-
oped testimony given by witnesses at
hearings conducted by Senator Par Mc-
Namara for the Senate Committee on
Aging last January. The work begun at
that time will now be continued by the
Subcommittee on Frauds and Misrepre-
sentation Affecting the Elderly in the
same committee, As chairman of that
subcommittee, I intend to continue the
inquiries begun so well by Senator Mc-
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Namara against quackery and other
frauds against the elderly.

The interest aroused by the recent
congress should help make the work of
the subcommittee more productive than
it would have been. A public alerted
to the guackery menace should be all
the more help to us as we make our in-
quiries. The AMA and the FDA—and
every speaker who participated—are to
be congratulated for an excellent pro-

gram.

Mr. President, the AMA News ran an
editorial in its October 28 issue fo ex-
plain the purposes and method of the
congress. Another excellent summary
appeared in an Atlantic City (N.J.) Press
editorial of October 25. I ask unanimous
consent to have both printed in the
RECORD.

In addition, I would like to draw the
attention of the Senate to a recent series
written by Charles Schaeffer of the Ad-
vance News Service here in Washington.
This series appeared earlier this month in
the Newark Star-Ledger and other New-
house newspapers, Mr. Schaeffer has
drawn a vivid and valuable portrait of
quackery today, and I believe that his
writing will be of help to everyone con-
cerned about this problem.

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

[From the AMA News, Oct. 28, 1963]
FIGHTING QUACKERY

The Second National Congress on Medical
Quackery, sponsored by the American Medi-
cal Assoclation and the U.S. Food and Drug
Administration, is another attempt to in-
crease public awareness of health frauds and
to find new methods of fighting the medical
mountebank.

This won't be easy. It will take the efforts
of physicians, the press, community groups,
business organizations and Government
agencies. The American public is not stupid
but, as Samuel Hopkins Adams said, “Our
national quality of commercial shrewdness
falls us when we go into the open market
to purchase relief from suffering.” Most of
the quack’s victims are intelligent people,
some of whom are desperate and all of whom
are cunningly misled.

The public is vulnerable to the modern
quack. The public has learned, for good
reason, to respect advertising, and many
quacks are masters of advertising. In this
age of rapid communiecation, the quack
reaches more people than ever before and
often through respectable medla. The
quack’s “discovery,” couched in atomic age
jargon, may come as no surprise to a public
familiar with the 1 of sclence and
accustomed to legitimate medical break-
throughs.

Moreover, many people are misguided be-
cause of the quack's ability to galn favor
among prominent persons in positions of
leadership. Fake healers the ages
have been able to get testimonials from the
nobility, literary men and politiclans. In
the 18th century, hundreds of Englishmen
sought the nostrums of Willlam Reed, a tai-
lor, who treated Queen Anne and was made a
knight of the realm. In our own day, Sena-
tor Paur H. Doucras and others have taken
up the cause of kreblozen. Quackery is
especially tragic in an age when proper medi-
cal care has so much to offer.

The American Medical Assoclation has
fought quackery for 116 years. It Kkeeps
track of charlatans throughout the country
and exposes them at every opportunity. The
AMA'’s high ethical and educational stand-
ards are designed to protect the public. The

&~

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

First National Congress on Medical Quackery,
held in 1961, led to widespread State and
community campaigns of public education.
The FDA, the Federal Trade Commission and
the Post Office Department are constantly
seeking tighter antiquackery regulations.

There is much that the individual physi-
cian can do. Delegates to the National
Medical Convention, the meeting at which
the AMA was formed in 1847, stressed this
point: “It is the duty of physiclans, who
are frequent witnesses of the enormities
committed by quackery, and the injury to
health and even destruction of life caused
by the use of quack medicines, to enlighten
the public on these subjects, to expose the
injuries sustained by the unwary from the
devices and pretensions of artful empirics
and imposters.”

In protecting his patients against charla-
tans, the physician is practicing good preven-
tive medicine. The intimacy of the physi-
clan-patient relationship as it exists in this
country provides the ideal setting for discus-
sions that can save lives and money. Re-
ports of quackery should be brought to the
attention of the local medical society, so that
the entire profession can take action.

Leonard W. Larson, M.D,, past president of
the AMA, has cited two needs in the battle
against medical con men: “We must not only
prove the worthlessness of quackery, but we
also must establish confidence in sound med-
ical and health care.”

The physician’s practice of sound medical
care is basle to the struggle agalnst quack-
ery. His role is frequently delicate and difi-
cult. He must have the complete trust of
patient and family when, in desperation, they
are tempted to turn to the charlatan. The
physician can, through courtesy, patience,
and reason, do much to show that not hope
but only a cruel illusion of hope is on the
side of the quack.

[From the Atlantic City Press, Oct. 25, 1963]
THE DANGER OF QUACKERY

The medical quack can be and often is
a killer., Were quacks merely merry oafs
who bilked the gullible, peddling hair grow-
ers, bust developers, and sundry other weird
nostrums and potions, they would hardly
suffer the unceasing attention of the Food
and Drug Administration, the American
Medical Association, State and Federal health
agencies, and better business bureaus.

But quacks can be as dangerous as they
are cruel. Any time wasted on useless
remedies by persons who have contracted
diseases urgently requiring early diagnosis,
such as cancer or arthritis, can result in has-
tened death.

Thus the American Medical Association for
more than a decade has been concentrat-
ing its antiquack activity on the charlatan
who professes to have discovered a magic
cure for cancer. Of late the AMA's prop-
aganda and exposure has been considerably
broadened. Two years ago the assoclation
joined the Food and Drug Administration in
sponsoring the first National Congress on
Medical . Thisg symposium in the
Nation’s Capital resulted in widespread State
and community campaigns of public educa-
tion about medical quacks and health char-
latans who peddle worthless treatments.

A fiyer sent out to editors to announce
the second such national congress, slated in
Washington for this weekend, took the form
of a sack of low-grade uranium ore. The

noted that it wouldn't make an
atom bomb-—neither would it “cure disease
as claimed by fakers, quacks, and charla-
tans."
Just as the discovery of electricity gave
birth to numberless devices for which mir-
acle cures were claimed, so radioactivity is
today’'s hotbed of quackery. Medical char-
latans thrive also where orthodox medicine
fails fully to meet public needs, as in curb-
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ing cancer. The so-called wonder drug EKre-
bilozen was finally ruled worthless by the FDA
and the National Cancer Institute only on
October 16.

Quackery has been a menace, of course,
since the earliest days of medicine. Indeed,
the healing arts originated with the priest-
magician, the witech doctor, of primitive
tribes. The first recorded prescription for
a hair grower was that made up for Queen
Ses of Egypt at about 3400 B.C. It was a
mixture of dogs’ toes, date refuse, and asses’
hooves. It is belleved to have been quite as
effective as today's hair restorers. Quack
devices and treatment cost the public about
#1 billion a year. And the sad fact is that
the suckers are the fearful, the sick in spirit,
the elderly, and those who can least afford
the luxury of wishful treatment.

[From the Long Island Press, Oct, 7, 1963]

BoOMING QUACKERY RACKET: MopErN WITCH
DocToRs SWINDLE THE SICK AND GULLIBLE

(By Charles Schaeffer)

(NoTtE—Modern witch doctors equipped
with fancy machines and scientific-sounding
names—but still smelling of snake oll—are
on the rise. They are swindling the sick and
gullible out of billlons. Here's the first in a
series of five reports on this growing health
menace, the booming quackery racket.)

Lincoln said it: “You can even fool some
of the people all of the time.”

Today, giddy Americans bent on proving
him right are foolishly pouring out an esti-
mated $1 billlon for fake health machines,
phony “cures,” and worthless stay-young
concoctions.

Most will lose a bankroll in the guest for
shortcut health—others something more im-
portant: their lives.

No one can begin to judge the toll of
despair or anguish of the really sick who fall
prey to health hucksters. Or count the red
faces of the pitchmen’s patsys who belatedly
discover they suffer from nothing worse than
bad judgment.

They can't fool you? Don't be too sure.
Quackery is no longer the shady business
of the sideburned hawker of snake oil. It is
a high-powered, slick, booming business—
commercial, almost respectable, urbane and
modern.

Brazen health faddists and fakers, glibly
mimicking medical terms and outfitted with
impressive-looking machines, are hoodwink-
ing people of every shade of education and
intelligence.

Every day charlatans challenge scientists,
doctors and officials in the Food and Drug
Administration, the Federal Trade Com-
mission, the Post Office, and the American
Medical Assoclation.

Indeed, there seems no limit to the in-
genuity used by frauds to bilk the leglons
of sick or miserable who will grasp at any-
thing for relief: Spectro chromes, uranium
gloves for arthritis, radioscopes, micro-
dynameters, seawater, aspirin, and vitamins
peddled by other names at fancy prices, to
name a few.

Now the war is getting hotter. Irked FDA
officials last year selzed or oversaw voluntary
destruction of 1,168 microdynameters—an
$8B75 device its manufacturers claimed could
diagnose lurking disease by measuring the
body's electrical currents.

The FTC, taking the brunt of 7,000 com-
plaints a year, recently persuaded several
manufacturers to stop advertising medical
miracles for fancy massage machines.

The Post Office, cracking down on medical
quackery by mail, boasts a 98 percent con-
viction rate against claims ranging from
bust developing to sinus trouble cures.

Invading the murky world of nutritional
food and diet-pill peddlers is toughest of
all for Government sleuths. The job is made
no easier by many of America's 10 million
nutrition and vitamin faddists who believe
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they are making themselves healthier or
thinner, when indeed they are not.

Nevertheless, campalgns of public educa-
tion and warnings are beginning to dull some
of the glitter of the health magician—and
cut into his profits, too.

Says Dr. Eenneth L. Milstead, Director of
FDA's Bureau of Enforcement: “We're mak-
ing an impact in the nutritional food area.
Sales are falling off.”

On October 25-26 FDA will join AMA in
the second National Congress on Medical
Quackery here. Some 600 doctors, State and
Federal health detectives and psychiatrists
will try to diagnose the chronic disease,
quackery, and what can be done to cure it.

Oliver Field, director of AMA's Depart-
ment of Investigation, regards the conference
partly as preventive medicine to vaccinate
the public against quackery.

the national quackery bill exactly
is impossible, since much of the money flows
through the hands of illicit operators. But
the experts believe at least $1 billion goes
down the drain this way: $250 million for
worthless arthritis treatment and cures.
$500 million for phony food supplements,
dietary concoctions, and unneeded vitamins;
$250 million for a wide range of useless
gimmicks, gadgets, and nostrums for diagnos-
ing and curing ailments ranging from can-
cer to baldness.

Quackery is big business. Many of its
promoters are well heeled and adroit in evad-
ing the law for a fast buck.

Worse, it is sometimes a deadly business.
Dinshah P, Ghadiall from India did a flour-
ishing business with his Spectrochrome In-
stitute until the U.8. Government prosecuted
him in 1947 for repeated violation of the
food and drug law.

Testimony showed that Ghadiall, who
claimed 15 degrees including an "honorary
M.D.,” told an elderly diabetic to stop taking
insulin. While using the spectrochome, the
diabetic went into a coma and died.

An epileptic who testified that the same
machine had helped him collapsed on the
witness stand from an epileptic fit.

The court fined Ghadiall $20,000, but he
escaped prison because of his age. After 5
years' probation he was reported working

n.

Listen to Dr. Leonard W. Larson, former
AMA president: “Quackery gives birth to
cults, fads, and fanatics. It floods the
Nation's maillboxes with propaganda * * *
with illiterate, incoherent testimonials * * *
with moronic praise and rantings about the
merits of this or that type of cure.

“The worst harm caused by quackery, how-
ever, is when it keeps sick people from get-
ting competent medical attention for serious
disorders which—Iif left to the ministrations
and phony remedies of the quack—can be
fatal.”

[From the Long Island Press, Oct. 8, 1963]
THE DIAGNOSIS GADGETS: A “MAcIc” MACHINE
THAT Was JUsT A MECcHANICAL FLOP
(By C. Schaeffer, Press Washington bureau)

Not long ago Government inspectors got
wind of a grandiose scheme for a kind of
medical automation to take the work out of
being sick. The idea was simple: Just turn
the job of diagnosing and treatment over to
machines.

At the peak of their popularity, thousands
of practitioners, including a few misguided
medical doctors, employed devices peddled
by the creator of the Electronic Medical
Foundation, the late Dr. Albert Abrams, of
San Francisco.

With his system of radionics for treatment
the practitioner needed no more skill than
is required to take a patient’s blood sample
and send it to Dr. Abrams’ laboratory.

Promptly, the doctor's radioscope spewed
out a glagnmh, which was maliled to the
sender with a handy reminder about other
machines available for treating the disease.
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Curious Food and Drug Administration
(FDA) officlals decided to put the machine
to an acid test. They malled samples of
animal blood, blood from a dead man and
ersatz blood of colored water.

The machine, of course, flunked. It
couldn’t tell the blood of the living from
the dead nor even pick out the colored water.
Shortly, FDA got a Federal court injunction
prohibiting the radioscope.

The court banned 13 treatment machines
which either produced a weak magnetic field
or emitted shortwave radio waves—both
worthless in treating disease. Yet, it is pos-
sible some are still in use today.

Why do quacks keep popping up with ma-
gic machines and why do the gullible bite?
First, there is much that is inconclusive
about modern medicine. When a genuine
doctor is unable to pinpoint or alleviate a
chronie ill, the sufferer is apt, in desperation,
to turn to the glib assurances of the quack.

Even though he cannot cure the sufferer,
the quack—unlike a real doctor—can exude
optimism. The idea is to get the patient in

front of the machine for several fast (agd’

expensive) treatments, maybe sell him a
machine in the bargain, and send him on
his way—uncured and maybe sicker than
ever.

Tragically, modern medicine’s use of some
legitimate machines helps the quack to op-
erate behind a sereen of electronic mumbo-
jumbo. Most patients ean't tell one dial
from another. So the quack exploits this ig-
norance along with his copycat talent for
making the fake item look real.

FDA’s public information director, Wallace
F. Janssen, recently told a chiropractors as-
sociation convention: *“There are no ma-
chines or devices which are capable of diag-
nosing or treating all manner of diseases
simply by turning dials or applying electric
contacts to the body. Do not believe the
salesman who claims to have such a ma-
chine.”

Mechanical quackery i1s as old as the
charms and amulets primitive man used to
ward off evil spirits. Even George Wash-
ington accepted medical aid from a man the
Encyclopedia Britannica calls a quack.

When Washington was President, Dr.
Elisha Perkins hatched the idea that mag-
netized metals could draw disease from the
body. In 1798 he Invented metalllic tractors,
two pointed rods 3 inches long.

Dragged over an infection, the fork literally
was supposed to yank out disease. Perkins
tried it on the president who believed, as did
hundreds of other educated people, that the
thing worked.

Perkins' son got rich selling tractors in
England. But a skeptical American doctor
made some tractors of wood, which does not
hold magnetism, and won testimonials for his
treatment.

Today, modern mechanical quackery flour-
ishes under sophisticated new gulses. And it
takes the combined skill of FDA, the Fed-
eral Trade Commission (FTC), the American
Medical Association, the Post Office, the Bet-
ter Business Bureau, and others to keep it in
check. Even so, useless machines account
for many milllons of the Nation’s $1 billion
annual quackery bill.

Could a change in the law strengthen FDA’s
hand? Its experts think so. Now, FDA must
prove a device is ineffective no matter how
obvious the case. This consumes endless
hours chasing around the Natlon to catch
miscreants shipping their hokum over State
borders.

Some FDA officials believe they could make
a big dent in device gquackery by making
applicants prove the safety and effectiveness
of their machines—the way the drug law now
reads.

Still, the Government does outwit distribu-
tors of useless devices. Just a year ago the
US. Supreme Court, in effect, outlawed a
machine called the microdynameter by refus-
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ing to consider an appeal by the manufac-
turer, the Ellis Research Laboratories, Chi-

cago.

The microdynameter is nothing more
than a simple device for measuring electric
current installed in a flashy cabinet. Its
promoters clalmed it could detect disease
by measuring weaker current supposedly
pulsing from diseased organs.

Actually, FDA investigators proved the
amount of the current flowing through the
machine had nothing to do with disease—
but depended upon the amount of molsture
on the skin.

Said an FDA officlal wryly: “Whether you
had diabetes or syphillis depended on how
much you were sweating."

What's more the machine was fooled more
often than not when FDA experts hooked it
up to a dead body just to see what would
happen.

Recently, 18 FDA district offices reported
seizure of 282 microdynameters and volun-
tary destruction of another 811. FDA Com-
missioner George Larrick has called the de-
vice “a perll to public health because it
cannot correctly diagnose any disease.”

He said “Thousands of patients are being
hoodwinked by its use into believing they
have disease which they do not have, or fail-
ing to get proper treatment for disease they
do have.”

The lure of the blinking light, the buzzing
machine and the jiggling dial are irresisti-
ble. Shortly after FDA closed the micro-dy-
nameter file, U.S. marshals were selzing sun-
lamps, marketed with health-
giving powers, and electronlc doo-dads built
to measure the state of your nerves along
with chronic fatigue, distress, depresslon,
worry, and fears.

[From the Long Island Press, Oct. 9, 18963]
THE ARTHRITIS SWINDLE: PAIN CAN MAKE A
VictiMm CLUTCH AT ALMOST ANY STRAW
(By Charles Schaeffer)

Scene: A Senate committee investigating
medical quackery.

The witness: Jerry Walsh, a victim of crip-
pling arthritis for 22 years.

“I know I went from copper bracelets
to buckeyes (chestnuts) to find a cure.
I've tried vibrating machines and diets, and
had a chiropractor break one of my legs
with his special treatment.

“Yet continually I went back, maybe to
the tune of $2,000 or $3,000 or more. You
don't keep track of the dollars. You are al-
ways looking for relief.”

Now 40, Walsh was a promising athlete
when he got arthritis as a Christmas present
in 1940, Sentenced to life in bed, he arose
after 4 years using sheer willpower and
managed, through strenuous doctor-super-
vised exercise, to walk again. He then went
to work for the Arthritis and Rheumatism
Foundation, which has launched full-scale
war on quack cures.

Today Jerry Walsh says he “is sick and
tired of being exploited.” Yet If someone
came along with glib assurances of a cure,
he recently told Senators investigating
quackery, he would listen.

In a way, Jerry Walsh symbolizes the
agony of arthritis everywhere, clutching at
straws. They've heard there is no cure for
arthritis. Still * * * maybe.

The mystery of arthritis—what causes it,
why its palns come and go—is a setup for
the quack. He exploits the fact that the
world’s best medical brains have been un-
able to find the cause or cure. Somehow
he dramatically finds a cure.

Two years ago, a congress on medical
quackery found sufferers wasting $250 mil-
lion a year on worthless arthritis remedies.
This month they will meet again to see if a
campaign of public warnings has dented the
con men’s market.
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And a special subcommittee headed by
Senator HarrisoNn WiLniams, Jr.,, Democrat,
of New Jersey, soon will investigate new
frauds against older citizens.

Now nearly 12 million Americans suffer
from various forms of arthritis. Probably
half of them at one time or another have
clutched vainly at hope for “cures.”

Since arthritis rarely is fatal, most hurt
only their pocketbooks by splashing in
“spas,” shelling out $300 for tube treatments
featuring a penny’s worth of useless chemi-
cals, or swallowing ordinary aspirin disguised
in faney trappings at premium prices.

But health dangers loom, too. Just a year
ago the Food and Drug Administration had
to move fast to alert the public to the men-
ace of “Liefcort,” a Canadian-born nostrum.
FDA Commissioner George P. Larrick called
the drug dangerous and banned import into
the United States. FDA said Liefcort was de-
veloped and promoted by Dr. Robert Liefman,
who is wanted by U.S. marshals to answer
charges involving a so-called baldness
“cure.” Liefman fled to Canada and is not
licensed to practice medicine there, FDA
charged

Liefcort supposedly was a secret remedy.
A national magazine touched off a flurry of
interest by publishing an article about it.
But FDA sclentists found the drug contained
potent hormones, estradiol, prednisone and
testosterone—the first in amounts 10 times
& normal therapeutic dose.

After reading about Liefcort, a Tl-year-old
woman flew to Canada to see Liefman. She
returned to her California home with a year’s
supply of the drug. Later, she began bleeding
internally. She was hospitalized but follow-
ing operation to stop uterine bleeding, she
caught pneumonia and died, FDA said.

Directly afterward promoters in St. Louis,
Mo., popped up with an arthritis treatment.
A Federal district judge banned the sale of
this adrenal hormone cream, charging the
manufacturer with false misleading claims.

Commissioner Larrick then said: “There
are millions of arthritics in this country who
will grasp at any straw. Many are led to
belleve in so-called cures because of the
remissions which naturally occur in the dis-
ease. By taking advantage of this, pro-
moters can profitably sell any product falsely
claimed to offer cure or relief.”

Not long ago medical pirates hatched a
scheme for bottling sea water and selling it
for $3 a pint to supplement alleged deficien-
cles in arthritics.

Did they buy? Dr. R. W. Lamont-Havers,

cal director of the Arthritis and Rheu-
matism Foundation, reports that some pa-
tlents began going to their physicians with
“water logging” of the body.

“This is caused by the excessive intake
of salt and could have very serious conse-
quences in patients with heart and kidney
disease,” he said. *There is also danger of
infection from wunpasteurized sea water.”

Some over-the-counter medicines do, in
fact, contain active ingredients, usually pain-
relieving salicylates found in common
aspirin.

“If it has aspirin in it, it is goilng to make
them feel better, but why pay #1 or $2 for
a bottle of aspirin?” Dr. Russell L. Cecil,
consulting medical director of the Arthritis
and Rheumatiam Foundation, told the Sen-
ate Quackery Committee.

The word arthritis literally means joint
inflammation. There are probably 60 dif-
ferent rheumatic diseases; but the two most
common are crippling rheumatoid arthritis
which often strikes younger people and
osteoarthritis of older people. It is some-
times called everyone's disease,

No on knows exactly what causes ar-
thritis, but one theory is that it stems from
an allergic reaction to an infectlon in some
other part of the body. Some sclentists be-
lieve the rheumatoid type is caused by a
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virus or bacteria, although the culprit has
not been found.

Sound medical treatment can reduce ar-
thritic pain and swelling. And therapy can
help unfreeze some joints.

The best bet, though, is a recognized doe-
tor. Avold the health hucksters clalming
to have a cure. It doesn't exist.

[From the Long Island Press, Oct. 10, 1063]
THE CaNcCErR "CuURES": BoGUs REMEDIES, LIKE
Bap Pennies, Keep TURNING UP
(By Charles Schaeffer)

‘When a Federal court recently gave a Texan
a 4-year suspended sentence for selling a
phony cancer cure it proved this: Bogus
remedies, like bad pennies, keep turning up.

The counterfeit item convicting Thomas
T. G. Reynolds of the Reynolds Clinic, Pales-
tine, Tex., actually was minted nearly 50
years before, thousands of miles away in
Michigan.

It bubbled out of the cauldron of Dr. Wil-
liam F. Eoch, embryology instructor at the
University of Michigan around 1914. He
called it “EKoch’s Glyoxide,” modestly bally-
hooed as a cancer treatment.

FDA investigators later said it was closer
to sterile water than anything else. Dr.
Eoch was tried twice inconclusively, in 1043
and 1946. Then he went to Brazil,

Later, a letter reached FDA:

“At present there is a chiropracter in Pal-
estine, Tex., advertising as follows. * * *
‘Genuine Eoch Glyoxide for cancer patients
is available at 825 from the Reynolds Clinic
in Palestine, Tex.’ * * * it is your duty to
prosecute this crook.

“Sincerely yours,
“WuM. F. EocH.”

Cancer quacks are the ghouls of the med-
ical swindlers’' world. They offer false hopes,
profit from the dying, and, unforgiveably,
deny real therapy that could effectively treat
and prolong the lives of many cancer victims,

Despite the fact that medical sclence knows
only two sure remedies for human cancer—
surgery and radiation—some 4,000 charlatans
mulet millions of dollars with a witchdoctor's
cabinet of cures. These include useless
machines, herbs, injections of colored water,
vitamins, raw vegetables, and the like.

How do you recognize the cancer quack?
Dr. L. Henry Garland. University of Califor-
nia School of Medicine, gives these hints:

‘“His treatment is usually secret, or its
method of preparation is secret.

“He advertises, plants storles, or dis-
tributes testimonials to support his claims.
You can't find his work in reputable scien-
tific journals.

“He hides behind the name of a high-
sounding organization or foundation easily
confused with a real one.

“He discourages or refuses consultation
with known Ilocal doctors, clalming the
‘medical trust’ is against him.

“His records are scanty or nonexistent.

“Many of his ‘cured’ cases show no evi-
dence that the patients ever had cancer.”

Beveral years ago Callfornia, fed up with
the havoc wrought by the cancer quacks,
became the first State to pass a law aimed
directly at this crowd. The legislature cre-
ated a cancer advisory council in the
department of public health. The law reg-
ulates drugs, medicines, compounds, and
devices used in the dlagnosis, treatment, and
cure of cancer. And it bars unlicensed
practioners from using them.

When lawmakers held hearings in Los
Angeles and San Francisco, quacks jammed
the room, taunting witnesses for the bill and
booing American Medical Association and
Food and Drug Administration testimony.

But California got its law and can now
punish charlatans. Other States are daw-
dling. In the wacuum, FDA, the Federal
Trade Commission, or the Post Office Depart-
ment must hold off until a quack transports

21021

phony drugs and machines across State
borders—or merchandises his lies through
the U.S. mails.

Even then, convictions are hard to get.
Consider the case of Harry Hoxey, now the
classic example of cancer quackery. Hoxey,
who ran a so-called “cancer clinie,” in Dallas,
testified he personally saw 6,000 patients in
1 year. In his book, “You Don't Have To
Die,” Hoxey sald he had 10,000 patients tak-
ing his treatment.

Though he never went beyond the eighth
grade, he called himself “Doctor.” Authori-
ties estimated that patients from all over the
United States poured $50 milllon into his
coffers. One Hoxey treatment alone cost
$400, plus $60 in expenses. AMA called it
a cough syrup, and FDA said it might have
been a mild laxative, too.

It took FDA years, however, to prove a
case against Hoxey. Investigators traveled
more than 17,000 miles, interviewed cured
patients, thelr families, and doctors.

They found the “cured” had either never
had cancer, had received previous successful
surgery or radiation, or still had the disease.

Even a U.S. court of appeals decision in
1952 holding the treatment worthless falled
to stop promoters. They bought space in
friendly periodicals to attack the govern-
ment. When it was clear court proceedings
were going to drag on indefinitely, FDA pub-
lished a nationwide warning against the
treatment. Eventually, many of the duped
got the truth and Hoxey's business dropped,
though some continued to belleve his claims
to the end,

[From the Long Island Press, Oct, 11, 1963]

Tae HearteH Foop Fap; G PHONIES RAKE
IN $500 MiLrLioN EVERY YEAR

(By Charles Schaeffer)

More people are falling for the phony pro-
motion of special foods and tonics than any
other products in the health field.

Food and vitamin faddism is big business
today, netting promoters a conservative $500
million a year—about half the Nation's
quackery take.

The Food and Drug Administration says
there are about a dozen major companies in
the fleld and a number of smaller ones. Two
years ago these firms employed 50,000 full-
or part-time peddlers.

One of them once had 15,000 doorbell
ringers—about 7 times FDA's entire staff—
pushing a shotgun formula of vitamins in a
secret base of alfalfa, parsley, and watercress.

Some inroads have been made by the FDA
but America’s hypochondriacs, neurotics,
and food faddists—an estimated 10 million
intelligent and ignorant alike—continue to
sop up and belleve the suave pltchmen of
these products.

Although he has shaved his handlebar
mustache, and writes bestsellers instead of
haranguing a carnival crowd, the modern
patent medicine man’s line is as old as the
snake-oll peddler’s.

For behind this boom is one of the biggest
hoaxes ever perpetrated—that standard gro-
cery store food lacks necessary nutrients and
vitamins,

Noted Harvard nutritionist and Sunday
Press columnist, Dr. Frederick J, Stare, who
is often abused by food faddists says:

“No one food is essential to health, Some
60 nutrients are. By eating a varied diet,
from foods avallable in any grocery store, you
will get them.”

Does this mean vitamin supplements are
always superfluous? No. Health authorities
believe that most Americans get the required
12 vitamins in their regular diet—and others
could if they ate properly.

For those with vitamin deficlencies (and
only a licensed doctor can diagnose this) a
low-potency vitamin supplement prepared
by recognized drug firms can act as pre-
ventive medicine, says Dr. Stare.
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Health-food quackery is bad if it only raids
your purse. But gobbling potent vitamins
and off-beat nature foods willy-nilly can
damage your body, too, warns Dr. Stare:
“There are times when persons with real
health problems rely on the preducts of nu-
tritional quackery rather than on sound
medical treatment. There are times when
people actually create or contribute to their
dietary deficiencies by abandoning their
normal diets and turning to so-called health
foods.”

One of these was a young secretary.
Ordinarily in good health, she began to sense
periodic spells of weakness and fatigue. Her
friends said she was *“probably anemic.”
When she later heard a television pitchman’s
smooth spiel for pepping up “tired blood,”
the secretary convinced herself she had iron-
deficlency anemia.

She swallowed the tomic for 8 months,
Meanwhile, she suffered progressive weak-
ness, weight loss, and swollen ankles.
Frightened now, she went to a doctor.
Diagnosis: chronic nephritis, a kidney disease
she had all along.

Though she was anemie, too, this stemmed
from diseased kidneys—not from causes that
could be altered by iron tonie. Luckily, the
doctor saved her life, but others who self-
doctor their symptoms with pills, powders,
and potions aren’t always so fortunate.

Slick nutrition peddlers craftily skirt the
law just outside of the Goverment's reach.
Nutritional guackery is the hardest to prove.
Occasionally some are netted,

The Federal district court, Detroit, re-
cently gave William L. Abt, naturopath and
itinerant health food lecturer, a 1-year
suspended jail sentence and fined him $1,000.
In 1961 Abt lectured Detroit audiences, sold
Health foods, peddled a book on the keys
to health and longevity, and offered his
products for the treatment and prevention
of ailments including cancer, glaucoma,
arthritis, heart conditions, and ulcers, FDA
sald.

When he launched a new series last March,
FDA inspectors rushed to the scene and ob-
talned criminal information, charging the
health foods were misbranded because of
lecture statements. Pollce arrested Abt be-
fore he could return to his Canadian home.
Later, sald FDA, the health-food lecturer
changed his plea from Innocent to guilty.

In truth, most Americans must go out of
thelr way to avoid being overnourished.
Then why the fantastic health-fad boom?
The experts sum 1t up: Ignorance, fear,
superstition, and hypochondria. All of it
exploited by an army of glib health huck-
sters.

Recently, FDA chronicled four myths of
nutrition that can help you detect and avoid
the health-quack's clutches:

Myth No. 1: Impoverished soll produces
inferior food leading to malnutrition that
can only be offset by natural foods grown
by organic farming,

Myth No. 2: Our food is devitalized by
overprocessing and falls to provide proper
nourishment. (This, says the American
Medical Association, “is a condemnation of
our food Industry that is, in fact, mpplytng
us with the most nourishing and whole-
some foods in the world.")

Myth No. 3: Most, if not all diseases are
caused by faulty diet—arthritis, heart dis-
ease, anemia, and brittle bones, to name a
few.

Myth No. 4: Most Americans suffer from
“subelinical deﬂclencles" curable only by
dletary supp t Nox says AMA.

Subclinical means without slgns or symp-
toms, unrecognizable with no evidence of
disease. By its very definition it cannot
exist.

FDA, too, has issued warnings against:
shotgun vitamin formulas, promising as
many as 32 vitamins; expensive “organic™
foods that are no more nutritious than gro-
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cery store items: miracle foods alleged to pre-
vent dangerous disease; medically unsuper-
vised diet pills; extravagant mail-order prom-
ises; and “health food"” lecturers.

Alarmed at quackery’'s spread, authorities
are mounting campaigns on many fronts.
They look to public education as a means
of unmasking the culprits.

This is one of the alms of a quackery
congress presently to meet in Washington.
But there is also the sterner approach. Says
Milton P. Duffy of California’s Department
of Health:

“From the vantage point of 47 years of
dueling with quacks, I firmly believe there
is nothing so educational as a stretch in jail—
or a stiff fine which takes the profit out of
profiteers.” :

TREATMENT OF THE MENTALLY
RETARDED

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, the National Association for
Retarded Children recently held its an-
nual convention in Washington. The
outcome of this meeting was an indica-
tion of great progress in prevention,
treatment, and rehabilitation of the
mentally retarded.

Richard J. Hughes, Governor of New
Jersey, was the keynote speaker at this
convention. Governor Hughes has been
vitally interested in the work of this or-
ganization. He is chairman of the Gov-
ernors’ Conference Committee on Pub-
lic Health and Welfare. Within New
Jersey he has helped to establish an in-
terdepartmental committee on lifetime
disability and has invited the formation
of a Governors’' advisory council on the
same subject. The Governor's pending
bond issue includes provisions for
strengthening institutional facilities and
developing community centers for group
living, sheltered workshops, day care,
and other new programs.

Governor Hughes’' speech is a fine
summary of the present efforts to aid
retarded children. I ask unanimous con-
sent that this speech be printed in the
Recorp at this point.

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

ADpRESS OF Gov, RICEARD J. HUGHES TO AN«
NUAL CONVENTION OF NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
FOR RETARDED CHILDREN, MAYFLOWER HOTEL,
WasHINGTON, D.C,, OcTOBER 23, 1963
It is indeed a privilege for a fairly recent

recruit in the fight against mental retarda-

tion to be asked to add a ting of com-~
bat veterans in this field. Despite 10 active
years on the New Jersey bench, and numer-
ous civic interests, the tragedy of retarda-

tion was but a sad statistic to me until I

became Governor. Then a full confrontation

with the dimensions of this problem re-
shaped my entire outlook.

And so, as with most recruits, I expect that
I will have to make up in enthusiasm what
I lack in knowledge of the complexities of
the problem of mental retardation. Yet, I
draw a great measure of moral support—as I

am sure you do—from the fact that the Pres-
ident of the United States is joined with us
in this battle.

Truly this must be an exciting time In the
life of the National Assoclation for Retarded
Children as you review the accomplishments
of the past year. After years of struggling
in the darkness, you did not despair and in
the past year alone ¥You can tally more nlg-
nificant progress than in earlier decades.

Among these notable events was the l‘epo‘.l‘t
of the President's Panel on Mental
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tion, blueprinting the first national action
program for combating mental retardation;
the President’s message to Congress on men-
tal illness and mental retardation, recom-
mending Federal programs for implementing
the report of the President's panel; and the
White House Conference on Mental Retarda-
tion. I daresay that even the most optimistic
among you would not have anticipated this
dramatic turn of events.

Now your cause is recelving unprecedented
attentlon at the national level. With Dr,
Stafford Warren as a Special Assistant to the
President for Mental Retardation, you have
a spokesman at the highest reaches of Gov-
ernment. And it is your great and good for-
tune to have as a champlon, Mrs. Eunice
Kennedy Shriver.

But in reciting these instances of recent
achievements for the cause of mental retarda-
tion, I do not intend to overlook the steady
accomplishments over many years of the
National Association for Retarded Children
and its affiliated State associations and local
chapters.

Your organization—like the many other
voluntary service groups in this country—
embodies two outstanding characteristics of
the American people: the compassionate gen-
erosity of the Good Samaritan and the free
cooperation of the self-reliant. Let us hope
that this tradition of voluntary service shall
prosper for, as demonstrated by your efforts,
it adds immeasurably to the health of our
soclety. If it were not for the helping hand
which you have extended to the mentally
retarded, there would be an even greater
burden on the conscience of America for the
long years of accumulated neglect.

My emphasis on the splendid contributions
of voluntary assoclations and the wirtues of
individual generosity and self-rellance should
not be misunderstood as opposition to the
soclal programs of Government rightly re-
sponsive to human needs and the demands of
social justice.

Edmund Burke once observed that “gov-
ernment is a contrivance of human wisdom to
provide for human wants.” If we are wise
we will recognize that there is a proper role—
indeed, I would say, an obligation—for gov-
ernment action, not merely to encourage the
activities of private Individuals and groups,
but to provide for the general welfare when
human needs are beyond the competence of
individual citizens and their voluntary
associations.

Certalnly, both the dimenslons of the prob-
lem and the demands of soclal justice neces-
sitate the use of that “contrivance of human
wisdom"” in the service of the mentally
retarded.

In his message to Congress on mental {ll-
ness and mental retardation, President Een~
nedy clearly stated the reasons for the in-
volvement of Government. In his words:

“The fact that mental retardation ordi-
narily exists from birth or early childhood,
the highly speclalized medical, psychologleal,
and educational evaluations which are re-
quired, and the complex and unique social,
educational, and vocational lifetime needs of
the retarded individual, all require that there
be developed a comprehensive approach to
this specific problem.”

For the first time we have a President who
has given full recognition to this Nation's
obligation to the afflicted and their familles
and has initiated a bold new approach to the
problems of mental retardation. We all have
a duty—every State in the Unlon—to be-
come involved in the action program set
forth in the report of the President’s Panel
on Mental Retardation.

What is needed 1s a partnership of service
to the mentally retarded. And if this part-
nership is to be successful, if it is to deliver
a satisfactory range of services to those af-
flicted, we must put aside those petty
jealousies and parochial concerns which
often bog down the bureaucracy. We must
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put aside the sterile debates over intergov-
ernmental relationships which ignore the
actual arrangements of roles and functions
of the American system of cooperative
federalism.

Our focus should be functional—fixed on
those persons in need of services, All levels
of government, along with private individ-
uals and associations, should work together
with each contributing the service of which
it is best suited and most capable. This
concept assumes no prejudice against any
level of government, rather it seeks to reflect
the reality of the American system. Amer-
icans have fashioned many combinations of
intergovernmental which are de-
vised not to achieve a single logical pattern
of fixed jurisdictions, but to get on with the
business of America.

Having recognized the practical diversity
of intergovernmental arrangements, I would
like to call attention to the important role
of State government:

“State leaders, especially those In public
positions, have a particularly useful perspec-
tive on the needs of their citizens as well
as on the State's resources for meeting those
needs, This perspective is denied to the
local community because it is too small and
too close to the problem. It is likewise
denied to the Federal Government because
it is too large and too distant, and lacks
the authority for direct action which has
been reserved to the States.”

It is clear then that the success or failure
of this major national effort will depend
upon the response of our States to the rec-
ommendations of the President's panel.

Speaking as Governor of New Jersey, I
fully accept that obligation, that responsi-
bility for leadership in my own State.
Speaking as chalrman of the Governors'
Conference Committee on Public Health
and Welfare, I urge that my fellow Govern-
ors throughout the country recognize this
obligation and their responsibility for
leadership in our fight against mental re-
tardation.

No elected official should be hesitant to
join in partnership with other levels of
government and voluntary associations for
service to the mentally retarded. Yet, some
are reluctant to translate their admitted
moral obligation into the necessary facili-
tles and programs. It is up to you—your
associations working with other interested
individuals and groups—to bulld the bon-
fires under your State leaders and your fel-
low citizens—and to keep them burning
until you get action.

With the full support of the national
administration now committed to your
cause, there has never been a more opportune
time to develop public awareness of the
problem of mental retardation so that sup-
port for new and improved programs can
ben generated in the local communities.

I wonder, for instance, how many of our
citizens apnreciate what might be called the
“iceberg factor” of mental retardation, that
great body—estimated to be 75 to 85 percent
of mildly retarded—who are the products
of poverty and the other kinds of social and
cultural deprivations found in city tene-
ments and rural slums. The public must be
made to realize that such conditions result
in a tremendous wasfe of human resources
and a substantial drain on the public treas-

ury.

But let no one think that the task will
be easy. I can testify to that from my own
present campaign to secure the passage of
a bond program which in the field of mental
retardation would provide funds for
strengthening our institutional facilities and
developing mew programs, including com-
munity centers for group living, sheltered
workshops and day care, I would alert you
to the type of citizen who is immune to the
call of conscience, whose sole interest is
defined in tax dollars: I recall one such
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citizen confronting me with the query—
“Why don't you worry about the 97 percent
of us (taxpayers) who aren't mentally re-
tarded?”

Perhaps it might be possible to convince
such a person that the financial conse-
quences to the taxpayer of untreated, un-
trained mentally retarded can be substan-
tial. In this as in any fleld, preventative
action is sound economics as well as humane
public policy.

Efficlent and effective programs of service
require comprehensive planning and coordi-
nation of effort. There is a critical need for
cooperation between the departments and
agencies at all levels of government. We
in New Jersey, working with the New Jersey
Association for Retarded Children, have es-
tablished this year an interdepartmental
committee on lifetime disability. It is com-
posed of five cabinet members from the ap-
propriate departments and a representative
of the Governor's office, and its function is
to plan and coordinate State services to all
those with permanent handicap. The aim,
of course, is to strengthen our services to the
handicapped so that they will be brought
out of the shadows and into the world of
opportunity for personal growth, self-respect,
and independence.

To augment the work of the Interdepart-
mental committee, I have invited a broad
representation of lay and professional citi-
zens to form a Governor's advisory council
on lifetime disability. The councll will bring
the public, voluntary, and professional efforts
into coordination with the planning and the
programs developed by the Interdepart-
mental committee.

As 1 see the functlon of the advisory coun-
cil, 1t would operate as a constructive critic
and as a consumer's representative, so to
speak. For this reason we have insisted on
a clear distinction between the government
authorities with administrative responsibil-
ity and the advisory group comprised of pro-
fessional people, interested lay leaders, and
representatives of the consumers of the
services.

I would like to think that an advisory
council would be in a position to alert the
Governor as the watchdog of the State’s pro-
grams. It does not serve the interest of the
handicapped to have an advisory council so
closely identified with those planning and
administering services that it would fail to
exercise a critical function for fear of offend-
ing a pleasant, but ineffective government
official.

And lest I seem to be deserting members of
the governmental establishment, let me offer
a cautionary word to those interested and
single-minded citizens who are apt to be
overcritical of the efforts of government au-
thorities. Most such citizens do not feel
the broad impact of competing demands
upon the scarce resources of their govern-
ments. Nothing is quite as sobering as look-
ing down the doubled-barrel of increasing
needs and g revenues.

This point was well made by the late Com-
missioner John Tramburg, who many of you
in other States admired and respected as
we in New Jersey did. In speaking to the
1961 annual convention of the American As-
soclation on Mental Deficiency, Commis-
sloner Tramburg warned of professional
workers who “ask for program expansion
without successfully undertaking broad in-
formation policies that might result in the
taxpayer and elected representative support-
ing such programs despite any reflected in-
crease in taxes.”

Although adding that note of caution, I
am not an apostle of patience. Considering
that we are faced with what President Een-
needy has called “the tradition of neglect,”
impatience iz clearly required. And we
must communicate a sense of impatience to
the public as well as the realization that
there is much that can be done to eliminate
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those conditions which cause so much re-
tardation. For as was stated by the Presi-
dent’s panel:

“Our greatest hope for a major victory
over mental retardation lies in the general
measures—long-range in character—which
are designed to overcome the soclal and eco~
nomic ills which plague the underprivileged
in our society.”

The National Assoclation for Retarded
Children will undoubtedly join in such a
broad spectrum attack. I would hope that
you will be found fighting not only for spe-
cific programs, such as PEU testing, sheltered
work programs and mental retardation fa-
cilitles construction, but for the kinds of
soclal and economic policies and programs
which offer the promise of raising the living
level of the underprivileged. While we may
never completely ellminate adverse environ-
mental conditions, each advance against the
unrealized needs of those who are in want
pays the dividends of fewer retarded children.

This is a great fight, and one which may
in our time never result in total victory;
but it is a fight which edifies its participants
and permits them to leave on the face of
this troubled world a record of noble and
high achievement, perhaps the highest with~
in the reach of ordinary mortals. Under-
standing this, I rejoice in being your com-
panion in this struggle upward toward the

light,

STAN MUSIAL

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, one of baseball's truly great
men has this year after 22 years
in the sport. Stan Musial, for the full
duration of his career, played dedicated
and sporting baseball for the St. Louis
Cardinals, and has now retired from ac-
tive playing to become a vice president
of the ball club. The Daily Home News,
of New Brunswick, N.J., on August 28,
1963, printed an editorial honoring
“Stan, the Man,” Musial. I would also
like to call your attention to a letter to
the editor written by Mr. John J. Wol-
czanski, executive director, New Jersey
Polish-American League. Mr. Wolczan-
ski pays appropriate tribute to Stan
Musial, “son of a Polish immigrant.”
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that this editorial and letter be printed
in the RECORD.

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

[From the New Brunswick (N.J.) Home News,
Aug. 28, 1963]
LEARNING FROM STAN

Stan Musial, no doubt, has taught many
people many things. (This includes plenty
of pitchers not to serve up a fat pitch to
him.) Ewven so, there's one lesson that all of
us—especially the youngsters—can learn
from this sterling player, retiring after 22
years of major league play.

His great success was compounded on a
disappointment. When he broke into base-
ball in 1938 he wanted to be a pitcher.
After 2 years he developed arm trouble and
nearly quit the sport. His manager in the
minors talked him into trying the outfield
and his willingness to stick it out, even
though he felt he'd failed, led to fame and
records in the book.

In Gene Ward’'s column appearing in the
New York Daily News (Sunday edition) on
Sunday, September 29, 19863, a notable state-
ment by Hank Sauer, the old Cub and Glant
outfielder, summed it up for all of us in one
sentence. “Any guy who ever says any-
thing bad about Stan Musial has to have
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something wrong with him.”
all, :

On Sunday, October 6, the color magazine
section of the New York Dally News again
(God bless them), a picture and story by
Stan will be published by Benjamin K.
Handel, magazine editor.

That sald it

STan MUSIAL, “GENTLEMAN OF BASEBALL" AND
GREAT POLISH ATHLETE, RETIRES

Hon, HucH N. Bo¥yp,
President, the New Brunswick Home News,
New Brunswick, N.J.

Dear Mr. Boyp: As a great admirer of
Stanley F. Musial, the great St. Louis Car-
dinals National League baseball star, I wish
to cordially thank you for the excellent edi-
torial you published on “Stan, the Man” in
your newspaper on Wednesday, August 28,
1963.

It was a never-forgettable thrill for me
personally to represent New Jersey Gov.
Richard J. Hughes and the people of New
Jersey by presenting a citation to Mr, Musial
at the New York Polo Grounds, where a
“Musial Night” was held in his honor last
year. Among other admirers and m
sent that evening was from the President of
the United States, John F, Kennedy.

We, from 8 to 80 can learn many facts of
life from the son of a Polish immigrant, who
is known as the “Gentleman of Baseball.”
Among his virtues, he never argues with an
umpire or refuses to give his autograph.

Baseball will lose a great public relations
man. We will miss his happy smile and pe-
culiar stance at the home plate.

He is a credit to American sportsdom.

God bless him.

JOHN J. WOLCZANSKI,
Ezecutive Director,
New Jersey Polish-American League.

ANTIDUMPING LEGISLATION

Mr, HUMPHREY, Mr. President, as
the first session of the 88th Congress
draws into its final weeks, it becomes in-
creasingly difficult to expect any action
this year on a piece of legislation that
remains, nevertheless, of important and
even vital concern to our economy. I
am referring to the antidumping amend-
ment, S, 1318, and H.R. 5692, and other
related bills in the House, which would
tighten loopholes and provide for fairer,
more effective procedures in the admin-
istration of the Antidumping Act of 1921,

What we have proposed is a moderate,
constructive amendment which does not
alter the act of 1921's basic purpose,
philosophy, or function; nor does it con-
flict with the Trade Expansion Act.

‘This bill has received the enthusiastic
bipartisan support of 27 Senators and 50
Representatives, as well as about 2
dozen affected trade associations, indus-
try groups and labor unions.

While it appears that time may run
out on us this calendar year, with the
decision to conduct hearings on the
President’s medicare bill in the House
Ways and Means Committee, I know
that the sponsors of the proposed Anti-
dumping Act amendment are deeply
hopeful that hearings will be called early
next session, and that Congress may pro-
ceed to an orderly consideration of this
legislation.

In the meantime, interest in this
amendment remains high, and discus-
sion of the purposes and possible effects
of the amendment continues vigorously,
This is well, for in the period until hear-
ings are definitely determined and
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scheduled, wide public discussion may
help to bring about a consensus on the
need for this legislation,

In introducing the amendment, I did
not contemplate that the precise lan-
guage of the proposal would ultimately
be adopted. Rather, the proposal was
designed to provoke discussion, hearings
and ultimately to produce legislation re-
fined in the legislative process which
would carry out the general purposes of
the proposal. Those purposes I now wish
to review briefly.

On the basic problem of dumping, I
believe there to be very wide agreement.
Dumping is an unfair trade practice.
The Antidumping Act of 1921 is sound
in principle. And there appears to be
widespread agreement that only changes
in the act can provide for fairer and more
effective administration of the act.

In its efforts to tighten loopholes that
have appeared in the act, this legislation
proposes the following:

Legal authority for Treasury Depart-
ment flexibility necessary to meet the
problem of dumping from Communist
countries.

Consolidation of complaints against
dumping, so that related complaints may
be filed and considered together, rather
than being sent to the Tariff Commis-
sion country by country.

Penalties against filing of false infor-
mation or failure to file on the part of
foreign manufacturers, foreign exporters
and importers.

Strengthening the Treasury Depart-
ment’s ability to consider appropriate
larger margin in evaluating pricing for-
mulas used by “dummy” foreign ex-
porters.

Permitting quantity discounts for ex-
porters to the United States only if they
actually reflect cost savings, as in the
Robinson-Patman Act.

In seeking to provide fairer, more
effective administration procedures, the
amendment would—

Place a reasonable limitation on
amount of time that the Treasury De-
partment can take in dumping cases,
with escape valves where necessary.

Require the Treasury to publish fuller
reports on facts and reasoning behind
the Treasury’s dumping determinations.

Require Treasury to issue proposed re-
ports so that interested parties may have
an opportunity to correct any fallacies
and to supply additional information.

Require that complainants under the
act should have disclosed to them non-
confidential cost data used against them.

Provide for dismissal by Treasury
within 15 days of any unsupportable
complaint. Failure to dismiss com-
plaint would not cause automatic with-
holding of appraisement.

Clarify the right to judicial review, for
both importers and complainants, of
Treasury and Tariff Commission find-
ings.

Mr. President, these are the general
objectives of the amendment. I recog-
nize that the specific proposals may very
well be improved or modified in the leg-
islative process. I shall welcome the
close attention of the appropriate com-
mittees of the Congress, and the oppor-
tunity for full public discussion which
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any good legislation requires prior to en-
actment.

There has been considerable criticism
of the Treasury Department relative to
its enforcement of the Antidumping
Act, and in all fairness, I asked the
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury,
James A. Reed, to comment for the rec-
ord on some of the major criticism of
his Department on this score.

The able Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury consequently prepared for me
a letter which I am pleased to note dem-
onstrates a considerable stepup in the
level of enforcement of the Antidumping
Act since the advent of the Kennedy
administration. In other words, while
I believe that the law can be amended
to provide for better procedures, we must
applaud the action of Treasury in its
improvement over the previous admin-
istration.

At the same time, I am pleased to be
informed by Assistant Secretary Reed
that the Department is preparing to con-
duct “a review of the entire procedure
in the Treasury Department and the
Customs regulations under the Anti-
dumping Act to determine whether there
are changes which should be made to im-
prove the administration of the law.”

This is a constructive, affirmative at-
titude, and I commend Assistant Secre=-
tary Reed and the Department for this
decision.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at the coneclusion
of my remarks a letter from Assistant
Secretary of the Treasury James A. Reed,
in which he reviews the recent history
%r Il(;js Department in the antidumping

eld.

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

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
Washington, September 11, 1963.
The Honorable Husertr H., HUMPHREY,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR HUMPHREY: I appreciate very
much your giving me the opportunity to
present a few comments on behalf of the

Department relative to enforcement
of the Antidumping Act.

Our job in the Treasury Department is to
determine if there is dumping as to price—
that is (in the typical case) if imported
goods are sold in the United States below a
forelgn producer’s home price. The Tariff
Commission’s job is to determine if there is
injury to American industry. If both in-
jury and price discrimination are present,
a dumping finding is made and dumping
duties are assessed. In addition, where price
discrimination is found but the foreign pro-
ducer thereafter makes price revisions to
correct the situation and the amounts in-
volved are minimal, Treasury often closes
the case without reference to the Tariff Com-
mission upon assurance that the revisions
will remain in effect. It should also be noted
that while the dumping cases are being
processed, Treasury withholds appraisement
if there is reason to believe or suspect the
presence of price discrimination,

In the past 9 years Treasury has found
price discrimination and, accordingly, has
taken action In protection of U.S. industry
in approximately one-third of the cases pre-
sented to it. This enforcement record has
been considerably stepped up under the Ken-
nedy administration. Whereas, during the
period 1955-60, determinations of dump-
ing price by the Treasury or price revisions
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by foreign producers ending dumping were
found in only 27 percent of the cases proc-
essed, the figure for 1961 was 40 percent, and
the figure for 1962 was 60 percent. With-
holding of appraisement, which often brings
imports to a stop while cases are being proc~
essed, has increased from an average of 10
percent of cases processed In the middle
1950's to 50 percent in the past year.

With reference to steel products, the Treas-
ury Department has passed upon five cases
involving steel wire rods of which four were
sent to the Tariff Commission with determi~
nations of dumping price. BSix cases are
pending with regard to steel pipe, but no de-
cision has been reached in any of these cases.

A year ago an Interdepartmental study
group was formed to consider in detail what
improvements should be made in the admin-
istration of the Antidumping Act. Recom-
mendations were formulated, largely de-
signed to speed up the administration, which
have now been placed in effect.

Recently a study was completed by an
outside consultant on the troublesome ques-
tion of low-price imports from Japan. Rec-
ommendations were made as to how this
question should be further explored, and
these recommendations are now being fol-
lowed.

It 1s natural that when the Treasury re-
Jects a complaint the domestic producer
often alleges that his position, views on the
law, and allegation of fact have been given
inadequate or improper consideration. Simi-
larly, when the Treasury finds sales at a
dumping price, the foreign exporter, his gov-
ernment, and the American importer are
likely to allege that the Antidumping Act is
being enforced unfairly in favor of the inter-
est of domestic manufacturers. Accordingly,
over the years we have recelved numerous
protests from both sides. Since we endeavor
to administer the law with impartiality, this
no doubt will continue to be the case. We
do not, however, look on the situation with
complacency and are about to conduct a re-
view of the entire procedure in the Treasury
Department and the customs regulations un-
der the Antidumping Act to determine
whether there are changes which should be
made to Improve the administration of the
law.

Sincerely yours,
JamEes A. REED.

COOPERATIVE MOVEMENT IN LATIN
AMERICA

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, be-
fore the Senate concludes its business
tonight, I wish to comment on one par-
ticular aspect of the foreign aid bill
which is before the Senate. In my pres-
entation in support of the foreign aid
program last week, I referred briefly to
the role of the cooperative movement as
applied in the developmeni of Latin
America.

Last week, in my speech on the Al-
liance for Progress, I referred briefly to
the role which the cooperative movement
is playing in the development of Latin
America. I mentioned that I have of-
fered an amendment to the existing aid
bill to assist in the development in an
inter-American cooperative finance sys-
tem. The amendment was accepted by
the Foreign Relations Committee and is
incorporated into the bill before the Sen-
ate, and also in the committee’s report
on the bill. I would like to speak briefly
today on this section of the bill.

A significant breakthrough in expand-
ing the self-help, private enterprise fea-
ture of our assistance program in Latin
America is made by new provisions in-
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cluded in H.R. 7885 which authorizes the
President to “assist in promoting the or-
ganization, implementation, and growth
of the cooperative movement in Latin
America as a fundamental measure fo-
ward strengthening of democratic in-
stitutions and practices and economic
and social development under the Al-
liance for Progress.” This was the
amendment I introduced 2 years ago to
encourage giving further attention to the
cooperative movement in this hem-
isphere.

There are today nearly 6 million peo-
ple in Latin America who are already
members of more than 16,000 coopera-
tives. These cooperatives are urban and
rural. They deal in credit and fishing.
They are trying to provide housing and
transportation. In short, they include
people from every walk of life. The
charter of Punta del Este and the inau-
guration of the Alliance for Progress are
offering new hope and new expectations
among these people and among the mil-
lions who are not yet a part of any
institution or system which permits them
to participate in their own economic de-
velopment and the economic develop-
ment of their countries. A strong
integrated cooperative movement offers
one of the finest means through which a
significant segment of these masses can
organize their own institutions to permit
them to participate economically and
which, incidentally, will teach them the
value of a private enterprise system and
the value of practicing democracy. It
gives them a stake in the stabilify of
their own government since they will, for
the first time, own something which can
be lost.

A strong cooperative movement pro-
vides:

First, Locally owned and locally con-
trolled institutions in the hands of the
people themselves through which their
savings and efforts can be utilized for
the improvement of their living stand-

ards; Z
Second. A growing private enterprise

system;

Third. A strengthening of the buying
or marketing power of the smallest pur-
chasers or sellers;

Fourth. A means through which the
untrained can afford to hire the highly
trained to work in their interests on a
self-sustaining basis; and

Fifth. An incentive to save and invest
for the future.

Equally as important in a strong co-
oxz)emi\re movement is the social effect
ol—

First. Developing leadership within
the institutions and an understanding of
the role of leadership in community de-
velopment;

Second. Dramatizing in a practical
way the benefits of working together;

Third. Dramatizing the meaning of
democracy, majority rule, and the equal
dignity and worth of the individual since
each individual has one vote as a person;
and

Fourth. A greater appreciation of the
value of the free enterprise system in a
democracy where people work together
to promote their common ends rather
than organizing to oppose or destroy.
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Great strides have already been under-
taken since the Charter of Punta del Este
to lay the groundwork and the basis for
the kind of developments which the new
legislation in H.R. 7885 envisages. In
February of this year the cooperative
movement of this hemisphere met in
Montevideo, Uruguay, to formally estab-
lish the Organization of the Coopera-
tives of America (OCA). Latin Amer-
ican cooperatives are for the first time,
now unifed through their eommon or-
ganization to maximize the principle of
self-help. OCA undertook, with a lim-
ited staff made possible by AID, a major
socioeconomie survey of the status of the
cooperative movement in Latin America,
the favorable and unfavorable conditions
for its development, and guidelines for
its future growth. One hundred and
thirty-six wvolunteers from seventeen
countries performed this study, the first
of its kind ever undertaken in Latin
America. Secondly, the leaders of OCA,
recognizing the necessity to unite and
develop their programs throughout the
hemisphere, requested AID and AID had
a major feasibility study made to show
them how to organize an inter-American
cooperative financing system.

The proposed cooperative financing
system is intended to become a self-
sufficient, privately owned credit system
which could finance Latin American co-
operatives, attracting private capital
from the United States, Europe, and
Latin America rather than becoming
continuingly and increasingly dependent
on the U.S. Government.

The Inter-American Cooperative Fi-
nance Institute—IACFI—would serve
the cooperatives of Latin America in
much the same way as the U.S. Banks for
Cooperatives have served farm coopera-
tives in this country since 1934. The
Central Bank for Cooperatives and its 12
associated regional banks in the United
States were organized as a private credit
system although the Federal Govern-
ment contributed all of the initial cap-
ital and retained important econtrols
over operations. Borrowing cooperatives
have systematically increased their
equity in the banks because they have
been required to buy stock in proportion
to their loans. The Cooperative Banks
began to retire the Government capital
in 1956; ultimately the U.S. Banks for
Cooperatives will be wholly owned by
their cooperative borrowers. This pri-
vate financial system can and does bor-
row approximately $500 million in Wall
Street without the guarantee of the Gov-
ernment at interest rates only slightly
higher than those paid by the Federal
Government.

The proposed IACFI system for Latin
American cooperatives would be similarly
financed and organized. The lendable
resources of the central bank, in Wash-
ington, initially would come from the
sale of stock to Latin American coopera-
tives and from external financing from
the U.S. Government in local currencies
which H.R. 7885 would authorize and
some hard currencies from an interna-
tional lending agency such as ATD. The
cooperatives of Latin America have rec-
ognized that their control of such a sys-
tem would only be achieved fo the extent
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that their own investment in such a sys-
tem warrants such conirol. The pro-
posed system contemplates the borrow-
ing described above over a period of 5
years. It is anticipated that with a his-
tory of successful operations, TACFI
would be able to borrow in Wall Street
and in Europe although probably at a
higher interest rate than is paid by the
U.S. Banks for Cooperatives.

The Inter-American Institute in Wash-
ington would generally discount loans
to Latin American cooperatives made
by other institutions or participate in
loans too large for other cooperative
finance institutions and only occasion-
ally lend directly to cooperatives. All
loans would be accompanied by appro-
priate technical assistance measures.
National Cooperative Finance Insti-
tutes—Nacfi’s—would be formed in many
countries with domestic capital while
IACFI would provide technical assist-
ance and discount privileges. There are
appropriate cooperative financial insti-
tutions in a few countries which could
be made more effective by the establish-
ment of TACFT.

The cooperative movement in Latin
America through the Organization of
the Cooperatives of America has en-
dorsed the proposed plans for this sys-
tem and have indicated a willingness to
undertake the obligations of participat-
ing in such a system. The cooperatives
in several countries are already taking
steps looking toward the establishment
of the Inter-American Cooperative Fi-
nance System. Action is already under-
way in Chile, Peru, and Ecuador while
cooperative banks are already in being
in Uruguay and Venezuela. Individual
cooperatives have for some time been
seeking adequate financing for projects
which they cannot initiate for the lack
of a financing system. These include
food processing; livestock and fishery de-
velopment; coffee, cacao, and banana
marketing and export cooperatives; con-
sumer co-op markets; fertilizer, feed,
seed, and other farm supply cooperatives,
and so forth.

New provisions in HR. 7885 provid-
ing for the expansion and growth of co-
operatives in Latin America attack one
of the major ills aflicting Latin Ameri-
ean growth; namely, rural poverty. The
use of loeal currencies along the lines
provided for in this legislation not only
makes effective use of local currency
resources available to the U.S. Govern-
ment but stimulates economic activities
which will tend to lessen the need for
U.S. Government loans and grants of
dollars to Latin America.

This cooperative financing system will
serve well the purposes of another great
institution which our Government is
participating in. The social projects di-
vision of the American Institute for Free
Labor Development is carrying out the
great task of developing a free and dem-
ocratic trade union movement. Those
social projects rely almost exclusively
upon the development of cooperatives
sponsored by free trade unions. The
ATFLD is supported by the U.S. business
community and foundations, by the
AFL—CIO, and by AID.
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The Agency for International Develop-
ment has made extensive progress in de-
veloping a program for the establish-
ment of a wide variety of self-sustaining
cooperative institutions. These include
credit unions, rural electric co-ops, hous-
ing cooperatives, savings and loan asso-
ciations, marketing cooperatives, farm
supply cooperatives, transportation co-
operatives, and so forth. It has become
increasingly apparent that the ultimate
success of these programs depends in
large measure upon the development of
a proper financing mechanism. This
legislation offers a concrete step for the
immediate development of such an insti-
tution. p

The report of the Committee on For-
eign Relations very clearly indicates the
support which it gives to this proposal
by singling it out for special emphasis in
this bill. President Kennedy, David Bell,
Administrator of the Agency for Inter-
national Development, and Teodoro
Moscoso, the U.S. Coordinator of the
Alliance for Progress, have been em-
phasizing the importance of self-help
measures and the role of private enter-
prise in developing nations. This legis-
lation can be made effective almost im-
mediately to carry out those great ob-
jectives. I am sure that I speak for all
of us when I say that we shall look for-
ward to this course of action.

AID IMPFROVES PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION IN LATIN
AMERICA

Mr. President, every discussion of the
Alliance for Progress eventually turns on
the subject of the quality of public ad-
ministration in Latin America. What-
ever area we discuss—agrarian reform,
taxes, education, or other—the problems
in getting moving hinge upon finding
good managers, well-conceived institu-
tions, and well-run programs. Such
are the key to doing the public’s business
in a reasonably efficient manner. We
cannot afford the luxury of administra-
tive waste. ;

Recognizing this, ATD has given in-
creasing attention to this area and in-
stituted a number of programs in fiscal
year 1963 in Latin America. Success or
failure in the long run will hinge upon
continuing and expanding this. In this
area we must promote rapid but realistic
administrative reform. It is not easy to
achieve quick and meaningful admin-
istrative change, but we cannot wait for
any Latinized Hoover Commission to
get going. We must train sufficient
numbers of local leaders to develop both
a nucleus of competence and a better
climate for reform. Such are the indis-
pensable ingredients for significant ad-
ministrative improvement anywhere.

The opportunities are limitless,
whether we look at the central man-
agement functions such as budgeting
and accounting, the organization for
planning, statistical services, personnel
and procurement practices, or whether
we look at functional fields such as pub-
lic works, agriculture, and education. It
is not only the public administrative sec-
tion which needs attention. The private
sector is also important. Indeed it will
have to carry the greatest load in devel-
oping Latin America.
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I wish to call the attention of my col-
leagues to a summary of the activities
carried on in these vital areas in Latin
America during the past fiscal year,
1963. This provides a summary on de-
velopments in Latin America in the field
of public administration, similar to those
on land reform, tax reform, housing and
private enterprise which I include as
appendices to my Alliance for Progress
speech delivered in the Senate earlier
this week.

I ask unanimous consent to have this
summary printed in the REcorb.

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

DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION IN LATIN
AMERICA—SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES, FISCAL
YEArR 1963

1. INTRODUCTION

This report highlights AID’s activities in
the fleld of development administration
during the period July 1, 1962-June 30,
1963. Bome of the more significant new
activities are summarized first to show
changes and increases in the program during
fiscal year 1863. This is followed by a re-
view of activities initiated In earlier years
which, though limited, provided the indis-
pensable base for this year's developments.

The long-term AID staff in the fleld fell
to less than 40 in 14 countries and on re-
glonal assignments during the year, con-
sistent with the total program shift to ac-
celerated use of selected contractors and
other Federal agencies such as the Census
Bureau and the Internal Revenue Service.

During the year, OAS somewhat strength-
ened its resources in the fleld of public
finance and administration. The Develop-
ment Administration Division maintained
close day-to-day working relationships in the
development and execution of programs to
assure that AID's activities complemented
those of OAS. Similar informal working rela-
tionships were maintained with UNTAA
which has a limited public administration
program in Latin America.

II. NEW ACTIVITIES IN FISCAL YEAR 1963
A. Fiscal administration

1. The program to enlist the cooperation
of the Internal Revenue Service in tax
modernization in Latin America was de-
veloped, an Interagency agreement was
signed, and the program is in operation.
IRS has constituted a 3-man Washing-
ton forelgn tax assistance staff and during
fiscal year 1963 made available 24 men for
service in 11 countries in Latin America.

2. The Latin America Tax Assistance Re-
serve (LATAR) was established under AID
finaneing and is now operational. By Eep-
tember, 26 IRS men will be in training for
gervice in Latin America. The program pro-
vides for 16 weeks of special training, in-
cluding 8 weeks of Spanish, for men who
will be assigned directly overseas or will be
on call from their regular IRS positions to
meet the needs for tax administration ad-
visors in Latin America.

3. Comprehensive surveys were made by
AID/W organized teams of fiscal adminis-
tration in Peru and Ecuador and of tax ad-
ministration in Guatemala and Honduras.
SBurveys of customs administration were
made in Chile, Ecuador, Guatemala, and
Peru.

4. Following the fiscal survey, the first
loan for administrative and fiscal reform was
developed and approved by AID for Ecuador,
Work has been started on a contract between
the GOE and the Internal Revenue Service,
the first of its type, to be financed through a
loan, for modernization of Ecuadorian tax
administration.  Some 50 Ecuadorian tax
auditors were trained in Quito by a USAID
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accounting adviser and a substantial number
were hired as new tax auditors by the GOE.

5. An IRS tax adviser, who had previous-
1y advised Colombia on plans for ADP, re-
turned to Bogota toward the end of the fiscal
year to begin a 2-year tour, and work has
been started to provide the team already re-
quested by Colombia and USAID for the
comprehensive survey of tax administration.

6. Panama requested the IRS tax ad-
viser, who had developed an audit hand-
book and trained Panamanian auditors dur-
ing a 2-month assignment, to return for a 1-2
year assignment. Plans have been com-
pleted for his return in September.

7. Plans were completed for a tax policy
survey in Jamaica in July.

8. Costa Rica and Guatemala were given
assistance in improving budgeting and a
comprehensive survey was made of budgeting
in Bolivia.

9. Public administration service started
work under an AID contract for the mod-
ernization of the Contraloria in Chile.

B. Training

1. An eight-man team from the Harvard
Business School is now engaged in the sec-
ond phase of a program to strengthen busi-
ness administration in Central America
under an AID contract signed in June. The
current program was undertaken following
an earlier exploratory study by a three-man
team from Harvard.

2. The speclal program of public service
training at the University of Puerto Rico
became operational. Late in the flscal year
a study was made of fraining in public
administration in Puerto Rico which in-
cluded both training at the university and
in the Commonwealth Government.

3. Two hundred thirty-five participants
were trained In the United States including
Puerto Rico, through the international
training division during fiscal year 1963.
This represents an increase of 32 percent
over flscal year 1962. Much of the increase
resulted from expanded use of facilities of
the Commonwealth and the University of
Puerto Rico where more than 150 partici-
pants received training.

4, ATD/W sponsored and financed a series
of special tralning programs designed to
reach key groups in the development process
in Latin America:

(a) A seminar on the role of personnel
administration in economlic and social de-
velopment in conjunction with the annual
conference of the Public Personnel Asso-
clation at Miami Beach.

(b) A workshop on development planning
in conjunction with the conference of the
Inter-American Society of Planners in
Santiago.

(¢) A workshop in Costa Rica on the proc-
essing of economic censuses conducted by
the Census Bureau with the assistance of
the Inter-American Statistical Institute.

(d) Collaboration with UNESCO and OAS
in supporting a program for training educa-
tional planners at the Latin American Insti-
tute for Economic and Soclal Planning in
Santlago.

5. A comprehensive survey of the inservice
training needs and interests of the govern-
ments of Central America was completed and
is now under consideration by ROCAP.

6. The program to strengthen the teaching
of economics at the University of Cuyo,
Argentina, became operational with the ar-
rival of faculty members from the University
of Chicago and the Catholic University of
Chile at Mendoza, and the arrival of Cuyo
faculty members for study at Chicago. Late
in June, negotiations were nearing comple-
tion with the University of Minnesota for a
contract to strengthen economic training
and research at the University of the Andes,
Bogotd, Colombia.

7. Stanford University's first staff members
began arriving in Lima to begin the estab-
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lishment of a program in business admin-
istration under an AID contract. Plans were
developed for new and expanded programs
in public and business administration edu-
cation as part of the overall contract with
Pittsburgh to strengthen the Central Uni-
versity of Ecuador.
C. Public administration

1. A public administration program was
initiated with the assignment of a senior
advisor to the Dominican Republic. As a
precondition the GODR established an ad-
ministrative reform commission. Collett
and Clapp is making a comprehensive survey
of GODR administrative needs under a mis-
sion contract. The University of Michigan
will begin soon to assist the GODR in set-
ting up a program of socloeconomic surveys
in support of this effort under an AID con-
tract. A Census Bureau team helped or-
ganize the work and trained Dominican per-
sonnel to speed the processing of the last
GODR Census.

2. The Institute of Public Administration
of New York began its advisory program in
Peru under an AID contract. Staff members
are working to rebuild the training program
of the Peruvian Institute of Public Admin-
istration as well as to influence administra-
tive reform on the part of the new
government.

3. In an effort to strengthen and coordi-
nate public administration activities in Cen-
tral America and Panama, a conference of
public administration advisers and program
officers was held in San Jose and, in the
spring, a senior public administration ad-
viser was assigned to ROCAP. Census-
statistics programs were initiated in Nica-
ragua and Guatemala, and plans were de-
veloped for a reglonal census pool in ROCAP.
Cadastral surveys for tax mapping purposes
are in various stages of development in Cen-
tral America.

4. To gear Chile to undertake public works
projects more effectively bids have been so-
licited for a contractor to assist in reor-
ganizing the administrative and engineering
work of the Ministry of Public Works in
Chile.

5. To strengthen future programs, con-
versations have been initiated: with OAS in
the hope of finding ways to create a climate
for administrative reform; with the customs
services, in the hope of making their re-
sources available for Latin America; and
with the Census Bureau in a search for the
development of a program for economic sta-
tistics that will capture the imagination and
resources of the hemisphere in the same way
as the 1950 Census of the Americas.

III, MAJOR CONTINUING ACTIVITIES

1. Argentina: The Columbia University-
University of Buenos Aires program in busi-
ness administration continued with two
more successful seminars and increased ac-
ceptance at UBA as more Columbia-trained
professors returned to teach at UBA.

2. Bolivia: Customs revenues continued to
increase with the arrival of a team of United
Kingdom customs experts financed by a mis-
slon contract. Tax revenues continued to
increase through the use of IBM equipment
made available by USAID. Some assistance
was given to the new civil service, both by
the USAID public administration adviser and
contract personnel. A former participant
helped reorganize the postal service, and ac-
tive efforts were started toward the estab-
lishment of an inservice training center.
Toward the end of the year USAID developed
a comprehensive program for the improve-
ment of public administration in fiscal year
1964.

3. Brazil: The mission public administra-
tion staff was reduced to three men as the
GOB continued largely to ignore its admin-
istrative problems. The University of South-
ern California confinued fo assist public
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administration at EBAP and DASP in Rio,
and the Universities of Bahia and Rio Grande
do Sul. Michigan State continued its effec~
tive work with schools of business adminis-
tration in Sao Paulo, Bahia, and Rio Grande
do Sul. The decision to continue in business
administration was largely the outgrowth of
a comprehensive review of the program in
Brazil by the dean and two members of the
MSU faculty.

4. Chile: The tax modernization project
continues to progress. Legislation author-
izing higher salaries for the tax service and
reorganization was approved. About half
the revenue agents, 375, were trained in the
tax training school, and a nine-volume man-
ual of operations neared completion, The
project continues to expand and, in all, 3
AID and 10 IRS men have been used on the
tax program.

The mission has continued the careful de-
velopment of other major projects and, as a
result, the reorganization of the Contraloria
was initiated, a survey led to agreement on
plans for modernization of customs, and a
reorganization of the Ministry of Public
Works was about to start.

The Chicago-Catholic University program
in economics is phasing out, but has con-
tributed, directly and indirectly, to making
Chile one of the best, if not the best, centers
for the training of economists in Latin
America.

5. Colombia: The program of the School
of Administration and Finance at Medellin
continues to win strong support from the
business community, with the assistance of
the Syracuse School of Business Administra-
tion under an AID contract.

6. Costa Rica: Continued assistance has
been given the GOCR through one public
administration adviser, short-term contrac-
tors, and one reglonal property tax man sta-
tioned in Costa Rica. In June, Costa Rica
marked the 10th anniversary of its civil serv-
ice system which was set up with AID tech-
nical assistance.

7. Dominican Republic (see III C-1):
Previous limited activities established base
for present program.

8. Ecuador: The four-man public admin-
istration team continued to make headway
while establishing a firmer foundation for
the expanded under the loan for
administrative and fiscal reforms. A modi-
fied merit system was adopted for the Con-
traloria, and personnel technicians were
trained by USAID staff. Courses in account-
ing were developed, and more than 50 tax
auditors received special training.

9. El Salvador: Robert Nathan and asso-
clates continued to assist in economic plan-
ning. One public administration advisor
continued to work across the board and, with
the assistance of a PAS stafl member, to
make substantial gains in tax administra-
tion. A survey focused attention on prob-
lems of local government.

10. Guatemala: The largest direct hire and
contract advisory staff in Latin America
continues to make progress on a number of
fronts. The in-service training center pro-
vides training to about 1,000 public employ-
ees annually and is becoming a focal point
for administrative reform. Civil service leg-
islation has been developed and awaits pres-
idential approval. A consulting firm, under
an AID contract, has audited 20,000 govern-
ment jobs in developing a classification and
pay plan for the GOG. Assistance has been
given in improving budgeting. The national
O, & M. office is making studies of GOG man-
agement problems. In the revenue field as-
sistance has been given on taxation, an IRS
team has made & comprehensive review of
tax administration, and USAID has recently
submitted plans to the GOG for moderniz-
ing customs.

11. Haiti: The public administration ad-
viser was withdrawn as part of the curtail-
ment of the AID program.
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12. Honduras: Through one public admin-
§stration adviser, short-term contractors, and
an IRS tax survey team, studies have been
made to facilitate the transition to the new
government and to establish the base for a
comprehensive program after the elections.
Two census advisers were completing their
tours and were in process of reassignment.

13. Mexico: Mexico has been used for third-
country training and U.S. AID arranged for
short-term contractual services to appraise
public administration training resources.

14. Nicaragua: The public administration
adviser worked with the planning board in
preparing the ground for necessary adminis-
trative reforms, and a training adviser be-
gan an effective program of training in office
practices. A census adviser began assistance
to the GON in a census program in which AID
is financing a substantlial share of the local
costs.

15. Panama; The public administration ad-
viser continued to assist the Department of
Planning and Administration (budget, plan-
ning, O. & M., and civil service) in the Office
of the President, established earlier with the
assistance of the University of Tennessee.
Under an AID contract, University of Tennes-
see continued to assist the University of
Panama in public administration and agri-
culture and added eering.

16. Paraguay: One public administration
adviser, a man, and a customs
adviser continued to work for administra-
tive progress. A study of the administra-
tion of the Ministry of Education was under-
taken, there was a major step-up in in-service
training, with 1,635 Government employees
taking courses at the center, and customs
revenues continued to climb. A contract
adviser is assisting the University of Asun-
cion in bullding up its School of Public
Administration.

17. Peru (see II, C-2): The training work
of the adviser on records management and
his two Peruvian assistants is now a part
of the Peruvian Institute of Public Admin-
istration and is being absorbed in the new
program.

18. Uruguay: Some participant training
is continuing while U.8. ATD is making efforts
to develop more direct cooperation to achleve
better administration.

19. Venezuela: U.S. AID continues to as-
sist Venezuela indirectly in the improvement
of administration through a loan for
strengthening loecal government, cooperation
with the Ford Foundation on the develop-
ment of a Public Administration Institute,
and enlisting the active participation of local
organizations, such as Creole, in the program.
Major emphasis has been placed on support
of the OCommission on Administration
through training and some 75 Venezuelans
have participated In special programs in
Puerto Rico and 25 more are scheduled in
the fall. A former AID participant has been
named Executive Director of the Commission.

FOREIGN AID HELPS U.S. EXPORTS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
also wish to have printed in the Recorp
a report which I find most heartening. I
recret that we do not have a genuine de-
bate on these matters, because the for-
eign aid bill should have not only its
criticisms, but also its proper evalua-
tion and, I believe, praise.

We know that trade is the lifeblood
of an expanding economy. A little-
known story in connection with our for-
eign aid is the degree to which it helps
and is increasingly used to help expand
the exports of American business, Ameri-
can workers, and American suppliers of
raw materials.

Important facts on this were given in
a recent address by Herbert J. Waters,
Assistant Administrator of the Agency
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for International Development. I wish
to insert this address in the Recorp at
this time, for the benefit of my col-
leagues.

Approximately 80 percent of the for-
eign aid funds committed for fiscal 1963,
will be spent in the United States. This
is the highest percentage in the history
of the foreign aid program. It will in-
crease, unless funds are cut far below the
level being asked.

This increase did not just happen. It
was planned for in tighter procurement
policies, an effort to protect our balance
of payments and stimulate our econ-
omy, while at the same time helping eco-
nomic development in foreign countries.

In 1960 only 17 percent of our foreign
aid moneys spent for fertilizer were spent
in the United States. In 1963, 97 per-
cent was spent with U.S. suppliers.

In 1960, we financed only 11 percent
of our expenditures for iron and steel
products at home. In 1963, and in only
9 months, our foreign aid program has
financed 87 percent of these products in
the United States.

In nonferrous metals the same story
holds. From 1960 to 1963, the percent-
age of financing in the United States in-
creased from 11 percent to 92 percenf.

Mr. Waters goes on:

The same story is true in almost every
other category we could examine. We can
truly claim that we are using excess plant
capacity and surplus American labor to
carry out our AID program—a real produc~
tion for peace effort that benefits our own
economy as it meets the needs of other
countries.

An estimate of reduction in exports
of the United States that the cuts of the
House in foreign ald would produce is
approximately $250 million, plus a cut
of $23 million in funds going to U.S. flag
carriers for shipping.

I ask unanimous consent to have Mr.
Water’'s statement printed in the Recorp.

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

PRODUCTION ¥OR PEACE .
(Opening remarks of Herbert J. Waters, As-
sistant Administrator, Agency for Inter-
national Development, U.8. Department of

State, as moderator for Western States

Democratic Conference Trade Panel, Fri-

day, September 20, 1963)

Trade Is the lifebloocd of an expanding
economy.

While we Intend to examine many aspects
of trade expansion In this panel today, I
want to briefly review one aspect not gen-
erally understood or fully appreciated—the
muonship of our foreign aid to expanding

0.

Too often people think of our foreign aid
as merely helplng others, without realizing
how much it also helps American business,
American suppliers of raw materials, and
American workers in plants, factories, mines,
and on railroads and ships.

Perhaps 1t can be put in better perspective
if we point out that a total of $1,346 million
in foreign aid funds was spent In the United
States by the Agency for International De-
velopment during fiscal 1963.

Preliminary estimates indicate that 80
percent of the $2,424 million committed in
fiscal 1963, most of which is not yet dis-
bursed, will be gpent in the United States.

This percentage of U.S. procurement is the
highest in the history of the foreign aid
program, and will be reflected in expendi-
tures over the next several years, An even
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groaber percentage is expected to be com-

tted by AID for procurement in the
Unlted States during fiscal 1964—unless
Congress cuts AID funds far below the level
requested by the President.

The new record of channeling a greater

of AID funds into U.S. procure-
ment is not just happenstance. It is the
result of deliberately tightened procurement
policies aimed at protecting the U.S. balance
of payments and stimulating the U.8. econ-
omy while at the same time accomplishing
our objective of helping economic develop-
ment in the developing nations.

What we are really doing, in foreign aid,
is sharing excess U.S. productive capaclty—
providing U.S. goods and services rather than
Just dollars.

Let me illustrate by some categories of
commodities just what this change has
meant since fiscal 1960—the last year of the
Eisenhower administration—and the first 9
months of fiscal 1963—the latest perlod for
which complete data is avallable.

For example, in 1960 we financed $55 mil-
lion worth of fertilizer for other countries—
but only $9.4 million worth, or 17 percent
came from the United States. By compari-
son, in the first three quarters of 1963 alone,
we financed $34.8 million worth of fertilizer,
out of which this time $33.7 million—or 97
percent—came from U.S, suppliers. "

The same thing is true for iron and steel
products. In 1960, we financed $129.6 million
worth of such products, but only $13.9 mil-
lon, or 11 percent, came from U.S. steel mills.
In 1963—and in only 9 months at that—we
have financed $123.4 million of iron and steel
products of which $107.8 million, or 87 per-
cent, came from the United States. You may
be surprised to know that at the present
time more than half of all US. iron and
steel exports are financed out of the foreign
ald program.

Here in the West, you may be more inter-
ested In nonferrous metals and their prod-
ucts.

We financed $10.8 milllon worth of such
products in 1960, but only 1.2 or 11 percent
came from the United States. In fiscal 1963—
again for only 9 months—we financed $54.5
million of such products with $502 million
of that total coming from the United States—
a good record of 92 percent U.S. procure-
ment.

Within that total was an Increase from
only $300,000 worth of copper in 1860—11 per-
cent of the total—to $385.1 million worth of
copper In 9 months of fiscal 1963—99 percent
of all the copper we provided for other coun-
tries with foreign aid funds.

For miscellaneous industrial machinery,
engines and turbines, we have stepped up
the U.S. procurement share from 23 to 81
percent—a jump in dollar volume of busi-
ness from $17.8 to $06.1 million.

The same story is true In almost every
other category we could examine. We ecan
truly claim that we are using excess plant
capacity and surplus American labor to carry
out our AID program—a real production for
peace effort that benefits our own economy as
it meets the needs of other countries. |

Regrettably, this side of the AID story is
seldom told by its critics. Neither is the fact
that some $75 million of our AID funds goes
to U.8.-flag carriers to these com-
modities—meaning more jobs at U.8. ports in
which the West shares heavily.

As sizable as this AID financing of U.S,
exports is today, it really is still only an in-
vestment in greater markets for the future,

The economic development we are stimu-
lating in other lands will mean an increase
in the number and kinds of paying custom-
ers for U.S. goods and services in future
years—the development of markets for U.S.
goods in areas of the world where hereto-
fore there were none, This—in particular-—
is where AID makes its greatest contribution
to U.S. foreign trade.
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The evidence shows that commercial im-
ports from the United States have flourished
and the U.S. share of the local market has
improved in countries assisted by our eco-
nomic aid program, except when the recipi-
ent’s normal foreign exchange earnings have
dropped sharply.

For example, a recent study of 32 coun-
tries outside of Latin America receiving
about 80 percent of all ATD and Public Law
480 or food for peace assistance between
1957 and 1962 shows that total imports from
the United States rose about four times as
fast as total economiec aid. In addition, im-
ports from the United States as a percent
of total imports by those countries rose
from 13.5 to 14.5 percent during the period.

In Latin America, however, commercial
imports from the United States decreased,
and the U.S. share of the local market
dropped. However, the decrease occurred
because dollar earnings fell for reasons—
such as the sharp drop in coffee prices—
having nothing to do with the aid program.
And the drop in earnings was greater than
the increase in aid. The net dollar loss,
after deducting offsets of U.8. economic as-
sistance, was about as much as the drop in
Latin American imports from the United
States.

ATD assistance is extended to help coun-
tries import more than their own earnings
allow. It is intended to add to regular im-
ports, rather than substitute for them. That
is why economic ald has shifted from the
developed to thg less developed countries—
it is the latter whose earnings are now far
short of import needs for development and
security. And that is why ordinary com-
merce with assisted countries tends to thrive,
as the foregoing evidence shows.

As we consider expansion of exports to-
day, I want to leave with you this carefully
considered observation. If the foreign aid
program is cut as drastically as has already
been voted in the House of Representatives,
it is our estimate that this will mean a re-
duction of some $260 milllon worth of ex-
ports from the United States—and a cut of
$23 million in funds going to U.S.-flag car-
riers for shipping.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
think it is time for us to understand
that when we vote funds for forelgn aid,
we actually are voting considerable help
to our own economy; and I have placed
the report in the Recorp because among
all the arguments I have heard about
the foreign aid program, I have not
heard a concise and cogent argument as
to the very great amount of good the
foreign aid program is doing for the U.S.
economy.

To those of us who represent agricul-
tural States, the foreign-aid program
has been a lifesaver for agricultural ex-
ports; and without them, the price strue-
ture for American agricultural products
in the marketplace would be considera-
bly lower.

So the foreign-aid program is of aid to
more than foreigmers; it also aids the
people of the United States, American in-
dustry, American agriculture, and Amer-
ican workers. In fact, literally thou-
sands of American jobs are tied up to
this program.

Therefore, I think it would be well for
each Senator, before he votes on the
question of making substantial reduc-
tions in this program, to consider what
would happen in his own State, in terms
of jobs and in terms of purchases by the
AID administration. When that is done,
I think some Senators may want to
think twice before they vote to add to
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the unemployment rolls in their States.
As I recall, over half a million jobs in
American industry are involved in the
foreign-ald program. If we tamper too
much with the program and if we cut
the heart out of the economic assistance
aspect of the program and if we cut the
heart out of the Alliance for Progress
part of the program—ifor, Mr. President,
as a result of this program, large quan-
tities of American-produced goods are
going to the countries of Latin Amer-
ica—not only shall we be trimming for-
eign aid, but we shall also be

the payrolls in State after State in the
United States.

Foreign aid is good national security
policy, good domestic economic policy,
good politics internationally, and good
morals, because it represents a commit-
ment by the United States to help other
peoples to help themselves.

So I make no apologies for my sup-
port of foreign aid. I am an advocate
of foreign aid. I think we need it. I
recognize that there have been some
abuses and some mistakes; but for every
mistake, I can find a success; and for
every story of failure, there are a dozen
stories of accomplishment. So I think
it is about time that, instead of abusing
the people in the foreign aid administra-
tion, we praise them.

I know of no finer Administrator in
this Government than Mr. David Bell.
I know of no one who works harder than
Mr. Moscoso, the Coordinator for the Al-
liance for Progress. I know that my
former assistant, Mr. Herbert Waters,
who now is an Assistant Administrator
of this program, gives unstintingly of
himself, and is highly competent. I
know that men such as Frank Coffin, a
former Member of the House of Repre-
sentatives, from the State of Maine, work
day and night and are competent and
able public servants.

I could go down the line and name
the top echelon. They are good people.
They do a good job. They love our
country. They know the value of the
dollar, and they like to protect that
dollar. Many thousands of people who
are affiliated with the program here and
abroad, directly and indirectly, are try-
ing to do a good job.

I recognize that sometimes we are dis-
appointed. Frankly, I am disappointed
with Congress. I would like to see it
do a better job. I would like to see it
move and accomplish results. When I
hear Members of the Congress com-
plaining about the slowness of the
foreign aid administration, I wonder
who we are to be talking—unless we are
experts in lethargy or experts in slow-
down processes. I hope that that is
not the case. We have problems. So
do our friends in foreign aid. They have
problems. They are our fellow Ameri-
cans who are operating the program.
Their main problem is that today they
are working in areas of the world that
are poorly equipped in terms of human
resources, management, public adminis-
tration, planning, and, indeed, in capital
resources. So we have an uphill battle.

We have a difficult time getting those
programs underway, but we are making
Drogress.
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I conclude on the following note: I
have placed on the desk, on behalf of
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
McGovern], and myself an amendment
to the so-called Mansfield-Dirksen
amendments. I did so after full consul-
tation with my leader and with Senators
who join on the Mansfield-Dirksen
amendments. I believe that such con-
sultation is not only necessary but also
is fair and proper.

Mr. President, I submit an amendment
which I shall call up, which would re-
store the funds for the Alliance for
Progress to the amount in the com-
mittee bill, and would cut back to the
committee bill level the amount of
;nugnaey for the President’s contingency

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed,
and will lie on the table.

Mr. HuMpHREY'S amendment is as
follows:

On page 2, strike out lines 2 through 11
as follows:

“(1) Strike out ‘for use beginning in each
of the fiscal years 1963 through 1966, not to
exceed $600,000,000 for each such fiscal year’
and insert ‘for use beginning in the fiscal
year 1963 not to exceed $600,000,000, for use
beginning in the fiscal year 1964 not to ex-
ceed $525,000,000, and for use beginning in
each of the fiscal years 1965 and 1966 not to
exceed $600,000,000',”

On page 38, line 13, strike out “(3)"” and
insert “(2)".

On page 40, lines 9 and 10, strike out
 '$300,000,000" and” and “and ‘$175,000,000',
respectively”.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I congratulate the
Senator from Minnesota for the move
which he is making. Maybe many fea-
tures of the foreign aid program are
dubious. The success of the Alliance
for Progress has not been perfect, but it
is crucial and it should succeed.

As one of the 100 Members of the Sen-
ate, it will give me a great deal of pleasure
to vote for the amendment. I again con-
gratulate the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. HuMPHREY] and the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. McGoverN] for the
move which they have made.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am very grate-
ful to the Senator from Illinois.

I have been pleased to find that a num-
ber of Senators feel the way the Senator
from Illinois has spoken. I wish the
Recorp to show that we do not seek to
increase the funds for the total foreign
aid program. The cut of $385 million
provided in the Mansfield-Dirksen
amendments will be maintained. The
cut—$300 million—would come in mili-
tary assistance, and $85 million in the
Development Loan Fund. The difference
is that our amendment relating fo the
Alliance for Progress would merely add
the $125 million that was to be canceled
or taken out of the Alliance for Progress.
It would restore that amount. It would
take away from the contingency fund of
the President the extra $125 million that
was fto be placed there under the Mans-
field-Dirksen amendments.

So what we are really doing in the
amendment offered by the Senator from
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South Dakota [Mr, McGovern] and my-
self is asking the Senate to support the
considered action of the Senate Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations in these two
instances—the Alliance for Progress and
the President's contingéncy fund.

I wish to make it crystal clear that
the President’s contingency fund of $175
million that is provided for in the bill is
more than was required last year.

Second, there is an additional $300
million of eontingency funds—emergency
funds—that are available under the Mil-
itary Assistance Act for the President of
the United States over and above the
military assistance moneys that can be
taken out of the Department of Defense
budget or appropriations, and are reim-
bursable. So we would not in any way
tie the hands of the President. I would
never do that. We carefully considered
in the Committee on Foreign Relations,
after extensive hearings, the President’s
contingency fund. While it is true that
the administration asked for more than
it received, it was the unanimous judg-
ment of the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions that the $175 million was adequate.

I am sure that Senators know that if
the amount is not adequate, and there is
a contingency or an emergency, the
President only has to ask the Congress
and he will get prompt action as he did
in the instance of the Middle East Res-
olution some years ago.
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So I hope that tomorrow Senators will
find it possible to join the Senator from
South Dakota and me in supporting the
amendment. I cannot believe that we
would want to do less next year than we
did this year in relation to the Alliance
for Progress. Omne of the reasons that
we offer the amendment is that the House
cut the program down to $450 million.
If we should cut it to the amount sug-
gested in the Mansfield-Dirksen amend-
ments, which is $525 million, we would
find ourselves in conference with a figure
that would be somewhere around $475
million or $500 million. That would be
$25 million or $50 million less than the
appropriations for this year.

We all know that authorizations al-
ways suffer a cut when they reach the
Appropriations Committee. So the Sen-
ator from Minnesota merely wishes to
afford some bargaining power in the
conference on the authorization bill and,
once we come from conference, provide
a figure for the Alliance for Progress
that will permit the Appropriations Com-
mittee to make a reasonable appropria-
tion for the splendid program that we
now have fairly well underway.

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, November 4, 1963, he pre-

November 4

sented to the President of the United
States the enrolled bill (S. 310) for the
relief of Kaino Hely Auzis.

RECESS

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I move that the Senate
stand in recess until 12 o’clock noon to-
mMorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
6 o'clock and 17 minutes p.m.) the Sen-
ate took a recess until tomorrow, Tues-
day, November 5, 1963, at 12 o’clock
meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nomination received by the
Senate November 4 (legislative day of
October 22), 1963:

Williamn Jack Howard, of California, to be
Chairman of the Military Liaison Commit-
tee to the Atomic Energy Commission, vice
Gerald Johnson, resigned.

CONFIRMATION
Executive nomination confirmed by
the Senate November 4 (legislative day
of October 22), 1963:
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Bernard T. Moynahan, Jr., of Kentucky,
to be U.S. district judge for the eastern dis-
trict of Eentucky.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

President’s View on United States-Soviet
Relations Challenged

EKTENEION 01" REMARKS

HON BRUCE ALGER

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, November 4, 1963

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Speaker, President
Kennedy’s optimistic view of how the
United States is gaining the initiative
in the world struggle against the Com-
munist conspiracy is not supported by
the facts,

The disturbing fact is that the ad-
ministration’s soft line in dealing with
the Sovief Union is being met with re-
ngwed arrogance and increased demands

y Khrushchev. The victories seen by
t.he President have more often been dis-
mal failures of Kennedy policy. These
can be counted off and are well known
to all Americans and the whole world—
Cuba, Laos, Vietnam, the Berlin wall,
normal frade with the Communists, aid
to Tito, the bewildering policies followed
by the CIA, and on and on.

' TUnder leave to extend my remarks I
would like to include the text of the
President’s speech at the University of

lmne October 19 as it was reported
f . News & World Report of No-
veﬂiber 1. Also included is editorial

comment on the President’s view by
David Lawrence, I hope these inser-
tions may give many Americans cause for

concern as to just what purpose the
President has in mind in constantly ig-
noring history in explaining the cold war.
If it is because he does not understand
communism and the Communist con-
spiracy then in this ignorance there is
even a greater threat to the security of
the United States:
WHERE UNITED STATES AND RUSSIA STAND
Now—THE PRESIDENT'S VIEW
{Text of the section on foreign policy con-
tained in a speech by President Kennedy

agmﬂ;e University of Maine, October 19,

1963.

One year ago this coming week, the United
States and the world were gripped with a
somber prospect of a military confrontation
between the two great nuclear powers. The
American people have good reason to recall
with pride their conduct throughout that
harrowing week. For they neither dissolved

4n panic nor rushed headlong into reckless

belligerence. Well aware of the risks of
resistance, they nevertheless refused to tol-
erate the Soviets’ attempt to place nuclear
weapons in this hemisphere, but recognized
at the same time that our preparations for
the use of force necessarily require a simul-
taneous search for fair and peaceful solu-
tions.

The extraordinary events of that week and
the weeks that followed are now history—a
history which is differently interpreted, dif-
ferently recounted and differently labeled
among varlous observers and nations. Some
hail it as the West's greatest victory, others

‘as & bitter defeat. Some mark it as a turn-

ing point in the cold war, others as proof of
its permanence. Some attribute the Soviet
withdrawal of missiles to our missiles, to our
military actions alone, while some credit
solely our use of negotiations. Bome view
the entire episode as an example of Commu-

nist duplicity, while some others abroad
have accepted the assertion that it indicated
the Soviets' peaceful intentions.

‘While only the passage of time and events
can reveal in full the true perspective of last
October's drama, it is already clear that no
single, simple view of this kind can be
wholly accurate in this case.

While both caution and commonsense
proscribe our of it in the tradi-
tional terms of unconditional military vie-
tory, only the most zealous partisan can at-
tempt to call it a defeat. While it is too late
to say that nothing is changed in Soviet-
American relations, it is too early to assume
that the change is permanent. There are
new rays of hope on the horizon, but we still
live in the shadows of war.

Let us examine the events of 12 months
ago, therefore and the events of the past 12
months and the events of the next 12 months
in the context of calm and caution. It is
clear there will be further disagreement be-
tween ourselves and the Soviets as well as
further agreements. There will be setbacks
in our Nation’'s endeavors on behalf of free-
dom as well as successes. For a pause in
the cold war is not a lasting peace—and a
détente does noe equal disarmament. The
United States must continue to seek a relaxa-
tion of tensions, but we have no cause to re-
lax our vigilance.

A year ago it would have been easy to
assume that all-out war was inevitable—that
any agreement with the Soviets was impos-
sible—and that an unlimited arms race was
Today it is equally easy for
some to assume that the cold war is over—
that all outstanding issues bBetween the So-
viets and ours can be gquickly and satisfac-
torily settled—and that we shall now have,
in the words of the Psalmist, an “abundance
of peace so long as the moon endureth.”

The fact of the matter is, of course, that
neither view is correct. We have, it Is true,

unavoidable.
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