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recessed, under the previous order, until
tomorrow, Thursday, November 21, 1963,
at 12 o'clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate November 20 (legislative day of
October 22), 1963:

IN THE ARMY

The {following-named officer under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 3066, to be assigned to a position of
importance and responsibility designated by
the President under subsection (a) of section
3066, in grade as follows:

Maj. Gen. Alva Revista Fitch, (3888, U S.
Army, In the grade of lleutenant general.

In THE AR FORCE

The following-named officers to be assigned
to positions of importance and responsibility
designated by the President in the grade
indicated, under the provisions of section
8066, title 10 of the United States Code.

In the grade of lieutenant general

Maj. Gen. Cecil M. Childre, R&%%Y Regular
Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Benjamin J. Webster R &6 04 Reg-
ular Air Force.

IN THE ARMY

The following-named officer to be placed
on the retired list in grade indicated under
the provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 3962:

To be general

Gen. James Francis Collins, [E8E88], Army
of the United States (major general, U.S,
Army).

The following-named officer under the pro-
visions of title 10, United States Code, section
3066, to be assigned to a position of impor-
tance and responsibility designated by the
Presldent under subsection (a) of section
3066, in grade as follows:

Lt. Gen. Hugh Pate Harris, [ES88H, Army
of the United States (major general, U.S.
Army), in the grade of general.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

‘WEDNESDAY, NovEMBER 20, 1963

The House met at 12 o’clock noon and
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore [Mr. ALBERT].

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Psalm 90: 12; So teach us to number
our days that we may apply our hearts
unto wisdom.

Most merciful and gracious God, in
whose divine keeping and control are our
days, we thank Thee for this day which
has come as a fresh gift from Thy hands.

May there be nothing in this day's
work of which we shall be ashamed when
the sun has set or at the eventide of life
when Thou dost call us to Thyself.

‘We are again approaching Thy throne
of grace, with our many needs, through
the old and familiar way of prayer which
is always open unto those who come
unto Thee with a humble spirit and a
contrite heart.

We are not asking Thee to deal with
our beloved country in any preferential
manner and that it may become an in-
dustrial paradise or an economic Garden
of Eden, with plenty to eat, plenty to
wear, and plenty to play with, when vast
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multitudes are finding the struggle of
life so difficult.

Give us a large part in building a bet-
ter world and a finer civilization.

Hear us in Christ’s name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Ratchford, one
of his secretaries, who also informed the
House that on the following dates the
President approved and signed bills of
the House of the following titles:

On November 19, 1963:

H.R. 1989. An act to authorize the govern-
ment of the Virgin Islands to issue general
obligation bonds; and

H.R. 5244, An act to modify the project on
the Mississippl River at Muscatine, Iowa, to
permit the use of certain property for public
park purposes,

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
McGown, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed with an
amendment, in which the concurrence
of the House is requested, a bill of the
House of the following title:

H.R.6618. An act to improve, strengthen,
and accelerate programs for the prevention
and abatement of air pollution.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to the
foregoing bill, requests a conference with
the House on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. Muskie, Mr. RanpoLpH, Mr, Moss,
Mr. METCALF, Mr. Boces, and Mr, PEAR-
soN to be the conferees on the part of
the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a joint resolution of
the following title, in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested:

8.J. Res. 129, Joint resolution to amend
section 702 of the Housing Act of 1054 to
increase the amount available to the Hous-
ing and Home Finance Administrator for
advances for planned public works.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON GOVERN-
MENT RESEARCH

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Select Com-
mittee on Government Research be per-
mitted to sit during general debate to-
day and for the balance of the week.

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

There was no objection.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON LABOR

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the General
Subcommittee on Labor of the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor be permitted
to sit during general debate today.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Louisiana?

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND
FOREIGN COMMERCE

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcommit-
tee on Commerce and Finance of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce may be permitted to sit dur-
ing general debate today.

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

There was no objection.

BAD EFFECT OF DEPRESSED AREA
LEGISLATION

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I have
just been advised that Radio Manufac-
turing Engineers, Inc., which has one
plant in my district in Washington, Ill.,
and one in Eureka, Ill., represented by
my good friend Les AReNDs is pulling up
stakes and moving to eastern Tennessee,

Both of these plants are subsidiaries
of Electro Voice Co. of Buchanan, Mich.,
making cartridges on tone arms for
phonographs, employing some 150 to 200
persons and have attempted to get de-
fense contracts. Having failed and lost
their three last attempts to bid on de-
fense contracts because competitors
from so-called depressed areas are given
a preference, these plants are being
closed and moved to an area in eastern
Tennessee so they can get a similar pref-
erence and bid more competitively.
What is more, under the ARA program,
they will get their new plants built for
them, in Tennessee, by local entities with
Federal funds.

This is a clear-cut case of pirating of
industry and points up the folly of so-
called depressed areas legislation. I op-
posed it when it was considered in the
House and this is just one good reason
for my continuing opposition to the pro-
gram and I suspect there are many other
fine districts around the country being
adversely affected by this program.

SEVENTEENTH ANNUAL REPORT
ON U.S. PARTICIPATION IN THE
UNITED NATIONS DURING 1962—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES (H. Doc.
167)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United States;
which was read and, together with the
accompanying papers, referred to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs and or-
dered to be printed with illustrations.
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To the Congress of the United States:

Pursuant to the provisions of the
United Nations Participation Act, I
transmit herewith the 17th annual re-
port covering U.S. participation in the
United Nations during 1962.

This record tells the story of deep
United Nations engagement in the great
issues of the 1960’s. It demonstrates
that despite the financial irresponsibility
of some of its members, the organiza-
tion has, through executive action and
parliamentary diplomacy, played an in-
dispensable role in dealing with an im-
pressive number of the world’s problems.

The United Nations political rele-
vance—and its developing capacity for
effective action—is indicated by a brief
look at several major aspects of world
affairs and at what the United Nations
did about them in 1962.

GREAT POWER CONFRONTATION

‘When the Soviet Union sought to alter
the balance of nuclear power by instal-
ling missile bases in Cuba, the United
Nations—as well as the Organization of
American States—proved an important
instrument in resolving the most danger-
ous crisis of the nuclear era. The Secu-
rity Council served as a forum in which
the U.S. Government made clear to the
world that its actions, taken in concert
with its neighbors of the hemisphere,
were the reasonable response of rational
men to a sudden and unacceptable
threat in their midst. The Secretary
General, only recently elected to his post
after a period as Acting Secretary Gen-
eral, provided a useful point of contact
in the early stages of negotiations with
the Soviet Union. The United Nations
also could have provided an onsite in-
spection service at short notice had the
Cuban Government not refused to co-
operate with the world organization, and
made necessary a continuation of other
means of surveillance in the interest of
hemispheric security. Finally, the
United Nations provided an appropriate
place for negotiating the remaining
issues after Soviet missiles had been
withdrawn.

It was in 1962 that a major United
Nations peacekeeping force in the Congo
established a level of internal security
which permitted a very substantial re-
duction in the size of that force. The
Central Government of the Congo, as-
sisted by the United Nations, has pre-
served—in the words of the charter—its
“territorial integrity and political inde-
pendence”—and thereby forestalled a
threat to international peace—in the
face of three attempts at secession: a
Communist-sponsored effort in the north,
a local eruption in the interior, and a
secession backed by outside interests in
the south. Assisted by technical aid
from most of the specialized agencies of
the United Nations, the Government of
the Congo has meanwhile increased its
capacity to manage an economy of rich
potential in the face of severe difficulties,
including a crippling lack of trained
ganpower and experienced administra-

I'S.

In two other fields the United Nations
has continued to be a vital instrument to
effect a disengagement in important sec-
tors of the great power confrontation.
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The organization has served as a forum
for encouraging an agreement for the
cessation of nuclear weapon testing and
for promoting progress toward general
disarmament. It has served, as well, as
a mechanism for negotiating legal prin-
ciples and technical cooperation in outer
space. We must be no less concerned
with these persistent efforts to shape the
future within the framework of the
United Nations Charter than we are with
United Nations operations designed to
respond to the alarm bells of the present.
OTHER INTERNATIONAL PROBLEMS

During 1962 an impending conflict was
averted in West New Guinea—the first
territory administered by an interna-
tional organization—by the patient work
of a United Nations mediator. In the
Middle East the United Nations Emer-
gency Force, the United Nations Truce
Supervision Organization in Palestine,
and the United Nations Relief and Works
Agency for Palestine Refugees were on
the job of removing and reducing ten-
sions, and controlling those that could
not yet be removed. In Kashmir, United
Nations contingents patrolled under pro-
visions of truce and cease-fire agree-
ments. In Korea, a United Nations
Commission stood ready to help in the
unification of the country in accordance
with resolutions of the General Assem-
bly. Since the end of 1962, the United
Nations has begun another work of
peacemaking, through an agreement for
the disengagement in Yemen of the
United Arab Republic and Saudi Arabia.

FINANCING PEACEKEEPING

At the 17th General Assembly the
United Nations received and then ac-
cepted the advisory opinion of the In-
ternational Court of Justice that peace-

. keeping expenses of the United Nations

in the Congo and the Middle East, earlier
approved by the Assembly, are expenses
of the organization within the meaning
of article 17 of the charter. The failure
of member states to pay their related
assessments would thus subject them to
the loss-of-vote provisions of article 19.
The Court’s opinion and its acceptance
set the stage for what, based on later
actions by the General Assembly, prom-
ises to produce a sturdier sense of finan-
cial responsibility on the part of most of
the members.
COLONTAL QUESTIONS

Despite predictions of “another
Congo,” the United Nations trust terri-
tory of Ruanda-Urundi moved peace-
fully from dependence under Belgian ad-
ministration to independence as the
Republic of Rwanda and the kingdom
of Burundi and then to membership in
the United Nations. The organization
continued to tackle the problems of non-
violent transition as awakening peoples
moved steadily toward independence
from older colonial patterns. The rem-
nants of the world's colonial past still
present some hard cases—the last pre-
cisely because they are the hardest—
which will test the capacity of the world
community, and of the United Nations,
to devise the procedures and institutions
of peaceful change.

It should come to us as no surprise
that the struggle for national self-deter-
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mination should be so closely linked with
other fundamental questions of human
rights. It has been so in our own coun-
try. As the decolonization process nears
an end—with miraculously little blood-
shed—men and nations can shift their
attention from national freedom to the
larger issue of individual freedom.

THE DRIVE FOR MODERNIZATION

Through its specialized agencies and
regional commissions—its technical as-
sistance and preinvestment work—its
civil role in the Congo—its new projects
such as the world food program, the
world weather watch, and regional plan-
ning institutes—its standard-setting and
rulemaking roles in such fields as mari-
time safety and international radio fre-
quency allocations—its useful reports
and its many conferences—the United
Nations moved ahead as the principal in-
ternational executive agency of the dec-
ade of development. We continue to
believe it possible, through vigorous in-
ternational cooperation, to achieve an
average annual rate of economic growth
of 5 percent in the newly developing na-
tions by the end of this decade.

In short, the United Nations in 1962
was confronted—in practical and opera-
tional ways—with a broad agenda of the
great issues of our time. Like most in-
stitutions devised by man, the United Na-
tions exhibited both accomplishments
and shortcomings. But despite nonco-
operation from some members and
wavering support from others, the or-
ganization moved significantly toward
the goal of a peace system worldwide in
scope. The United States will continue
to lend vigorous support to the building
of that system.

JOHN F'. KENNEDY.

The WaITE Housk, November 20, 1963.

CONTINUING RESOLUTION FOR AP-
PROPRIATIONS

Mr., CANNON. Mr. Speaker, if I may
have the attention and concurrence of
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN],
the ranking minority member of the
Committee on Appropriations, I ask
unanimous consent that it be in order
on Monday next to take up for consider-
ation in the House a continuing resolu-
tion providing for the coming month of
December.

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

There was no objection.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

Mr. HALEY., Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House,

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to respond to
their names:

Evi-

[Roll No. 208]
Abbltt Bow Buckley
Abele Brotzman Byrnes, Wis
Bonner Broyhill, Va. Casey




Celler Kelly Passman
Enox Pilcher
Dague Laird Filllon
Davis, Tenn. Lloyd Powell
Dawson Long, La. Ralns
Derwinski McDade Randall
Dingell Madden Roberts, Ala.
Duncan Rogers, Tex.
Giil Martin, Calif, Bt. Onge
Shelley
Harsha Meader Springer
Harvey, Ind. Miller, N.Y. Stubblefield
Henderson Milliken Trimble
Jones, Ala. Minshall Tuten
Kee O'Brien, I1l. Younger

The SPEAKER pro tempore. On this
rollcall 375 Members have answered to
their names, a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

COMMITTEE ON RULES, PERMIS-
SION TO FILE PRIVILEGED RE-
PORTS

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Rules have until midnight to-
night to file certain privileged reports.

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

There was no objection.

THE LATE MRS. RALPH R. ROBERTS

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
it is my sorrowful mission to announce
to the Members of the House the death
on November 18 of Mrs. Eloise C. Rob-
erts, and to express to her bereaved hus-
band, Ralph Roberts, the Clerk of the
House, the profound sympathy of all the
Members of the House.

Mr. Speaker, Mrs. Roberts was a fine
and noble woman. She exemplified the
finest qualities of womanhood. Although
ill for a number of years, her smile, her
cheer were ever present, brightening the
very air around her and comforting and
cheering those within the circle of her
presence,

The funeral services will be held at St.
Thomas Church at 10:30 a.m. tomorrow.
Burial afterward will be in Arlington
Cemetery.

Mr. Speaker, I know that in this sim-
ple tribute to the memory of a noble
woman and of expression of sympathy to
Ralph Roberts, I speak for all the Mem-
bers of the House in expressing these
sentiments.

TO AMEND THE ARMS CONTROL
AND DISARMAMENT ACT

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 558 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move the
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the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (8.
T77) to amend the Arms Control and Disar-
mament Act in order to increase the authori-
zation for appropriations and to modify the
personnel security procedures for contractor
employees. After general debate, which
shall be confined to the bill and shall con-
tinue not to exceed two hours, t0 be equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Foreign Affairs, the bill shall be read for
amendment under the five-minute rule. At
the concluslon of the consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee shall rise
and report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
the previous guestion shall be considered as
ordered on the blll and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume and
pending that I yield 30 minutes to the
gentlewoman from New York [Mrs. St.
GEORGE],

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 558
provides for the consideration of 8. 777,
a bill to amend the Arms Control and
Disarmament Act in order to increase
the authorization for appropriations and
to modify the personnel security proce-
dures for contractor employees.

Mr. Speaker, the basic job of the
Agency is to provide the backup sup-
port essential to the conduct of the high-
ly complex and technical disarmament
negotiations in which the United States
has participated since the Agency opened
its doors. :

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of S. 777 is to
authorize additional funds to finance the
continued operation of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency, as well as to
make a number of amendments to the
Arms Control and Disarmament Act of
1961 in order to facilitate its administra-
tion with respect to security clearance of
contractors and subcontractors, to make
clear that the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency has no jurisdiction
over the possession or use of firearms by
individuals, and to impose certain limita-
tions on the obligation and use of funds
by the Agency.

Mr, Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 558.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 558
makes in order the consideration of the
bill 8. 777 to amend the Arms Control
and Disarmament Act in order to in-
crease the authorization for appropria-
tion and to modify the personnel security
procedures for contractor employees,

Mr. Speaker, for the fiscal years 1964
and 1965 there is authorized to be appro-
priated $30 million, as amended by the
House Committee on Foreign Affairs. As
the bill passed the Senate $20 million
was authorized, obviously about 50 per-
cent of the original sum has been added
which seems considerable.

It is also a rather interesting thing to
see the House increase an appropriation
made by the Senate. It is my under-
standing, Mr. Speaker, an amendment
will be offered to this, and that when
the amendment comes up it may be voted
down. That is, we will have an oppor-
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tunity to return to the original Senate
bill or even cut that if we think it is
necessary.

On the security investigations, sec-
tion 2 adds a new subsection to the act
which provides that in the case of con-
tractors or subcontractors, their officers
and employees, a report of investigation
conducted by a Government agency, oth-
er than the Civil Service Commission or
the FBI, may be accepted by the Director
when he determines that the completed
investigation meets the standards estab-
lished in the act.

The Director may also grant access
for information classified no higher than
“confidential” to contractors or subcon-
tractors and their officers and employ-
ees on the basis of reports on less than
full-field investigations.

Then there is also the requirement of
congressional approval for reduction in
the U.S. armed services. This is section
3. The House Foreign Affairs Commit-
tee retained the language in the present
law which requires congressional approv-
al for any action which would obligate
the United States to disarm, reduce or
limit our Armed Forces or armaments.
The Senate bill would have deleted this
language and substituted language
which would simply require approval to
be “in accordance with the constitu-
tional processes of the United States.”

In section 5 there is:

(a) Not more than 20 percent of any ap-
propriation made pursuant to this Act shall

be obligated and/or reserved during the last
month of a fiscal year.

(b) None of the funds authorized shall be
used to support any pending leglslation con-
cerning the work of the United States Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency.

It seems that these two last points are

‘well taken and deserving of favorable

consideration.

Mr. Speaker, I know of no objection to
this rule, which provides 2 hours of gen~
eral debate.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question,

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (8. 777) to amend the Arms
Control and Disarmament Act in order
to increase the authorization for ap-
propriations and to modify the person-
nel security procedures for contractor
employees.

The motion was agreed to.

IN COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Commitee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill 8. 777, with Mr
TaomrsoN of Texas in the chair.

The Clerk read the tifle of the bill.

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

Mr. MORGAN, Mr, Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr., Chairman, S. 777 authorizes the
additional funds which are necessary for
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency to continue its operations, and
amends the Arms Control and Disarma-
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ment Act of 1961 in certain respects in
order to facilitate the Agency’'s opera-
tions, to remove & possible uncertainty
as to its meaning, and to impose certain
limitations on the use of the Agency’s

funds.

The bill is short and most of its provi-
sions are self-explanatory. It provides
for no changes in policy, and its provi-
sions reflect no change in our approach
to the problems of arms control and dis-
armament from the approach embodied
in the basie legislation which was enacted
in September 1961.

Before discussing the detailed provi-
sions of the bill, let me say just a word
about the work of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency. There apparent-
ly are people in the United States who re-
gard the Agency as directing a conspir-
acy against the security of the United
States. I have seen statements which
appeared to indicate that the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency was de-
voting its money and its manpower to
undermining our Defense Department
and weakening our military forces.

Let me encourage everyone to keep this
fact in mind: The primary job of the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
is to provide the backup for the repre-
sentatives of the United States in their
conduct of arms control and disarma-
ment negotiations. There is no way in
which the Disarmament Agency or the
President can obligate the United States
to disarm or reduce its Armed Forces
without congressional approval. This is
clearly stated in section 33 of the act, and
the bill before the House today contains
an amendment to eliminate the language
approved by the Senate which made
some changes in the very clear and ex-
plicit language which has been in effect
since 1961.

Let me state categorically that the
President does not have authority to
transfer jurisdiction over our Armed
Forces from the Department of Defense
to the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, or for the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency to transfer Ameri-
can military forces to the United Na-
tions. Let me also state categorically
that there is no authority in the act for
the Director of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency to call out the
Armed Forces of the United States.

The bill authorizes an appropriation
of $30 million to finance the Agency over
a period of 2 years. This authorization
would make possible an appropriation of
$15 million for fiscal year 1964, which is
the sum requested by the Agency. The
committee has increased the authoriza-
tion for 2 years by $10 million, from $20
million—the figure approved by the Sen-
ate—to $30 million. The committee has
taken this action after detailed study and
careful consideration.

The Agency proposes to use $11 mil-
lion of the $15 million which it has re-
quested to finance research and $4 mil-
lion to meet its administrative expenses.
Both these sums represent substantial
increases over the amounts spent for
these purposes during fiscal 1963, but it
is necessary to recognize that the Agency
is new and is only now ready to carry on
its normal scale of operations.
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I am sure that every member of the
Foreign Affairs Committee had reserva-
tions with respect to the request for $11
million for research when we first began
consideration of the bill. All of us recog-
nized the fact that much of the informa-
tion which would be used in arms control
and disarmament negotiations would in-
volve the capabilities of various types of
weapons systems, and we knew that the
best source of information on such mat-
ters was our own Department of Defense.

‘We were aware also that control of the
use of nuclear devices was a major issue
which the Agency has to deal with, and
it seemed to be obvious that our Atomic
Energy Agency was doing very extensive
research in this field. We realized also
that the military capability of the Soviet
bloc would be of major importance in
dealing with arms control and disarma-
ment, and we felt sure that the Central
Intelligence Agency is, and must inevita-
bly continue to be, the principal source
of information in this area.

Nevertheless, after careful considera-
tion of the types of research which the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
is doing and with the research projects
which it has planned for the immediate
future, the committee is convinced that
an authorization of $11 million for this
purpose can be justified.

We held several days of hearings on
this matter during which we heard from
senior officials of the Department of De-
fense, the Atomic Energy Agency, the
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration, and the Central Intelligence
Agency. We questioned these officials
about their own research programs
which were related to arms control and
disarmament, and we also asked them
what they knew about the research pro-
gram of the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency, and of the procedures for
coordinating research in this field.

The result of our questioning satisfied
us that there has been no significant
duplication of research activities in the
arms control and disarmament field, and
that the procedures for coordination are
well organized and working effectively.

Section 35 of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Act makes detailed provi-
sion for coordination of the work of the
Arms Control Agency with other Govern-
ment departments, and the President
has, by Executive order, assigned to the
Director of the Agency responsibility for
coordination. This Executive order re-
quires -that the Director of the Arms
Control Agency maintain a continuing
inventory of research projects and other
activities relating to disarmament mat-
ters in order to prevent duplication of
effort. As I have already indicated, the
testimony of representatives of the De-
fense Department, the Atomic Energy
Agency, the Central Intelligence Agency,
and the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration has satisfied the com-
mittee that the job of coordination was
being done in a satisfactory manner.

Although the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency makes extensive use
of the research of the Defense Depart-
ment and other agencies of the Govern-
ment, there are many problems which
are not of direct concern to anyone else
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and which it has to investigate for itself.
The largest research project in its pres-
ent program is designated “Project Cloud
Gap” and requires the use of Air Force
planes and other equipment in order to
carry out field tests of disarmament pro-
cedures. This particular project will re-
quire an expenditure of $2.4 million of
Agency funds, and the Air Force will put
up approximately the same amount.

It is necessary to recognize that the
problems of inspection of forces, weapons
and weapons production under an arms
control agreement are essentially differ-
ent from those with which our armed
services have to deal. Under an arms
control agreement, our authorities would
be expected to have the right to make in-
spections in order to detect violations of
the agreement, We have a lot of experi-
ence in finding out about the forces and
weapons of the enemy when the enemy
is trying to keep us from looking. We
have to develop new techniques for
checking up on forces and weapons in a
country which gives us the right of in-
spection but may be trying to mislead us.

The committee found, as it became
more familiar with the nature of the
problems confronting the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency and the job
that the Agency has to do, that an ex-
penditure of $11 million for research was
necessary. Let me repeat that the com-
mittee found no evidence that there has
been significant duplication of research
activities in the past, and we found that
procedures exist which should prevent
duplication in the future.

Section 2 of the bill amends the pro-
visions of existing law with regard to
security clearance for the personnel of
contractors or subcontractors. These
amendments do not in any way relax
our security requirements or involve
letting down our guard.

The first amendment provides that
when contractor personnel have been
cleared as a result of an up-to-date full
field security investigation by the De-
fense Department or another agency of
the Government which is satisfactory to
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, the Agency can accept this in-
vestigation rather than require a sep-
arate field investigation of the same per-
son.

This amendment will not make it any
easier for contractor personnel to gain
access to classified information; instead,
it, in effect, provides that a person does
not have to be vaccinated twice for the
same disease.

Section 2 also provides that contractor
personnel may be given access to infor-
mation classified no higher than confi-
dential on the basis of a current national
agency check rather than on a full field
investigation. I want to repeat that this
involves information classified no higher
than confidential. Any higher classifi-
cation will continue to require a full
field investigation.

The reason for this exception is that
in many cases, such as bidders confer-
ences, a quick clearance for low classi-
fication material is essential in order to
initiate discussions to see whether po-
tential contractors are interested or
qualified to perform a proposed contract
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research program. There are, of course,
many cases in which low classification
material is all that a contractor needs
in order to do the job which is required.
Let me point out also that the authority
provided by these amendments is already
available to the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion and the Department of Defense.

You will note at the bottom of page 2
and the top of page 3 of the bill, the
language approved by the Senate has
been stricken out. The elimination of
this language means that the provision
eontained in section 33 of existing law—
“That no action shall be taken under
this or any other law that will obligate
the United States to disarm or to reduce
or to limit the Armed Forces or arma-
ments of the United States, except pur-
suant to the treatymaking power of the
President under the Constitution or un-
less authorized by further affirmative
legislation by the Congress of the United
States”—is continued in effect without
change.

The Senate had amended section 33
to limit the required congressional ap-
proval of the reduction in U.S. forces or
armaments to “the constitutional proc-
esses of the United States” and deleted
the reference to “further affirmative
legislation by the Congress of the United
States.” It is the belief of the com-
mittee that by retaining, without change,
the language in existing law, any action
obligating the United States to disarm,
reduce or limit its Armed Forces or ar-
maments, must have congressional ap-
proval, either in the form of a treaty
ratified by the Senate or, in the case of
an obligation other than a treaty, by a
majority vote of the House and Senate.

Section 4 of the bill imposes two limi-
tations on the expenditure of funds by
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency. The first provides that not
more than 20 percent of any appropria-
tion made pursuant to the act may be
obligated or reserved during the last
month of the fiscal year.

The y during fiscal 1963 did obli-
gate most of its funds during the last few
months of the year. In justification,
the Agency pointed out that the bill con-
taining its appropriations for fiscal year
1963 was not enacted until October 18,
1962, and that its funds were not ap-
portioned until November 16 of that year.

In any event, no one likes to see funds
obligated during the last few days of a
fiscal year in order to prevent them from
being returned to the Treasury, and the
committee believes that this is a good
provision.

Section 4 also contains the provision
that: |

None of the funds herein authorized to be
appropriated shall be used to pay for the dis-
semination within the United BStates of
propaganda In support of any pending legis-
lation concerning the work of the U.S. Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency.

The Arms Control Agency has among
its primary functions under section 2(c)
“the dissemination and coordination of
public information concerning arms con-
trol and disarmament.” This amend-
ment is intended to make clear that the
dissemination of information concerning
disarmament does not include campaign-
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ing among organizations or individuals
interested in arms control and disarma-
ment to obtain support for legislation
recommended by the Agency.

Section 5 of the bill contains language
to prevent the Agency from making re-
search contracts with private or public
institutions or persons outside the
United States. The committee found
that in one instance the Agency had en-
tered into a research contract with a
British firm. We do not think this is
sound policy, and the amendment in the
bill will prevent a recurrence of such
action.

Mr. Chairman, anyone who studies the
law as it exists and the record of the
Agency during its 2 years of operation
can see for himself that the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency is per-
forming an essential service in an effec-
tive manner. Its original authorization
of $10 million, which was made in Sep-
tember 1961, has been used up. There is
every reason to believe that the United
States will be engaged in almost con-
tinuous disarmament negotiations dur-
ing the years to come just as we have
been in the past., In order for us to be
able to evaluate correctly the proposals
of our adversaries and for us to make
sure that our counterproposals do not
endanger our own security, we need the
technical services of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency.

I urge the approval of this bill.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield at that point?

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Florida. A

Mr, HALEY. The gentleman says this
does not waive any security measures.
Up until the passage of the bill, however,
the clearance of an individual or a con-
tractor was left up to the Civil Service
Commission or to the Federal Bureau of
Investigation. Is that not correct?

Mr. MORGAN. The Atomic Energy
Commission and the Defense Depart-
ment already have and make use of this
authority. The clearance of Agency per-
sonnel is not affected. This merely au-
thorizes the acceptance of clearances
made by other agencies such as the De-
partment of Defense and the AEC for
contractor personnel,

Mr. STINSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Washington.

Mr. STINSON. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania just said there was no way
the President can disarm without ap-
proval of the Congress. Could I ask
the gentleman under what arrangements
the President acted recently when we
agreed in the United Nations that we
would not suspend nuclear weapons in
outer space on our space vehicles?

Mr., MORGAN. I do not think we
agreed. We stated our policy and the
U.N. passed a resolution expressing ap-
proval of our policy. The U.N. resolution
does not constitute an agreement or a
commitment.

Mr. STINSON. There was an agree-
ment made at the United Nations pro-
viding that no nuclear weapons would
be suspended in outer space.
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Mr. MORGAN. All the U.N. General
Assembly can do is make recommenda-
tions to governments. It eannot com-
mit them to act.

Mr. STINSON., Was the Congress
consulted on that; does the gentleman
know?

Mr. MORGAN. The Congress was not
consulted. The President does not have
to get the approval of Congress to make
a statement of policy. :

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
require to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. Bray].

Mr., BRAY. Mr. Chairman, many of
us, including myself, had great hopes
for the future of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency when we voted for
the authorization and appropriations
for its operation.

After observing the operation of this
Agency for 1 year, I am deeply disap-
pointed. Instead of working on plans to
represent the interests of America and
the free world in disarmament plans, this
Agency has apparently been studying
reasons for the free world to surrender
to the Kremlin to avoid the strife and
turmoil that is inherent in freedom.

The annual report of this Ageney, sub-
mitted by President Kennedy to the Con-
gress, refers to the studies made for the
Agency. May I quote verbatim from one
of these studies:

Whether we admit it to ourselves or not,
we benefit enormously from the capability of
the Soviet police system to keep law and
order over 200-million-odd Russians and the
many additional millions in the satellite
states. The breakup of the Russian Com-
munist empire today would doubtless be
conducive to freedom, but would be a good
deal more catastrophic for world order than

was the breakup of the Austro-Hungarian
empire in 1918.

There is purely the philosophy of those
who would surrender freedom to Com-
munist tyranny to gain a temporary
peace and tranquillity. To me it is un-
thinkable that we should condone and
even encourage the continued police
state control by the Kremlin of the mil-
lions of captive people of Europe and
Asia. Every tyrant through the ages has
promised peace if others would sur-
render to them. Today the Kremlin
goal is for the rest of the world to sur-
render to its rule and then we would
have peace, peace with slavery. Mao
Tse-tung has the same ambitions, only
that we should surrender to him.

Certainly freedom is expensive; free-
dom through the ages has been reserved
for the brave and the daring. Freedom
has dangers and uncertainties, If we
fear to be free, if we would betray those
who died for freedom, if we believe it is
better to be Red than dead, if all we
desire in the world is the safety of
slavery, then I would agree that this
could be achieved temporarily by every-
one surrendering their freedom to the
dictates of the Kremlin.

I am certain, however, that the Amer-
ican people and other freedom-loving
peoples have higher dreams and ambi-
tions—even if they must defend them
against the forces of tyranny.

The Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency has spent the American taxpay-
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ers’ money for such tripe as I pointed
out before; that is, the justification and
praise of the “Soviet police system.”

I voted for this authorization when
it came up before, but I certainly did
not intend that the American taxpayers’
money should be so spent to defend
Communist slavery. Now they want to
raise the authorization threefold from
$10 to $30 million.

Mrs. FRANCIS P. BOLTON. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may require.

Mr. Chairman, 2 years ago, in Septem-
ber 1961, the House, by a vote of 290 to
54, passed the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Act. The purpose of the act
was to establish the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency to explore, develop,
and recommend possible alternatives to
the arms race in order to enhance our
national security.

I supported that act and the creation
of this new agency for peace. The goal
for which it was established was reflected
in the 1960 Republican Party platform as
follows:

We are ready to negotiate and to institute
realistic methods and safeguards for dis-
armament, and for the suspension of nuclear
tests.

We have deep concern about the mount-
ing nuclear arms race. This concern leads
us to seek disarmament and nuclear agree-
mentsandanequalcmmt-opmtectan
peoples from nuclear danger, leads us to in-
sist that such agreements have adequate
safeguards.

We cannot have adequate safeguards
unless we participate knowledgeably in
international negotiations dealing with
such agreements.

The Arms Control Agency was charged
by Congress with the responsibility in
this field. It cannot carry out that re-
sponsibility unless it has the funds to
do the research necessary for informed
participation in arms control and dis-
armament negotiations. This is essen-
tial to our national security.

Mr. Chairman, the Commitiee on For-
eign Affairs carefully reviewed the
Agency's research program and con-
cluded that it was justified. It also con-
cluded that there were no duplications
in Agency research.

Mr. Chairman, at that time I con-
curred in that conclusion and supported
the recommended authorization of $15
million for each of the next 2 fiscal years.
It seems to me that $30 million for 2
years, approximately three-fourths of
which would be spent for research, is a
rather modest amount.

Mr. Chairman, during the course of
the hearings it was brought out that the
Agency realistically believes that gen-
eral and complete disarmament is not
presently attainable in today’s world.
The United States has not entered into
any agreements obligating the United
States to disarm. I want that to be ex-
ceedingly clear to the Members of this
body. Indeed, under section 33 of the
Arms Control and Disarmament Act no
such action could be taken without prior
congressional approval. The Members
will find in Public Law 87-297 these
words:

That no action shall be taken under this
or any other law that will obligate the United
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States to disarm or to reduce or to limit the
Armed Forces or armaments of the United
States, except pursuant to the treatymak-
ing power of the President under the Con-
stitution, or unless authorized by further
affirmative legislation by the Congress of the
United States.

Mr. Chairman, both the Eisenhower ad-
ministration and the present administra-
tion have found it useful to state that the
objective we are working for is a limited
arms control measure. Some limited
measures have been concluded. We now
have a direct communication link be-
tween the United States and the Soviet
Union. That link can reduce the risk of
war in times of crises. Some people
think it could increase the danger of war.
I do not happen to think so, although I
must say I doubt the word of Communist
Russia in every instance because they
have broken their word in every instance
but one or two in lo, these many years.

Mr. Chairman, we have a ban on test-
ing nuclear weapons underwater, in out-
er space, and in the atmosphere. That
ban may begin to clear the air, both
literally and figuratively.

Top officials from other Government
agencies, including the Department of
Defense, pointed out at the hearings that
the Arms Control Agency was largely
responsible for the “hot line” agreement
and the limited test ban treaty.

Mr. Chairman, we now have a United
Nations resolution calling on all nations
not to place weapons of mass destruction
in orbit around the earth. Such a resolu-
tion calls upon other nations to adhere
to the same national policy we have al-
ready announced.

So, there have been accomplishments
by this Agency that we created only 2
short years ago. Not monumental ac-
complishments, but significant steps.

For these I think we can all be grate-
ful—grateful because they do represent
progress toward a saner and safer world
consistent with the dictates of our na-
tional security.

What the committee bill asks us to do
is to provide continuing means to pur-
sue this quest for peace in a manner that
will safeguard our national interest.
That is why I support this authorization
and hope it will be supported by my
colleagues.

For these I think we can be grateful
because they do represent progress to-
ward a saner and safer world. What the
committee will ask us to do is to provide
continuing funds to pursue this quest
for peace in a manner that will safe-
guard our national interests.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to call at-
tention to an article which appeared in
the newsletter of the State Department
about this Arms Control Agency. I quote
the following:

Just prior to the creation of the Agency,
activities in the arms control and disarma-
ment field had been carried on by the US.
Disarmament Administration, an element of
the Department of State, whose last admin-
istrator was Edmund Gullion, now U.S. Am-
bassador to the Congo. But as the arms race

lerated it b more and more urgent
that a separate agency be established which
could give to our disarmament negotlators
continuity of direction, could administer the
political and sclentific research needed for
developing sound national security policy on
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arms control and disarmament, and insure
the constant and full-time application of
U8, resources toward reducing the danger of
War,

One of the important areas in which
research has been carried on is the effect
it would have on unemployment and on
matters that are so close to our hearts
these days.

What would be the effect of a general
disarmament? We must know. We still
have time to plan ahead of time.

I think it is very important, Mr. Chair-
man, that all of the Members of this
body know what they are really talking
about. Some are talking about the ac-
tion taken previously to the creation of
this Agency. Dates are things that do
matter in the judgment of this legisla-
tion and I trust most earnestly every one
of you will give careful consideration to
the actual facts; that we will not be do-
ing our thinking on what look like facts
but we will dig into them; that we will
also recognize very, very seriously that
nothing is to be done unless by treaty or
by the aggressive action of the member-
ship of this House and the other body.
I think there are more safeguards in here
than many people appreciate.

Mr. PELLY., Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. FRANCES P, BOLTON, I yield
to the gentleman from Washington.

Mr. PELLY, Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio mentioned the re-
quirement in this legislation covering
congressional approval for any reduction
in our Armed Forces raises an issue which
has been of concern to me in connection
with this act and other statutes as well.
This is an especially appropriate bill to
invite consideration of this issue which
has to do with the constitutional prerog-
atives of the executive and legislative
branches of our Government.

Section 33 of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Act provides that no action
shall be taken under this law that would
obligate the United States to disarm or
to reduce or to limit the Armed Forces
or armaments of the United States, ex-
cept pursuant to the treatymaking power
of the President or unless authorized
by further affirmative legislation by the
Congress of the United States.

In other words, the law states that an
international disarmament agreement
must be accomplished by treaty and I
would think that as such it means the
advice and consent of the Senate would
have to be obtained as against an execu-
tive agreement which was approved by
the President without such advice and
consent. The alternative to a treaty un-
der the existing law would be congres-
sional legislation passed by both House
and Senate approving any disarmament
agreement.

What concerns me, however, is whet.her
a Chief Executive would recognize
provision of the law.

For example, section 205 of the Na-
tional Aeronauties and Space Act pro-
vides for Senate advice and consent to
agreements by the President calling for
a program of international cooperation
in work done pursuant to the act, and
in the peaceful application of the re-
sults thereof.
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‘When President Eisenhowex signed the
National Aeronautics and Space Act in
July 1958, he stated that he regarded
this section 205 merely as recognizing
that international treaties may be made
in this field, but not as precluding less
formal arrangements for cooperation.

Recently I addressed an inquiry to the
Space Administration on this point and
was told that the legal determination
is the responsibility of the Department
of State whether a specific international
agreement made under the authority of
section 205 should be in the form of a
treaty and be submitted to the Senate,
for advice and consent, or whether it
shall be treated as an executive agree-
ment not requiring Senate action.

In the case of the Space Administra-
tion and international agreements that
have been concluded to date covering
NASA cooperative projects with other
countries, a determination has been
made by the Department of State that
submission to the Senate was nof
required.

So, Mr. Chairman, I very much doubt
if section 3 of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Act will have much influ-
ence on our Department of State. Cer-
tainly the language of the Senate bill
which refers to constitutional processes
of the United States and the reference
in the existing law which provides for
further affirmative legislation by the
Congress would seem to diminish chances
of the agreement being referred to the
legislative branch.

I certainly prefer the existing lan-
guage which is restored by this bill but
frankly I believe the prerogatives of the
Chief Executive were intended to cover
foreign negotiations. I believe that a
President should not use the Executive
agreement but rather should obtain the
approval of the Senate and in certain
cases the approval of both the House and
the Senate.

Of course, the Congress has the power
of the purse and that is why when Presi-
dent Kennedy suggested a joint venture
with the Soviet Union for a lunar land-
ing, I introduced an amendment to the
space appropriation bill banning the use
of those funds for such a cooperative
proposal without congressional approval.
Congress can limit the use of funds and
I think we should use that power freely.

I think, Mr. Chairman, of all votes I
have been called on to make since I en-
tered Congress 11 years ago, this is the
most difficult one for me. As one who
believes that the legislative branch is
the real safeguard of democracy, I fear
such authority in the hands of one
man—be he Democrat or Republican.
That is borne out by my opposition to
President Eisenhower when he opposed
the so-called Bricker amendment.

Quite aside from that, however, at the
moment I have serious misgivings lest
our President be misled into an agree-
ment with the Soviet Union on disarma-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, the Soviet Union fol-
lows a policy of deception and until there
is more evidence of Russian trustworthi-
ness, I find it difficult to support this

program.
The Communists frankly say they will
outdo us one way or the other. Since
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Russia has never kept any of her solemn
commitments, she cannot be trusted.

I wish there were some real safeguards
and that the Senate would have to ap-
prove an international disarmament ar-
rangement. As it is a United Nations
resolution could bind us. The outline
which the Disarmament Agency has de-
veloped for complete disarmament has
me worried. I don’t favor turning over
our arms to a United Nations peace
force. The world is not ready for that
yvet. It may never be.

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. We are
all troubled about that. Ever since 1933
we have had all too many agreements
and not enough treaties. I trust we may
find ourselves enforcing this.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. Sixes].

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, there
have been occasions when I have at-
tempted to buy firearms abroad. Even
in enlightened countries on our side of
the Iron Curtain I have nearly always
found the sale of firearms carefully
supervised and restricted—so much so in
some instances that I did not think it
worth the effort to clear the necessary
redtape to obtain the weapon I wanted.
In many nations of the world there is
almost no such thing as private owner-
ship of firearms. It could happen here.
This I know is farfetched. Americans
are not constituted to take lightly re-
strictions of their constitutional rights.
But, it can happen. How? I think of a
number of ways. Congress could enact
restrictive gun laws. There might be
administration decrees, based on some
grant of power to the Chief Executive.
Or, the Supreme Court might, by inter-
pretation, rule out private ownership of
weapons. A fourth way would be grad-
ual chipping away by State legislatures
of the right to own weapons.

The first is least likely. The Congress,
being closer to the people and their
thinking, is much more responsive to
their wishes. The Congress will hardly
in our time deprive the people of a right
as highly prized as this. But, Congress
constantly is bestowing new grants of
power on the Chief Executive. And,
Chief Executives, no matter who they
may be, are constantly seeking or appro-
priating unto themselves new grants of
Executive power. We already have seen
farfetched administrative rulings. The
Chief Executives, surrounded as they are
by advisers—palace guard is another
word—whose backgrounds are not neces-
sarily practical, may go even further in
the future in this direction than they
have in the past.

In the Supreme Court, we see a com-
plete disregard for precedent, a whole-
sale rewriting of the law, and even of
the Constitution. Look carefully at the
rulings of that body for the past 10 years.
Are they less surprising than a ruling
which would limit private ownership of
firearms? Do you think a court which
ruled out prayer in the schools would
hesitate to place a new and restrictive in-
terpretation on the second amendment to
the Constitution and to say ownership of
weapons is in fact something to be en-
joyed only by active and participating
members of the militia?
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We have before us a bill to amend the
Arms Control and Disarmament Act. On
the face of it, that bill has little refer-
ence to the private ownership of firearms,
Yet, a great many people, as well as lead-
ing sports magazines and sportsmen’s
organizations, have become increasingly
concerned about the possibility that the
Disarmament Agency will concern itself
directly with private ownership of fire-
arms.

The language, temper and range of
the act are idealistic and broad. There
have been indications that the Agency,
failing to achieve concrete results on the
international scene, or in its zeal to show
U.S. support for general disarmament,
could turn to domestic regulation of
firearms in order to show reason for its
continued existence. Assurances of offi-
cials of the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency have not dispelled this fear.
After all they can speak only for them-
selves—not for their successors.

Therefore, magazines like Guns &
Ammo, Outdoor Life, Sports Afield,
and the National Rifleman, and that
great organization of sportsmen, the Na-
tional Rifle Association, with the support
of a host of sportsmen throughout the
Nation, want it made absolutely clear
that the Arms Control and Disarmament
Act does not include the elimination of
private ownership of firearms as part of
the proposed disarmament program.

As a result, language was offered in the
Senate by Senator HICKENLOOPER and in
the House by me. Senator HICKENLOOP-
ER's legislation was adopted by the Sen-
ate. Identical language by me has re-
ceived the support of the distinguished
chairman, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. MorGan], and members of the
Foreign Affairs Committee. It is in-
cluded in the bill before you and is found
on page 3, lines 9 through 16. The lan-
guage is as follows:

Nothing contained in this act shall be
construed to authorize any policy or action
by any Government agency which would in-
terfere with, restrict, or prohibit the acquisi-
tion, possession, or use of firearms by an
individual for the lawful purpose of per-
sonal defense, sport, recreation, education,
or training.

I have not been happy with the actions
taken by the Agency. Although its basic
design appeared sound and its purpose
commendable, the organization has in-
jected itself into too wide an area of op-
eration. I see very little being done by
this Agency which could not be done
properly by the State Department and
other existing Government agencies. To
me, it has simply provided more frosting
on the cake and costly frosting at that.
It is another layer of officialdom on top
of officialdom. Like all newly created
Government agencies, it quickly began to
expand and pyramid. The bill before
you would increase its scope and increase
its authorization. To me, it would be
preferable to let the Agency die.

As a matter of fact, the entire question
of disarmament as now discussed by
Government agencies carries dangerous
overtones—dangerous to the safety of
this Nation and its people. I have be-
fore me a little pamphlet entitled “Free-
dom From War" issued by the State De-
partment. This is Department of State
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Publication 7277, released in September
1961. From page 3, I quote in part:
DISARMAMENT GOAL AND OBJECTIVES

The disbanding of all national Armed
Forces and the prohibition of their reestab-
lishment in any form whatsoever other than
those required ito preserve intermal order
and for contributions to & United Nations
Peace Force;

The elimination from national arsenals of
all armaments, including all weapons of
mass destruction and the means for their
delivery, other than those required for a
United Nations Peace Force and for main-
taining internal order.

To me, the limited degree of success
we now enjoy in our dealings with Rus-
sia is due directly and primarily to the
fact that the military strength of this
Nation is at its highest level since the
peak of World War II. To weaken our-
selves in the foreseeable future would be
a direct invitation for a return to the
days of constant harassment of the
United States and its allies by the Com-
munists. I need not tell you that there
is a great deal of public apprehension
over the prospect of surrendering our de-
fenses and our security into the keeping
of the United Nations as it is set forth
in this booklet.

If the Agency is to be continued, it is
very important that the safeguard which
I propose be written into this bill.

This is an age of growing restrictions.
The trend is toward centralization and
control. I do not want to see Congress
open the door for curtailment of the
right to the possession and use of fire-
arms by law-abiding private citizens.
Our forefathers knew what they were
doing when they approved the second
amendment to the Constitution, which
states that:

A well regulated militia, being necessary
to the security of a free State, the right of
the people to keep and bear arms shall not
be infringed. i ]

Then, as now, an armed citizenry is
less likely to be cowed by criminal ele-
ments or oppressive government. Rather
than restricting freedom, the right to
possess arms guarantees it by instilling
independence and strength in an en-
lightened people.

The United States is facing a critical
period in its history. The years to come
will decide the desperate battle between
communism and freedom, individualism
and totalitarianism. If we are to win
this struggle, we will need to preserve
and use every element of strength that
is available to us. Americans are fight-
ing and dying in farflung corners of
the world. Some of them will survive
because of lessons in marksmanship and
acquaintance with firearms they gained
as boys in a free society. We would be
making a fatal mistake if we allowed the
right to keep and bear arms to be cur-
tailed. My provision will help guard
against this. I am optimistic that it
will be enacted into law. This language
is vital enough to merit the support of
all freedom-loving Americans.

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yleld?

Mr, SIKES, Of course, I yield to the
distinguished gentlewoman.

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. As an
American woman I want to thank you
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very much for bringing this to our atten-
tion. I think it is exceedingly important
that we take this into consideration and
see to it that our right to bear arms here
at home is not curtailed.

Mr, SIKES. Ithank the gentlewoman
for her contribution. She has made
many important contributions to the
debate of the House.

Mr. BARRY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SIKES. I am glad to yield to my
colleague, the genileman from New York.

Mr. BARRY. I would like to point out
that page 6 of the report in the last para-
graph points out:

Section 3 also amends the law by adding a
provision making clear that:

“Nothing contained in this Act shall be
construed to authorize any pelicy or action
by any Government agency which would in-
terfere with, restrict, or prohibit the acquisi-
tion, possession, or use of firearms by an in-
dividual for the lawful purpose of personal
defense, sport, recreation, education, or
tralning.”

Mr. SIKES. That is correct. Ad-
mittedly, it is broad language which is
intended to insure that no Government
agency will seek to deprive the private
law-abiding citizen of the right to own
and use firearms.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Iowa [Mr. Gross]l.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I think
we can siart with the premise here fo-
day that every Member of the House is
for peace and especially those Members
of the House who have served in combat
in one of our numerous wars. I cannot
think of a single Member, particularly
one who has served in combat, who
would ever want to see another war.
But, of course, there is something worse
than war, and that is slavery—slavery
of the mind, the soul, and the body; the
loss of freedom.

I for one am not ready now nor in
the foreseeable future to disarm the
United States, to weaken the United
States so that we become the prey and
slaves of any other power in the world.

This is an unusual bill. In the first
place, it comes to the House from the
other body, which is often known as
the “upping” body. This comes to the
House with a $10 million appropriation
or, rather, it came before the House
Committee on Foreign Affairs with a
$10 million annual appropriation for a
2-year period. Believe it or not, the
House Committee on Foreign Affairs has
become the “upping” commitiee of the
Congress in this instance. It recom-
mends $15 million annually for 2 years.
It goes the Senate a total of $10 million
better, and for what reason I do not
know. As a member of the committee
I am unable to understand why.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to yleld to
my chairman, although he did not yield
to me. I yield to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. MORGAN. The gentleman did
not mention that 17 Members of Con-
gress introduced bills, and their names
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are in the report, authorizing the full

$15 million.

Mr. GROSS. Yes. I read the names
and I do not know that having done so
it contributes anything in support of
the argument that the taxpayers should
be compelled to lavish an additional $10
million on this program. This is the
U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency. What is arms control? It
seems to me that arms control, to have
any meaning, is control of enemy arms,
and it is peculiarly the duty and the re-
sponsibility of the Pentagon, of our mili-
tary, to control enemy arms.

I say again that not in the foresee-
able future are you going to see dis-
armament. ¥Yet 2 years ago, late in
1961, there was created this super-duper
disarmament agency. Prior to that time
we were accomplishing just about as
much in the way of disarmament with
an expenditure of $700,000 to $1 million
a year. We were spending around $1
million a year to discuss disarmament.
However, late in 1961 came the creation
of this super-duper agency, and in the
first year, as I recall, the appropriation
for its sustenance was $1.6 million or
$1.8 million. Then it took flight. I be-
lieve the figure for last year was some
$6 million. I do not remember the exact
figure. Someone can supply the specific
information.

Mr. MORGAN. The sum of $6.5 mil-
lion is correct.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the Chairman.
Yes, $6.5 million for the last fiscal year
and now it is proposed to jump this to
$15 million. In all conscience, how can
you squander the taxpayers’ money this
way? And what is the money being
spent for? Betwen $3 million and $4
million a year is spent on administration.
This organization now has some 210 em-
ployees. At the proper time I will sub-
mit for printing in the Recorp—and I
hope you will look at it—the payroll of
this superduper organization. Some
28 employees—and remember there are
some 210 employees altogether—there
are some 28 of them drawing from $14,500
up to $22,500. This is empire building
at its worst. This is really a fat payroll
for a few chiefs and mighty few Indians.

Mr. Chairman, I submit at this point
as part of my remarks, the payroll of the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.
Of course, this does not include a single
dollar of the hundreds of thousands of
dollars that are spent by the agency for
consultants and on so-called research
contracts:

US. ArMS CONTROL AND DISARAMENT
AGENCY—PERSONNEL LISTING AS OF AUGUST
31, 1963

UNCLASSIFIED POSITIONS

William C. Foster, Director, $22,5600,

Adrian 8. Fisher, Deputy Director, $21,500.
. Archibald Alexander, Assistant Director,
$20,000.

George Bunn, General Counsel, $20,000.

Nedville E. Nordness, Public Affairs Adviser,
$20,000.

G518

Willlam H. Berman, Deputy General Coun-
sel, $20,000.

Robert E, Matteson, Disarmament Adviser,
$20,000,

George W. Rathjens, Deputy Assistant Di-
rector, $20,000.
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George R. Pugh, Deputy Assistant Director,
$20,000.
Robert L. Finley, Deputy Assistant Di-
rector, $20,000.
G817
Clement E. Conger, Speclal Assistant,
'$18,000.
GS—16
Wreatham Gathright, foreign affairs offi-
cer, $16,500.
Charles N. Van Doren, Assistant General
Counsel, $16,000.
GS-15
Alan F. Neidle, attorney adviser, $14,565.
William S. Gehron, information officer,
$15,045.
Emery J. Adams, security
$16,005.
Walter C. Ertel, budget officer, $15,045.
Phillip C, Holt, assistant disarmament ad-
viser, $17,445.

specialist,

Charles R. Gellner, foreign affairs officer,
$16,005.

Vincent Baker, foreign affairs officer,
$15,045.

Harland Moulton, foreign affairs officer,
$15,045.

Donald Benjamin, foreign affairs officer,

$15,045.
Nathan Rich, foreign affairs officer, $15,525.
Evan T. Sage, foreign affairs officer, $16,005.
Holmes, foreign affairs officer,

$14,565.
Charles Coleman, physical science officer,

$15,625.
Robert H. Ellis, physical science officer,

$14,665.
Edward M. Risley, foreign affairs officer,

$16,006.

Gs—14

Hampton Davis, administrative officer,
$13,270.

Albert Christopher, attorney adviser,
$18,270.

H. Keith Reinecker, security specialist,
$13,270.

M. L. Brockdorff, personnel officer, $13,270.

M. O. Zimmerman, contract specialist,
$14,120.

Thomas 8. Lough, project officer, $13,270.

Jeremy Blanchet, foreign affairs officer,
$13,270.

Henry D. Wyner, economist, $13,695.

Ruth L. Sivard, economist, $13,270.

Leonard 8. Rodberg, physical sclence of-
ficer, $13,270.

John R. Hall, foreign affairs officer, $14,970.

65-13

Mason Willrich, attorney adviser, $11,150.
« Douglas Griffiths, contract speclalist,
$11,880.

Robert Lambert, foreign affairs officer,
$11,880.

John W. Syphax, foreign affairs officer,

$11,880

Henry R. Myers, physical science officer,
$11,515.

Eurt Kreith, physical science officer,
$11,150.

G5—12
Mary G. Russell, secretary, $9,475.
Beatrice Puckett, staff assistant, $10,105.
Lenor Burmaster, foreign affairs officer,
$10,105.
James 8. Bodnar, foreign affairs officer,
$9,700.
Ralph W. Nary, foreign affairs officer, $9,475.
Jean E. Mayer, forelgn affairs officer, $9,475.
Richard D. Stoll, physical science officer,
$10,420.
Robert Brandweln, international econo-
mist, $9,475.
GS-11
David K. Harbinson,
$8,045.
Leona Timko, secretary, $8,045.
Eunice A, Walker, tnl’ormatlon speclalist,
$8,310.

attorney adviser,
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Bernice M. Mills, management technician,

$8,675.
GS~10

Adeline Chatterton, secretsry $7,535.

Alice O. Whittier, secretary, $7,

Olive J. Doherty, secretary, 38815

GS—9

Mary M. Fitzpatrick, secretary, $8,025.

June C. Eller, staff aid, $6,900.

Anne Gulasi, secretary, $7,125.

Mary J. Shaffer, mail and file supervi-
sor, §8,025.

Adalyn Davis, foreign affairs officer, $8,025.

Ruth O. Ihara, foreign affairs officer, $6,675.

Elizabeth A. Slany, documents officer, $7,-
125.

Margaret Johnson, secretary, $7,125.

Sadie 8, Eennedy, secretary, $7,675.

Julia E. Barry, secretary, $6,675.

Julia B. Erenzel, secretary, $8,025.

John H. Graves, documents officer, $6,675.

GS—8

Katherine Glazer, secretary, $6,500.
Margaret A. Lersch, secretary, $6,295.
Esther P. McFarland, secretary, $6,910.
Kaye M. Burchell, secretary, $7,935.

GS-T

Patricia M. Willlams, secretary, $5,910.
Patricia Kascak, secretary, $6,0056
Marian E. Welmer, secretary, $6,095.
Pauline 8. Trapp, secretary, $6,280.
Regina M. Ridder, secretary, $5,725.
Barbara Enuton, secretary, $5,725.
Medora Holm, staff aid, $6,835.
Helen Szpakowski, secretary, $6,650.
Sammie Venable, secretary $6,465.
Margaret Barrett, secretary, $6,835.
Shirley Price, secretary, $6,280.
Susan Edwin, foreign aflairs officer, $5,540.
Lorraine McCottry, secretary, $6,095.
Rose M. Hilton, secretary, $6,280.
Marjorie Gelgerich, secretary, $6,465.
Elizabeth McDougall, secretary, $5,725.
Jean Cunningham, secretary, $5,910.
Barbara J. Givens, secretary, $6,835.
Dorothy Woosley, secretary, $56,010.
Gertrude Rohrer, secretary, $6,465.
Christine Johnson, secretary, $6,836
Barbara C, Tewey, secretary, $5,910.
Thomas P. Flaherty, clerk, 85,640,
Jack O, Sando, foreign affairs officer, $5,540.
Gs—6
Victoria Gibbons, secretary, $5,205.
Mary F. Allen, clerk, £5,375.
Linda C, Yuzzolin, secretary, $6,065.
Grace B. Knerr, secretary, $5,205.
Patricia Hennessey, secretary, $5,035.
Regina H. S8imms, secretary, $6,565.
Henrletta Fliss, secretary, §5,205.
Gs—5
Gene M. Krause, secretary, $4,665.
Evalyn W, Dexter, secretary, $4,565.
Paul L. Ishimoto, mail and file clerk, $5,625.
Oliver J. Vosseler, mail and file clerk,
$5,045.
Francis Johnson, mail and file clerk, $4,885
JoAnn M, Rowe, secretary, $4,725.
Peggy J. McFarland, documents clerk,
$5,045.
Margaret C, Weedon, secretary, $5,365.
Joan Shepherd, secretary, $4,885.
Cecelia Skeen, secretary, $4,665.
Bonnie Barrett, secretary, $4,565.
Mary R. Grear, secretary, $4,725.
Lorraine Eostelnick, semtary 05.205
Ma.rgu&rite Glenn, secretary, $5
bert W. Gordon, foreign aﬂalrs assist-
ant $4,665.
GS—4
Susle M. Townsend,
$4,110.
Trudy I. Leik, clerk-stenographer, $4,110.
Stephen Pollard, physical science assistant,
$4,110.
Roxanne George, documents clerk, $4,110.
Edna M. Jones, clerk-stenographer, $4,110.

clerk-stenographer,

November 20

James E. Greene, mail and file clerk, $4,-
250.

Bonnie J. Moreau, clerk-stenographer, $4,-
50.

Odessa Mitchell, clerk-typist, $4,950.

Patricia Pigza, clerk-stenographer, $4,250,

Lillian Harley, clerk-typist, $5,000.

Nancy Hollingsworth, clerk-typist, $4,530,

Carole Gensh, clerk-stenographer, $4,110.
Gs-3

Elleen M. Hall, clerk-typist, $4,030.

Gretchen C. Cooksey, clerk-stenographer,
$3,820.

Nancy Bolinger, clerk-typist, $3,820.

Elizabeth O'Brien, clerk-typist, £3,820.

Anita L. Lieber, clerk-typist, $3,925.

David Culbert, clerk-typist, $3,925.

Patricia Hall, clerk-typist, $3,925.

Phyllis Getz, clerk-typist, $3,925.

John Crane, clerk-typist, $3,820.

Patricia DiFura, clerk-typist, $3,820.

Josephine Pluchino, clerk-typist, $4,030.

GS—2
Melvin G. Hall, messenger-clerk, $3,980.
GS—1
Nathaniel Pollard, messenger, $3,455,
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Bennett L. Basore, physical science officer,
$20,000.

Alton J. Wadman, physical sclence officer,
$18,500.

Thomas L. Saaty, physical science officer,
$18,500.

Lessing Kahn, project manager, $18,500.

Robert Kopp, electronic engineer, $17,500.

Harold Davis, military systems analyst,
$17,000.

Robert S. Rochlin, physical science officer,
$16,000.

FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICER, RESERVE AND STAFF
PERSONNEL DETAILED FROM DEPARTMENT OF
STATE—REIMBURSABLE
Jacob D. Beam, Assistant Director, GM.

& l&' H. Timberlake, disarmament adviser,
Richard B. Freund, Foreign Service officer,

FS0-1.

Idar Rimestad, Foreign Service officer,

FSO-2,

Samuel De Palma, Foreign Service officer,

FSO-2.

Alexander Kiefer, Foreign Service officer,

FS0-2.

Stuart H. McIntyre, Foreign Service officer,

FSO-4.

William Haynes, Foreign Service officer,

FS0-4.

Anthony O'Boyle, Foreign Service officer,

FSO-5

mwnliam C. Kinsey, Foreign Service officer,

O-5.

Thomas R. Pickering, Foreign Service offi-
cer,

Curt F Gross, Forelgn Service officer,
FS0O-T.

Russell O, Prickett, Foreign Service officer,
FSO-T.

Alan M. Parrent, Forelgn Service officer,
FS0O-T.

Richard 8. Thompson, Foreign Service offi-
cer, FSO-T.

Marie deGunzberg, Forelgn Service officer,

7.

FSO-T.
Robert A. Martin, Foreign Service officer,
T

William Maddox, Foreign Service Reserve
officer, FSR-1.

Jerome H. Spingarn, Foreign Service Re-
serve officer, FSR-2.

Marion W. Boggs, Foreign Service Reserve
officer, FSR-2.

Lawrence D. Weller, Foreign Service Re-
serve officer,

Philip J. Halla, Foreign Service Reserve offi-
cer, FER-3.

Alexander Akalovsky, Foreign Service Re-
serve officer, FSR-3.
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Thomas C. Irvin, Foreign Service Reserve

officer, PSR—4. 1

Anne W. Marks, Foreign Service Reserve of-
ficer, FSR-5.

James C. Kellogg, Foreign Service Reserve

officer, FSR-6.

Robert F. Greene, Foreign Service Reserve
officer, FSR-T.

Howard W. Catkins, Foreign Service Career
Reserve officer, FSCR-3.

Betty A. Peyton, Forelgn Service Staff,

Edward C. Mistach, Foreign Service Staff,
FSS-6.

Elizabeth G. Drott, Foreign Service Staff,
FSS-6

Francis J. Mullins, Foreign Service Staff,
F88-17.

Rush Voegele, Foreign Service Staff, FS5-8.

Thomas Finnell, Foreign Service Staff,
FS5-9.
MILITARY PERSONNEL DETAILED FROM DEPART-

MENT OF DEFENSE—REIMBURSABLE

Edward N. Parker, vice admiral, Assistant
Director.

David S. Daley, colonel, U.S. Army.

Pleas E. Greenlee, captain, U.S. Navy.

Paul J. Long, colonel, U.S. Air Force.

Charles W. McCoy, colonel, US. Marine
Corps.

Kent Parrott, colonel, U.S. Air Force.

Stuart Porter, colonel, U.8. Air Force.

Ira B. Richards, colonel, U.S. Army.

J. Ernest Samusson, colonel, U.S. Army.

R. B. Creecy, captain, U.S. Navy.

Joseph R. Struby, lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Air Force.

Arthur H. Sweeney, lieutenant colonel,
U.8. Army.

Charles H. Tisedale, commander, U.S. Navy.

Raymond E. Woodstock, lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Air Force.

Edward C. Kline, commander, U.S. Navy.

Mr. Chairman, the rest of the money
is being spent on what we are pleased,
these days, to call research. Let me read
to you from one of the pieces of litera-
ture that was developed fhrough a con-
tract let by the U.S. Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency. The taxpayers of
this Nation, in the name of disarma-
ment, are being victimized into paying
for this kind of propaganda:

Whether we admit it to ourselves or not we
benefit enormously from the capability of
the Soviet police system to keep law and
order over their 200 million-odd Russians
and the many additional millions in the
satellite states.

In other words, the so-called Disarma-
ment Agency is spending the taxpayers’
money to hire people to tell us what a
wonderful state of affairs it is that the
Russian Communists have a police sys-
tem that is able to keep 200 million peo-
ple in slavery. I ask you, do you think
this is the way that you, representing
the taxpayers, ought to be spending their
money—ifor this kind of propaganda?

The Disarmament Agency also tells
Americans what they should be prepared
for. You will find it in House Document
No. 57. It is the three-stage disarma-
ment plan. And after we are disarmed
who takes over? Who polices us? Why
the polyglot United Nations, of course.
This illustration, to be found in House
Document No. 57, tells better than
words what this Disarmament Agency
will get us into if it has its way.

Then you can read in the speeches and
statements made by Mr. Foster in one of
these disarmament pamphlets- how in
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stage 2—they do not wait for stage 3—
how the United States and its citizens
will be brought under the International
Court of Justice. No longer will Ameri-
cans be under the jurisdiction of the
courts of this country. They will be
brought under the International Court
of Justice and again under the United
Nations. If you want that, continue to
build up this organization. I want no
part of it.

I say to you here and now that as a
minimum this ought to be cut down to
the $10 million that the Senate author-
ized. It ought to be cut deeper than
that. It ought to be cut back to $5 or $6
million and then brought back down to
$1 million. I am perfectly willing to
maintain a small agency capable of dis-
cussing disarmament, if somebody wants
to discuss it and really means it. But
beyond that, this is a snarl and a delu-
sion. It is the creation of another em-
pire, another bureaucracy, at a cost of
millions of dollars.

Mr. HALEY. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Certainly I will yield to
my friend.

Mr., HALEY. I notice in the docu-
ment to which the gentleman just re-
ferred by Mr. Foster and put out by this
Agency, that they never refer to na-
tions. They refer to states, which would
lead me to believe that this is a move-
ment toward having a United States of
the World, rather than the nations of
the world. They never refer to the
United States as a nation, but merely as
one of the states in this scheme.

Mr. GROSS. Yes. Everything you
read in these documents put out by this
Agency means world federalism; one-
world government. It means the de-
struction of our Constitution and sov-
ereignty.

Another element of this insidious plan
would be the end of our concept of civil-
ian control of the military. How many
other members of the United Nations,
and there are more than 100 of them,
hold to this concept? Military dictator-
ships and military takeovers around the
world are a dime a dozen these days.
Yet those voting for this bill are voting
to promote a disarmament plan that
would lodge what would be left of our
military forces in an organization, the
United Nations, in which scores of na-
tions have become subservient to their
military forces.

If we believe in freedom for ourselves
and the citizens we represent, how gul-
lible can we be in voting for this bill and
the disarmament program that is being
promoted?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has expired.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. ZABLOCKI].

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of S. 777, as amended in the
House Foreign Affairs Committee.

As one of the original cosponsors of
the legislation which established the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
I have watched its operations with inter-
est over the past 2 years. Its success has
been gratifying.
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. Since its creation, the Agency’s re-
search and negotiating efforts have con-
tributed significantly to two agreements
which, it is believed, have furthered the
cause of arms control and lessened the
dangers of nuclear war.

The first of these is the so-called hot
line. The need for some form of ready
communications between our President
and his advisers and the men in the
Kremlin became readily apparent during
the Cuban crisis of 1 year ago.

In that time of highest tension and
impending danger of all-out war, it was
recognized that the means were lacking
to relay messages quickly and safely be-
tween Washington and Moscow. This
complicated the dangers of an accidental
nuclear exchange.

From that need the “hot line” was de-
veloped. Although some have misrepre-
sented the system as a telephone system
with our President on one end and Pre-
mier Khrushchev on the other, talking
face to face, we know that is not so.

The hot line is a teletype system, in-
stalled in the Pentagon, which allows
fast communications, but rules out the
misunderstandings which might result
from direct voice transmission.

Although other agencies were involved
in the effort to develop this system, it was
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency which formulated the system and
carried out the agreement.

A second accomplishment was the lim-
ited test ban treaty.

This agreement, banning nuclear ex-
plosions in the atmosphere, has been
hailed around the world by those aware
of the dangers to ourselves and our chil-
dren of radioactive fallout.

It would be folly to see this treaty as
an end to the cold war. But, as our Pres-
ident has said, it can be a step in the
right direction.

The Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency was responsible for the careful
advance planning of the U.S. position on
the limited test ban agreement.

Mr. BECKER. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, ZABLOCKI. 1yield to the gentle-
man from New York, briefly.

Mr. BECKER. Just for the sake of
obtaining information, I would like to
get some additional information on this
point. I do not want to eriticize. I just
want to get some information.

Mr. ZABLOCKI, I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. BECKER. The gentleman talks
about one of the accomplishments of this
Disarmament Agency in respect to the
nuclear test ban treaty. I think the gen-
tleman mentioned that.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Idid.

Mr. BECKER. The question I want to
ask that comes to my mind, and I could
be wrong, is this: It is my understanding
that Mr. Foster and other members of
the Disarmament Agency were in Geneva
and were attempting to negotiate a test
ban treaty with certain controls and in-
spections and had been there for years.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. That is correct.

Mr. BECKER. If the gentleman will
vield further, then, suddenly, Mr. Khru-
shchev notifies us that he would sign a
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test ban treaty and we sent Mr. Harri-
man to Moscow. It is my understanding
that he negotiated the test ban treaty
with no controls and no inspections.

Mr. ZABLLOCKI. That is not true.

Mr. BECKER. This is my under-
standing, based upon what I have read.
I do not know where the Disarmament
Agency got into the negotiations on the
nuclear test ban treaty. I just want fo
get it straight.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. The ACDA 1laid the
groundwork for the negotiations,

Harriman negotiated the treaty, that
is true. The gentleman is in error when
he says there are no controls and no
inspections in the treaty.

Mr. BECKER. There is no inspection
in it. That is what the Disarmament
Agency was arguing about all the time it
was meeting in Geneva.

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ZABLOCEKI. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.

Mr. GALLAGHER. I would like to re-

fer to testimony in our hearings, page
164, by Mr. Foster with regard to the
guestion that the gentleman poses:
. When the apparent change in state of
mind was exhibited by Mr. Khrushchev in
his July 2 speech which indicated the possi-
bility of a negotiation of this present treaty,
we Immediately again called a meeting of
the Committee of Principals. It was de-
cided that Mr. Harriman would be sent to
Moscow as the representative of the Presi-
dent in view of his many contacts with Mr,
Ehrushchev, but the drawing up of the in-
structions, that part of the actlvity was at
our Initlatlon and done by wus, of course
with cooperation again of the Committee of
Principals and finally with the President,
and when the mission was selected, my dep-
uty, Mr. Fisher, was Mr. Harriman's deputy.
The scientists who went were our sclentists.
The Interpreter was our interpreter, the sec-
Tetaries were our secretaries, so that we made
up some 40 or 50 percent of the delegation
and in the drafting committee, Mr. Fisher
was the actual member of the drafting com-
mitiee that worked with the representative
of the SBoviet Union in the final drafting of
the treaty.

Mr. BECEER. I think the gentleman
has made my point, We signed an en-
tirely different treaty than was nego-
tiated by the Disarmament Agency at
Geneva. I think the gentleman “has
made the point for me.

Mr. GALLAGHER. I tried to make
the point we would not be in any posi-
tion to negotiate a treaty were it not for
the preliminary work going on at Geneva
prior to the change of mind of Mr.
Khrushchev.

Mr, BECKER. I agree about the
change in mind of Mr. Khrushchev on
inspections that we fought for for years.

Mr. GALLAGHER. The fact is if it
were not for the Disarmament Agency we
would be in no position to negotiate any
treaty without jeopardizing our position.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, I
concur with the gentleman from New
Jersey in what he has just said. The
Agency produced the first draft agree-
ment which was taken by Governor
Harriman and his staff to Moscow. It
supplied staff and backup information
for the negotiators.

Chairman,
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But more than that, the Agency was
active in the development of the verifica-
tion system which, in the last analysis,
made the test ban treaty possible.

For this treaty is not based on trust—
we know better than to trust the Rus-
sians—but on technical devices that
make possible the detection of any So-
viet cheating.

In this way the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency not only contributes to
the cause of peace we all avow, but also
strengthens the security of our Nation.

The Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency has conducted its activities on a
very -limited budget. During its first
2 years, it operated on an appropriation
of $20 million, less than the cost of two
B-58 bombers.

The bill before us today inecreases the
appropriation to $30 million. There is
good reason for this rise in expenditure.
Necessarily, the Agency’s research pro-
gram is growing. The first 2 years of
its operation were devoted to the develop-
ment of the basic prineiples upon which
to base a sound and effective research
program.

Now, however, more detailed research
and analysis is required to provide the
technical data necessary for sound
U.S. negotiations in the arms control
area.

The Agency must research, develop,
test, and evaluate verification systems.
These systems are complicated and ex-
pensive, This is particularly true when
the ACDA gets into the later stages
involving hardware research and field
tests, For example, the largest research
project programed for fiscal 1964 will
involve $2,400,000 for Project Cloud
Gap—a field test of inspection proce-
dures,

Mr. Chairman, the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency has been the tar-
get of much criticism during its first 2
years of operation. After studying these
criticlsms, the committee came to the
conclusion that they were largely based
on erroneous information or rank prej-
udiece.

One lesson we have learned since the

end of World War II is that peace does
not come with the cessation of hostili-
ties. Peace can only result from the
conscious exertions of ‘men of good will
around the world.
" The Arms Confrol and Disarmament
Agency provides our Nation with an ef-
fective instrument in the crusade for
global peace. It provides us with a sym-
bol by which to show the world that
our Nation sincerely is seeking an end
to world tensions.

Can we then appropriate $50 billion
for the armaments of war, and find $30
million too much to pay for an instru-
ment of peace?

The answer is clear. We cannot re-
fuse this appropriation. Rather, we
must remain true to the legitimate as-
pirations for peace which dwell in the
hearts of all true Americans.

Mrs, FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr,
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. Apair]l.

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, as we
consider this bill today many of us have
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troubled hearts and minds. We are trou-
bled not at the objectives of this legis-
lation but we are troubled at the direc-
tion in which it sometimes seems to be
leading us.

If Members will refresh their recollec-
tions by a rereading of the purposes of
the act as it is now written, they will
find, I am sure, that it does not envisage
a situation in which our country denudes
itself of protective armament. Not for
an instant would I say a word in support
of this legislation if I felt it endangered
our national security.

Members should recall that during the
debate on a predecessor measure 2 years
ago the point was made that we were
giving form and substance to an agency
already in existence, with the ultimate
aim of giving greater congressional con-
trol over this agency and at the same
time assuring that we were not endan-
gering ourselves as & nation.

Statements have been made—improp-
er, unfortunate, unwarranted, and un-
justified statements of the kind the gen-
tleman from Iowa just a few moments
ago quoted to us. In my opinion, these
are by no means justified by the legisla-~
tion which is before us,

This Agency was set up, Mr. Chairman,
Members will recall, with the purpose of
creating an organization which would
study, which would prepare, which would
be knowledgeable upon matters of inter-
national agreements, perhaps eventually
leading to disarmament of reasonable
and safe degree, and always with safe-
guards as to our national security.

It was the concept that this' Agency
should be prepared to advise both the
Executive and the Congress upon.qgues-
tions relating to arms control.

1 said a moment ago that the legisla~-
tion which we enacted in September 1961
gave form and control to existing activ-
ity. It did just that. There was in the
State Department prior to that time an
organization which was studying the
whole question of agreements leading to
arms control.

Our legislative action formalized that
organization. Let me remind Members
of another thing. “When this legislation
was before us previously, it was first des-
ignated as the Disarmament Agency. As
a result of action taken in this body, the
words “Arms Control” were added to the
title. In fact, we indicated we felt
“Arms Control” was a better and a more
descriptive name for the organization.

The proposal before us this year was
first for: a continuing authorization.
Neither the other body nor this body
found it wise to give that continuing
authorization. To demonstrate the fact
that we in the Congress felt the need of
actively watching the performance of
this agency, we put & 2-year limitation
on it and that is the bill that is before
us today.

We are asked by the terms of the com-
mittee bill to authorize the appropria-
tion for a 2-year period of $30 million.
This is $10 million higher than was au-
thorized by the other body. In my opin-
ion, $30 million is too much. It ought to
be reduced. And at the proper time I will
urge the reduction of this to a figure
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not greater than the $20 million for the
2 years already authorized by the other
body.

Keep in mind the fact that for the
first 2 years of the existence of this or-
ganization, there was an authorization
of $10 million which was sufficient to
carry it for 2 years and, in fact, there
is some of that $10 million unexpended
right now, which has been appropriated
in a bill which passed this House earlier
this year and is now languishing in the
other body. But for 2 years $10 million
has been sufficient to carry out the activ-
ities of this organization. I see no rea-
son, my colleagues, why if $10 million can
carry it for the past 2 years, and not from
a standing start but as an organization
already in being, then why should not
$10 million for each of the following 2
years be enough? I think we would be
by no means justified in granting the ad-
ditional amount of money which the
Committee on Foreign Affairs saw fit to
put in this bill.

In other words, Mr. Chairman, here is
a bill which we may vote for with certain
misgivings, having in mind it is our
function and our purpose most carefully
to watch the activities of this agency.
But let us not drown the agency with too
much money. Let us keep it on a rea-
sonable financial basis and then dis-
charge our congressional responsibility
by watching carefully the course it takes
in the future. Two years hence we may
then again decide what our course of
action ought to be.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ADAIR. 1Iyield to the gentleman.

Mr. CEDERBERG. I think there is
not any question that the crying need of
the world today is disarmament. As a
matter of fact, I voted for the original
authorization because I felt maybe this
new administration had some new ideas
in this field. However, by observing the
Agency for some time, and I serve on the
appropriation subcommittee handling
these funds, I am not convinced that we
are making any more progress in this
area even though we are spending more
money.

I thought it might be appropriate to
read something from the UPI wire and
get this thing in perspective. I am
afraid we do not realize the kind of
enemy we are up against. Ido not think
there is any way that we could possibly
trust any agreement with the Soviet
Communist bloc at any time at any place.
We should be very careful and recognize
their objective is our destruction and loss
of freedom.

This is the item that came over the
UPI wires:

Moscow.—A top Russian missile general
has urged Defense Secretary McNamara and
other U.S. officials “to give up their atomic
blackmail and threats against the Socialist
world” or face the consequences, Moscow
Radio said today.

It quoted Col. Gen. Vladimir Tolubko, first
assistant commander of Soviet strategic
rocket forces as saying:

“American soil would become the theater
of military operations from the very first
minute of any war imposed on us.”
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Tolubko was gquoted as taking issue with
McNamara’s remarks about America’s sup-
posed nuclear supremacy. The Russian said:

“I would once again like to recall a re-
mark by (Soviet) Defense Minister Marshal
Malinovsky that we will retaliate for the
number of missiles threatening us with a
simultaneous salvo of several times the num-
ber of missiles, and by such powerful nu-
clear explosions that they will really wipe off
the face of the earth all the installations and
industrial and administrative centers of the
United States of America, and completely
wipe out the countries that have allowed
their soil to be used for American war
bases.”

Tolubko sald McNamara's “boasts” were
meant for propaganda and to “soothe” the
American public and those in the West who
“are learning ever more frequently about the
fallures of American missile and nuclear
rocket tests.”

“Meantime, the Western press, which can-
not be suspected of sympathy for the Soviet
Union, is printing more and more news about
the supremacy of Soviet nuclear missiles,”
he sald., “Just 11 days ago the British In-
stitute of Strategic Research again stressed
officially that Soviet intercontinental missiles
have more powerful engines and bigger war-
heads than American missiles of the same
type. The institute also admits the US.SR.'s
supremacy in medium-range missiles.”

Tolubko claimed that Russian strategic
missiles have no range restrictions and can
carry thermonuclear warheads of colossal
strength., He also claimed no limit to the
destructive power of these missiles.

The Russian general was quoted as saying
that Russian nuclear charges and super-
powerful rockets “are enough to destroy any
country with a few H-bombs."

Tolubko guoted unnamed “American spe-
clalists” as estimating that in case of war 263
5-megaton bombs could wipe out 71 large
American cities and kill 53 million people.

“We must say these estimates are based
on fact,” he sald.

The Russian said Communist strategic mis-
siles can cross 6,000 miles in 30 to 36 minutes
and cannot be intercepted because they are
independently controlled and are not linked
with any ground radio devices, Tolubko
concluded by saying:

“For the sake of all humanity and of
maintaining peace on this planet of ours,
Mr. NcNamara and his colleagues would have
done better long ago to give up their atomic
blackmall and threats against the Socialist
world, a policy promising nothing good for
the aggressor.”

The Russian Defense Ministry newspaper
Red Star accused McNamara of “boasting too
much."”

“Would it not be better for him to hold
his tongue?” Red Star asked. “No one is
frightened by the thunder of such speeches.”

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr,
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the dis-

tinguished gentleman from Montana
[Mr. BaTTIN].
Mr. BATTIN. Mr. Chairman, one

thing that might be interesting is to re-

‘view the events leading up to the passage

of the original bill as it went through
the House in 1961. The Senate commit-
tee on August 14, 15, and 16 of 1961 held
hearings on the bill. On August 24, 25,
and 28 and on September 7, 1961, hear-
ings were also held in the House Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs. The Senate
passed the bill on September 8, 1961. On
September 19, 1961, the House passed
the bill, and it then went to conference
on the 23d day of September 1961. But
on September 20 the United Nations As-
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sembly welcomed the joint statement on
agreed principles for disarmament nego-
tiations reached by Presidential Adviser
John J. MeCloy and Soviet Deputy For-
eign Minister Zorin.

On September 25, 1961, the President
delivered a message to the General As-
sembly of the United Nations stating
the United States program for general
and complete disarmament in a peaceful
world. On the following day he signed
into law Public Law 87-297.

At the committee hearing on August
24 the gentlewoman from Ohio [Mrs.
Frances P. Borron], the ranking minor-
ity member of our committee, asked a
question of John McCloy, and I would
like to quote it.

Do you find that there are many differing
views as to disarmament?

Mr. John MeCloy said:

Yes. There are many different views as to
disarmament.

Then the gentlewoman from Ohio
[Mrs. BoLToN] asked:

Are you going to propose to draw all those
ideas together and work them out?

Mr. McCloy said:
That is right.

Yet within 32 days after this state-
ment we find the President submitting
to the United Nations the proposal on
complete and general disarmament in a
peaceful world. So there could not have
been any consultation by the agency
with Members of Congress or with peo-
ple with divergent views.

It is even more interesting to read a
little bit about the proposed treaty which
would in three stages disarm the United
States and other countries and place the
United Nations in such a position that
it would have more arms, more men, and
more ability to control the destiny of the
world. I say this because in the book
prepared by the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency, “Outlines of Basic
Provisions of a Treaty on General and
Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful
World” they state very emphatically
that the purpose of the treaty is to en-
large the United Nations peacekeeping
organ to such an extent that no other
nation, or state, as they refer to it, in the
world will have the power to resist. So,
as was said earlier as to the possibility
of this becoming a one world govern-
ment or one world organization, cer-
tainly the blueprint is here.

The original language in the Senate
bill that is before us, S. 777, was changed
in committee, and I would like at this
time to pay personal tribute to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. Foun-
TAIN], who did yeoman work in 1961 to
write into the bill language that would
in fact save the integrity of the House.
Under the provisions that were sent over
to us in S. 777, the bill before us today,
the House of Representatives basically
would have been cut out almost com-
pletely from any possibility of having
anything more to say on this very vital
subject other than the authorization and
appropriation of money. I would ask the
chairman of this committee, if he does
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not agree first of all that the basic pur-
pose of the act as it was passed into law
in 1961 was that the ultimate goal of the
United States is a world which is free
from the scourge of war and the dangers
and burdens of armaments; in which the
use of force has been subordinated to the
rule of law; and in which international
adjustments to a changing world are
achieved peacefully. It is the purpose of
this act to provide impetus toward this
goal by creating a new agency of peace to
deal with the problem of reduction and
control of armaments looking toward
ultimate world disarmament.

Arms control and disarmament policy,
being an important aspect of foreign
policy, must be consistent with national
security policy as a whole. The formula-
tion and implementation of U.S. arms
control and disarmament policy in a
manner which will promote the national
security can best be insured by a central
organization charged by statute with pri-
mary responsibility for this field. This
organization must have such a position
within the Government that it can pro-
vide the President, the Secretary of State,
other officials of the executive branch,
and the Congress with recommendations
concerning U.S. arms control and dis-
armament policy, and can assess the
effect of these recommendations upon
our foreign policies, our national security
policies, and our economy.

Does not the gentleman feel that, with
this language and with the limitation
provided in section 33, we cannot do
anything as far as reducing arms and
armament of the United States without
a treaty or further legislative action of
the Congress; that the Agency should
counsel with the House and Senate if
they expect to find a sympathetic view
for their gigantic proposals?

Mr. MORGAN. Section 33 was added
on the floor of the House 2 years ago,
and it requires that an agreement must
be ratified by the Senate as a treaty or
by a majority of both Houses of the Con-

The amzs Control Agency recognizes
thnutl;sdapendenton the Congress and
is ready to consult with the Congress.
They have a very good congressional
linison man and I am sure that he will
be glad fo arrange consultation with any
Member whenever a Member has a ques-

;

Mr. BATTIN. I thank the gentleman.
I should like to say to the Members, that
if they have the opportunity they should
the report to Congress submitted by
Arms Conftrol and Disarmament
Agency. It is a document of the Arms

Ei

1, to December 31, 1962, and reads in
part, as follows:
The two basic general disarmament pro-
considered by the Geneva Conference
have been the U.S. “Outline of Basic Provi-
sions of a Treaty on General and Complete
Disarmament in a Peaceful World" and the
Soviet Unlon’s “Treaty on General and Com-
plete Disarmament Under Strict Interna-
tlonal Control.”

Our proposal was made in Geneva to
the 18 Nation Disarmament Conference.
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For those who are interested in consti-
tutional law, and I am sure most of us
are, we find that because our Constitu-
tion makes freaties the supreme law of
the land, we are faced with the guestion
of whether or not, first, the Congress
shall have the power to provide for the
common defense of this country; be-
cause we would be eliminating our arms
and leaving ourselves in an indefensible
position, Second, the President is Com-
mander in Chief of the Army and the
Navy, but if we do not have an Army
and a Navy he has nothing to command.
Third, certainly the Congress has the
power to declare war. But here again,
by building up the U.N., which is the
stated purpose under the treaty, to the
point where no nation could resist it, it
raises large questions, at least in my
mind. Fourth, it raises the very con-
troversial question whether or not our
judicial powers in the United States
should remain in the Supreme Court or
whether they should be turned over to
an International Court of Justice, I
would say again, referring to the report
filed by the agency, that the Interna-
tional Disarmament Organization would
have tremendous power—and this is the
first time this comes into view—

The International Disarmament Organiza-
tion, being established within the framework
of the United Nations, would conduct its
activities in accordance with the purposes
and principles of the United Nations.

We are faced again with the basic
concept of what our country, as a sov-
ereign power, is supposed to do. As was
said here earlier there is not a soul in
this body who advocates that we go to
war. Yet because of the votes here in
the last 3 years on defense we will do
whatever is necessary to defend the
United States #ind have a force big
enough to protect us and to keep the
peace of the world.

Mr, MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. JoELson]1.

Mr., JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, we
voted, I believe, at this session almost
$50 billion for military hardware. Even
when you say that fast, it is still 50,000
millions of dollars.

Now, Mr. Chairman, today we are con-
sidering whether we will spend $20 or
$30 million over a 2-year period, as the
case may be, to explore paths toward the
halting of the expensive and potentially
dangerous arms race.

Mr. Chairman, the path to peace is a
very difficult and rocky path. I do not
charge any Member of this House, nor
even intimate, that any Member of this
House would not be for peace. But you
will not obtain peace without exploring
every honorable means consistent with
our national security.

Mr. Chairman, we have obtained re-
sults from this Agency, modest results,
but at least meaningful results.

Mr. Chairman, I certainly have no
hesitancy at all in supporting the legis-
lation under consideration.

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 8 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Washington
[Mr. STinson].
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Mr. STINSON. Mr, Chairman, many
statements have been made this after-
noon about various Members being for
peace and against war. I am sure that
we can all agree on that. I certainly
am in favor of this philosophy. But the
type of peace I think most of us are in
favor of, is the old-fashioned American
kind which is peace coupled with free-
dom and not the brandnew Communist
kind of peace which results in the com-
plete and total cessation of opposition to
the onslaught of world communism.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I cannot think of
a single major nation in recent history
that has disarmed which has not found
itself involved in a war. It seems that as
soon as any major nation disarms, there
is always an aggressor around which will
take the offensive against the nation
and involve it in some kind of conflict.

Mr. Chairman, actually, it would seem
to me, if we used recent history as an
example, that disarmament or arms con-
trol can actually result in war.

Two good examples of this are in the
period before World War II when the
allies disarmed and found themselves
attacked by Nazi Germany

Then, after World War ]I the Unibed
States disarmed and found itself involved
in the EKorean conilict.

Someday I hope that Socialist aggres-
sions which have plagued the world will
be eliminated. Then perhaps it will be
safe to disarm. At the present time I
believe that the best way to keep the
peace which we all want so badly is for
the United States to remain so strong
that no aggressor will dare to attack us.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to analyze
what I believe is a very important doeu-
ment. It is called the blueprint for the
peace race. This document is an out-
line as to how the United States should
propose to disarm. This is an official
document of the U.S. Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency. It was released
in May 1962, several months after the
Agency was s

I would call your attention, first, to
the foreword of this document, about
halfway down the page, where it says:

President Eennedy on September 25, 1081,
presented to the General Assembly of the
United Nations the “United States Program
for General and Complete Disarmament in
a Peaceful World.” 'To provide a more pre-
clse statement of the United States approach
to disarmament and the manner in which
that approach should be implemented, the
United States on April 18, 1862, presented
to the conference of the 18-nation Com-
mittee on Disarmament, meeting in Geneva,
an “Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty
on General and Complete Disarmament in a
Peaceful World.” Although not a draft
treaty, the “Outline” elaborates and extends
the proposals of September and provides in
specific terms a substantlal basis for the
negotiation of arms control and dlsarma-
ment treaty obligations.

This document describes three stages
of disarmament, made up of three 3-year
periods. On page 7 it goes into a de-
scription of stage I, and I would like to
call to the attention of the Members that
possibly we are into stage I already. I
will give you some examples of why I
raise this possibility. I might also add
that I have not heard of any similar
program being put forth by the Russians.
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The paragraph entitled “Reduction of
Armaments,” provides for various weap-
ons to be reduced. Ifreads:

(1) Armed combat alrcraft having an
empty weight of 40,000 kilograms or greater;
missiles having a range of 5,000 kilometers
or greater, together with their related fixed
launching pads; and submarine-launched
missiles and air-to-surface missiles having
a range of 300 kilometers or greater.

Mr. Chairman, we have now cut back
on the RS-70 program and reduced this
program to only three prototypes.

We have stopped production of the
B-58 bomber. We are also retiring the
B-52 bomber 2 or 3 years ahead of
schedule. Also the Skybolt missile pro-
gram has been eliminated. The RS-T0,
the B-58, and the Skybolt cannot be
considered as obsolete.

Perhaps these are examples of dis-
armament. I read the next paragraph:

(2) Armed combat aircraft having an
empty weight of between 15,000 kilograms
and 40,000 kilograms and those missiles not
included in category (1) having a range be-
tween 300 kilometers and 5,000 kilometers,
together with any related fixed launching
pads.

Perhaps the early retirement of the
B-47 aircraft is an example of this cate-
gory. We can add the Jupiter and Thor
missiles that were taken out of their
sites in Turkey and Ifaly 7 months affer
they were installed.

Continuing on:

({6) Anti-missile missile systems, together
with related fixed launching pads.

I would direct your attention to the
fact that the Nike-Zeus missile has been
very materially delayed in development.
It is becoming more doubtful every day
whether it is going to fly.

Now, I would like to ecall attention to
page 11. This paragraph refers to the
production of fissionable materials for
nuclear weapons. I understand our
plants that manufacture nuclear weap-
ons are going to be reduced by half.

On page 12—*“Nuclear weapons test ex-
plosions”—as Mr. Foster says, the nu-
clear test ban treaty has already been
accomplished.

Let me go now to page 13, “Prohibition
of weapons of mass destruction in orbit.”
I would point out to the chairman of the
committee this has been accomplished
in that an agreement was recently
reached in the U.N. that provided that we
would not orbit nuclear weapons in
space. This particular action was agreed
to at the United Nations by the U.S.
Government without any consent of the
Senate or the House.

Then, paragraph No. 2 coneerns
“Peaceful cooperation in space.” This
would involve the program that the
President has proposed in encouraging
Russia to accompany us to the moon.

On page 15 is a paragraph that dis-
cusses the “hot line” between heads of
government. As we have already dis-
cussed, this has been accomplished.

To go back fo page 2, the firsf para-
graph, “Military research, development,
and testing would be subject to in-
creasing limitations during the disarma-
ment process.” I would point out to
the Members of the House that since
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Mr. Kennedy’s speech of September 1961
outlining this plan of disarmament, not
one single new weapons system has been
developed and placed info inventory.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
8 minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. GALLAGHER].

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, I
listened with great interest to the last
gentleman who said that we are in stage
1 of the disarming process. He gave us
his reasons. I think he left out the fact
that we no longer make the B-29's or
the B-24's, or the B-1T's, or the Spads of
World War I, the Enfield rifle, and that
we no longer wear triangular hats going
into battle. The fact that we find some
of our weapons are obsolete is not in-
dicative of itself that we are disarming.
This “blueprint for the peace race” that
the gentleman referred to is not a pro-
posed treaty that was submitted. It was
an outline of those proposals that would
have to be met before the United States
could consider disarming in any phase.

It is not a question of unilateral dis-
arming, as the gentleman would have us
believe. On the contrary, it sets forth
to all those people who are interested the
fact that the United States is prepared
to seek peace if the Soviets are prepared
to meet the terms that we outline in this
blueprint for peace. So that there is
great misunderstanding about this whole
matter.

I served at the Disarmament Confer-
ence last summer along with the gentle-
man from Oregon [Mr. Norsrap]l. I can
say and report to this House that this
agency is doing an outstanding job with
the weapons at their command, and that
any treaty that is brought about will be
brought about only if it is done through
competency or knowledge that we ac-
quire through research or which we ac-
quire through our own efforts.

I heard my colleague from Iowa say,
“Let us not trust the Russians.” I agree.
I have heard several of the speakers here
today say, “Let us not trust the Rus-
sians.” I agree with this. But I do feel
that we should trust ourselves. I think
that history and our experience will
prove to all of us that it is impossible to
trust the Communists, so if we go on that
supposition, let us proceed to the next.
How are we going to bring about a sue-
cessful search for peace if we do not
possess the knowledge and the compe-
tency to bring this about? I think the
only way we can do this is by trusting
ourselves. We did not trust the Russians
when we entered into the test ban
treaty but we were prepared to enter
into the test ban treaty as a result of
the technieal proficiency that has been
brought about by this country through
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency. So today it ought not to be a
matter of trust, it ought to be a matter
of our own competency in this very tech-
nical field.

I heard the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
Gross] say he would like to cut this fig-
ure down to $1 million. If you want to
be against the program, it is certainly
one’s right to discuss whether or not this
whole program should be abandoned.
On the other hand, if we should retain
this program, than I think we ought to
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allow the people to perform their job
adequately.

The difference involved in the amount
of money we are seeking here today is for
the basic research contracts that are
outlined on pages 19 to 21 here. This is
the difference in what will happen if the
amount of money is cut out. I wish all
Members before they vote on the bill will
review that which will be eliminated
from this program if we do drastically
cut out this amount of money.

Basically, what it does is preclude us
from extending our competency in the
field of intelligence and research. It af-
fects us in those areas where we can sit
down with certain knowledge and tell
the Russians we can go this far, or know
with certainty whether we can accept the
proposals which they submit. I might
say that on the blueprint for peace the
Soviet Union on many occasions at the
conference submitted its plan for total
disarmament. We have rejected it be-
cause it does not go about it with the
degree of security that is necessary to
the United States engaging in any ne-
gotiations.

I heard it said here this morning that
we ought to go along with the Senate’s
proposal, which is for $10 million, in-
stead of the House version, which is for
$15 million. I see no reason at all why
we should accept the other body’s guid-
ance in this field, since your committee
did far more extensive work in the matter
before Chairman MoreaN presented this
bill to the committee here this morning.

The Senate had 1 day of hearings.
The House Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs had 10 days of complete hearings.
‘We not only had the witnesses from the
Agency, but we had Mr. McCone, of the
CTIA, and people from the Department of
Defense and we had all of the people
who are interested in this important field.

So this bill comes before the Commit-
tee of the Whole House today not on the
basis of the Senate hearings, but on the
basis of the long and tedious hearings
that were held by the Committee on For-
eign Affairs of the House of Represent-
atives. I see my distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Grossl
here. He said the control of enemy
arms could be done by the Pentagon.
The Pentagon cannot control the enemy
arms unless we are engaged in war.

What we are trying to do is to prevent
war, but to do that without jeopardizing
the security of the United States. The
control of the enemy arms can only come
about at the negotiating table. I think
we owe it to ourselves and we owe it to
the world to proceed with knowledge and
with competence to find out if we can
bring about a disarmament agreement.
I want to say there is no one in this
room today who thinks this is going to
be brought about immediately or in the
next 5 years or in the next 10 years or
in the next 20 years.

But if we owe anything to our children,
we owe them this. We ought to try to
do this, but in trying to achieve this goal
we cannot jeopardize the security of the
United States. It cannot be done by
going in with a group of nice fellows who
sit down around the table and say, “Well,
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what are we going to do about disarm-
ing?” We must go in with knowledge
and with competency and with technical
efficiency and superiority so that we can
evaluate what we are proposing and so
that we can also properly evaluate what
we are going to do if the Soviet Union
should make some new proposals.

Mr. STINSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GALLAGHER.
gentleman.

Mr. STINSON. Can the gentleman
give me one example of where a country
has prevented a war by disarming?

Mr. GALLAGHER. What I am try-
ing to do is to present the gentleman
with the situation that has developed in
our lifetime where we must attempt to
find a way to disarm without incinerat-
ing the world as we know it today.

Mr. STINSON. But the gentleman
cannot give me an example?

Mr. GALLAGHER. Yes, I can give
you an example, The example is the
United States—if 100 years from now we
still exist, it is because we have found a
means to live in peace honorably and
with security.

Mr. STINSON. I hope there is no
doubt in anybody’s mind but that we will
still be in existence.

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman,
prior to the creation of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency, what little
research was done in this highly special-
ized field was done on a spasmodic, part-
time basis by agencies whose primary
concerns lay in other directions. The
need for coordinated research under a
centralized authority was recognized by
witnesses who appeared before the For-
eign Affairs Committee when we consid-
ered the bill to create the Agency in 1961.
Among those supporting the creation of
the Agency were President Kennedy and
former President Eisenhower; two for-
mer Secretaries of Defense, Thomas S.
Gates, Jr., and Robert A. Lovett; a for-
mer and the current Secretaries of State,
Christian A. Herter and Dean Rusk;
Deputy Secretary of Defense, Roswell L.
Gilpatric; former Director of Defense
Research and Engineering, Dr. Herbert
York; Atomic Energy Commissioner, Le-
land J. Haworth; two former and the
current U.S. Ambassadors to the United
Nations, Henry Cabot Lodge, James J.
Wadsworth, and Adlai Stevenson; for-
mer Supreme Allied Commander in
Europe, Gen. Alfred M. Gruenther; and
the then Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, Gen. Lyman L. Lemnitzer.

During the course of the authoriza-
tion hearings this year, top officials from
other Government agencies such as the
Department of Defense, the Atomic En-
ergy Commission, and the National Aer-
onautics and Space Agency appeared be-
fore the Foreign Affairs Committee.
They testified that there is no duplica-
tion of research conducted by the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency in this
fleld. They supported the work of the
Agency and pointed out that it made
important contributions to both the hot
line agreement and the limited test ban
treaty.

The utility of Agency research in the
formulation of arms control and disar-

I yield to the
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mament policy has not been restricted to
the hot line and test ban. This is true
even though the Agency is only 2 years
old and its first research contract was
entered into on February 6, 1962. Ac-
cording to the Agency, it usually takes
12 months or more to complete major
research contracts.

The committee was provided with a
number of examples of studies that have
relevance to current and anticipated ne-
gotiating needs. They all involve prob-
lems which must be resolved if arms con-
trol and disarmament are to offer a safe
route to advancing the national secu-
rity.

The problems of verification and con-
trol are central to the achievement of
arms control and disarmament objec-
tives. Accordingly, the Agency has
placed greatest emphasis on developing
acceptable approaches to these prob-
lems. During fiscal year 1962, more
than nine-tenths of the Agency's con-
tract effort was concerned with this area
of research. There were contract re-
search studies, for example, on the prob-
lems of verifying limitations on levels
of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles.
Such limitations pose a central issue of
arms control and disarmament negotia-
tions. The Agency adopted a twofold
approach. First, through a contract
with the Bendix Corp., research was
conducted to identify elements of stra-
tegic weapons systems which would be
most susceptible of control and verifica-
tion, and to design specific monitoring
techniques. Second, through a contract
with a separate group of researchers in
the same organization, an effort was
made to determine the type and sig-
nificance of violations that might con-
ceivably take place under an arrange-
ment limiting levels of long-range mis-
siles and bomber aircraft.

As a general principle, the United
States has advanced the concept of pro-
gressive inspection. This means that
the extent of inspection should be re-
lated to the amount of disarmament un-
dertaken and the degree of risk which
possible violations might present.

During fiscal year 1962, two contract
research efforts were devoted to these
broader aspects of the verification prob-
lem. Under a contract with the Ray-
theon Co., the concept of progressive in-
spection by zones was subjected to de-
tailed examination.

Additional consideration of aspects of
the broad concept of progressive inspec-
tion was assigned to a summer study
sponsored by the Agency under a con-
tract with the Institute for Defense
Analyses, Twenty-five scholars from the
physical sciences, the social sciences, and
the law were called on to participate in
this examination of verification pro-
cedures. The study focused attention on
a new approach under which access for
inspection would increase in gradual
steps as disarmament progresses.

A fiscal year 1963 contract with Syl-
vania Electronic systems included an
analysis of the problems associated with
the possible emergence of nuclear deliv-
ery systems in space orbit and the moni-
toring of a ban on such systems.
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On September 19 of this year, the
Soviet Union suddenly indicated a de-
sire to agree to our longstanding policy
of restricting the use of outer space to
peaceful purposes. The Sylvania con-
tract study was of assistance in arriving
at the determination to support the re-
cent U.N. resolution rather than a bind-
ing agreement banning bombs in orbit.

The Soviet Union also indicated an
interest recently in the possibility of
reaching agreement on establishing ob-
servation posts at specified ports, and
highway and rail centers. This was
proposed by the United States some time
ago as a measure to promote confidence
and to reduce the risk of surprise attack
by detecting, in advance, suspicious mil-
itary movements and maneuvers of a
tactical nature. Such an agreement
could lead to changes in Soviet attitudes
that might pave the way for future on-
site inspection arrangements. It has
been the subject of research by Agency
personnel and ties in with an Agency
contract on “Verification for Retained
Levels of Ground Forces, Armament, and
Tactical Nuelear Delivery Vehicles.”

These are just a few examples of pre-
vious research contracts and grants.
The proposed fiscal year 1964 research
program represents a maturing effort
and is even more essential to sound arms
control and disarmament policy formu-
lation than past research. Out of the
$15 million budget request for the next
fiscal year, the Agency plans to allo-
cate $11 million, or almost three-fourths
of the total budget, to research. I be-
lieve that the committee’s recommended
authorization of $30 million total for the
next 2 fiscal years represents a small
investment in the only Agency in Gov-
ernment exclusively dedicated to develop-
ing safeguarded alternatives to the arms
race. This amount would cover both
fiscal years 1964 and 1965 and if half of
it is used for the current fiscal year, it
would amount to less than two one-
hundredths of 1 percent of the annual
budget. This is a small amount for a
fleld so important to our national
security.

As the President said in his Septem-
ber 20 address to the United Nations:

There can be no doubt about the agenda
of further steps. We must continue to seek
agreement on measures which prevent war
by accident or miscalculation,

We must continue to seek agreement on
safeguards against surprise attack, including
observation posts at key points. We must
continue to seek agreement on further meas-
ures to curb the nuclear arms race, by con-
trolling the transfer of nuclear weapons, con-
verting fissionable materials to peaceful pur-
poses, and banning underground testing with
adequate inspection and enforcement. We
must continue to seek agreement on a freer
flow of information and people from East
to West and West to East.

And again he said:

The contest will continue—the contest be-
tween those who see a monolithic world and
those who believe in diversity—but it should
be a contest in leadership and responsibility
instead of destruction, a contest in achieve-
ment instead of intimidation, Speaking for
the United States of America, I welcome such
a contest. For we believe that truth is
stronger than error—and that freedom Iis
more enduring than coercion.
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Mr. Chairman, the Arms Control and
Disarmament Ageney is playing an inte-
gral role in achieving this goal.

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from California
[Mr. HosMeRr].

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, there
seems to be in the public mind at least
some miscalculation relative to the ex-
tent and the capabilities of the Disarma-
ment Agency to perform certain func-
tions. We heard a lot about instant
peace when this Agency was first cre-
ated—not in just those particular words
but in the implications that all we needed
was to buy this Agency and we thereby
buy peace. What this Agency can do
is limited and what it should do is lim-
ited. What it should do is not only to
initiate itself but to find out what ideas
exist that might help to reduce the risk
of the world in which we live. We do,
in fact, live in a very risky world. It
is not an easy job to take such an idea
and calculate that, after we have adopt-
ed it, that our world is less risky than
it was before. Many of these proposals,
all good intentions in the world notwith-
standing, would leave us with a riskier
world than before they were adopted.

So the basic purpose of the Disarma-
ment Agency is that of analyzing, that
of evaluation, that of discovering pit-
falls that may exist, and by that means
to assist us toward a more stable, a more
peaceful world.

The Disarmament Agency Act does
not efficiently permit the Disarmament
Agency to carry ouf that function.
There are defects in the act. I have
introduced legislation which I feel would
eliminate many of those defects. It is
still sitting in committee. So I am going
to try to offer amendments to this bill
today to get those corrective measures
on the law books.

I think one of the most glaring de-
ficlencies in the Disarmament Agency
Act is the fact that the semantics of its
name are wrong. This Agency cannot
at this point, nor can it at any foresee-
able point in time, do any real work
on disarming this country or the rest
of the world. The best that it can do
is to work on some arms control meas-
ures. Yet we call it a Disarmament
Agency—an unrealistic title describing
duties that it cannot accomplish. One
of the first things I would like fo do is
to change the title of the Agency or the
name of the Agency from the Disarma-
ment Agency to a more relevant title,
the “Arms Control Agency.”

The next thing I would like to see
done, and I will offer amendments to do
80, is to keep this Agency from building
up a great big staff for research. Why
would I like to do that? We all know
that in any agency of the Government it
is only the most exceptional 8-
tor, who probably has not been born yet,
who is going to hire very many people
who will argue with him. We know that
argument and punching holes in these
schemes is the very essence of the Dis-
armament Agency’s or the Arms Confrol
Agency’s duties. All you are going to

end up with over a period of a few years
in a research staff—in-house research—
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in the Disarmament Agency Is a bunch
of people whe all day long nod at each
other and compliment each other on
their ideas and compliment the Director
on his suaveness and eapability. What
has to be done is to have this research
put out in the universities and other re-
search institutions of this country where
you can get a variety of thinking and get
arguments on both sides of these issues
and end up with the ultimate truth.
The only way we will do this is to get this
research contracted out. It is still not
going to be contracted out wisely unless
Congress stays on top of the man who
runs the Disarmament Agency and sees
that he himself does not pass out those
contracts just to those people who will
compliment him and agree with his own
thinking, but that job is manageable.
The job of hiring a lot of like-minded
people, putting them on eivil service and
then trying to get rid of them is not
manageable with respect to the diverse
type and quality of thinking which
should be done in this Agency.

There is another very serious defect
in the law that is on the books now.
That is, it authorizes the Administrator
of the Agency to be sent out to the nego-
tiating tables . Under the act the Ad-
ministrator is supposed to be directing a
top group of thinkers who are coming
up with shrewd and logieal conclusions.
If you put him in the position of going
out over the negotiating table and hav-
ing, in the give and take of negotiations,
to take positions that are illogical with
respect to the research work that is be-
ing done, then in order to acecommodate
the Administrator’s position at the nego-
tiating table, the research has to be
compromised, and it is no longer un-
biased research. It becomes no more
than a brief writing chore to support
the public position that has been taken
at the negotiating table, even though
that position is a very wrong one. The
negotiating duties of the Administrator
ought to be cut out and I will propose an
amendment to do this very thing.

One of the amendments that is already
in—and it is a very, very important one—
is to prevent this Agency from spending
Government money to propagandize the
American people. This Agency, as a
matter of fact, is supposed to act as an
adviser to the President, an adviser to the
State Department, an adviser to the
agencies of the Government designated
by the President. It gives its advice to
them and if they do not take it, as things
now are it can go to the Treasury and
get public funds to propagandize the
public to put pressure on the other agen-
cies to get them to accede to the Dis-
armament Ageney's ideas. What logic is
there in letting that sort of thing hap-
pen? The other agenecies of the Govern-
ment and most other departments are
operating under a prohibition against
spending public funds for propagandiz-
ing the American people. Certainly, if
there is virtue and if there is wisdom and
if there is good in what the Disarmament
Agency has to offer, it does not have to
take public dollars to propagandize it to
the publie.

Another problem that this Agency is
suffering is that it really is not an inde-
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pendent agency as it was designed to be.
It is housed in the State Department
with the Secretary of State and all the
Assistant Secretaries of State hovering
over it day and night. It depends on the
State Department for logisties support.
All of this is bound fto influence its inde-
pendent thinking.

Another amendment that I shall offer
will take it out from under the hovering
wings of the State Department, put it in
a separate building, give it logistic sup-
port through GSA and have it operate in
independent fashion as it should. I do
not think that is a very wild notion.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. Hos-

Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that.
the gentleman from California [Mr. Don
H. CrauseEn] may extend his remarks at
this point in the REcorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to compliment the gentleman
from California [Mr. Hosmer] for his
forthright and provocative statement
here this afternoon. I am inclined to
think his comments are the most realistie
of all remarks heard during this de-
bate and I wish to associate myself with
them.

The problem of arms control is indeed
extremely complex. It places a demand
on the finest minds in this country—I
am not convineed that people with these
talents would permit themselves to be
placed in an Agency that could eonceiv-
ably restrict their recommendations.
Therefore, I coneur in the recommenda-
tion to confract with our colleges in
this important field—it is worthy of
serious thought and consideration. I
understand the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Hosmer] will offer amend-
ments to the bill that will carry forth
this objective. I will vote for the amend-
ments; if these amendments carry, I will
;upportm the bill—if not, I will oppose the

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may require to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. CoHELAN].

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, as
one of the sponsors of the bill creating
the U.S. Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency 2 years ago, I rise in sup-
port of this legislation which is essential
if the Agency is to continue its vital
work.

As its very able and distinguished Di-
rector, Mr. Willlam C. Foster, has
pointed out in his second annual report
to Congress, this Agency was brought
into existence in the belief that arms
control and disarmament measures can
be acceptable alternatives to a continued
arms buildup, and that these alterna-
tives in no way jeopardize this Nation’s
security interests.

The time for evaluation has been brief.
Only a little over 2 years has elapsed.
But already the “hot line” agreement
and the limited test ban treaty—both
steps largely formulated and carried out
by ACDA—have, when combined with




22520

our continued military preparedness and
vigilance, proven the wisdom and sound-
ness of this belief.

The fact of the matter is, Mr. Chair-
man, that today's world is not only di-
vided by ideology, it is endangered by
an arms race involving weapons of such
mass destruction that their explosion
could virtually end civilization as we
know it. In such a world, balanced,
phased, and fully safeguarded control
of arms cannot only help to insure the
maintenance of our national security,
but can actually enhance it. There is
no contradiction between the aim of
achieving peace through such measures
and the national determination to main-
tain the defense of our vital interests as
progress on arms limitation is sought.

There is a natural tendency, of course,
to conceive of national security as pro-
moted only by a maximization of arms,
and disarmament—even mutual disar-
mament—as contrary to national securi-
ty interests. To advocate disarmament
becomes equivalent to advocating weak-
ness.

But this attitude does not adequately
reflect the realities of present day arma-
ments. It does not recognize the dedi-
cation to national security of those who
believe that some means more realistic
than the threat of mutual annihilation
may be found to promote such security.
And it does not recognize the fact that
a continuing escalation of weapons, of
counterweapons, and of counter-counter-
weapons, is scarcely a gain in national or
international security.

In the short period since 1945, there
have been approximately 30 limited mil-
itary conflicts, several of which could
easily have resulted in the devastation
and holocaust of nuclear war. Today we
are faced with explosive situations
around the world—in South Vietnam and
Berlin, in particular. The need is cer-
tainly as great now as it was in 1961
for an organization which can insure the
constant and full-time application of
TU.S. resources toward reducing the dan-
gers of war; which can give our disarma-
ment negotiators previously lacking
continuity of direction; and which can
administer the political and scientific re-
search necessary for developing sound
national security policies on arms con-
trol and disarmament.

I would like to add briefly, that I am
delighted the Agency has taken cog-
nizance of the importance of the eco-
nomic factors related to disarmament;
that they have recognized the United
States cannot repose blind faith in the
unaided ability of the American econ-
omy to adjust smoothly to disarmament
and at the same time satisfy neglected
demand in the private and public sectors.
As the distinguished economist, Paul
Samuelson, said recently in commenting
on the post-Korean war period:

Only part of our swords went into plow-
shares; part went into unemployment and
a deceleration of economic growth.

I would encourage that economic
planning be made an increasingly im-
portant part of our overall disarmament
efforts.

It is obvious, Mr. Chairman, that the
Agency cannot perform these functions
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with the $1.67 million remaining under
its original authorization ceiling. It
should also be obvious that the research
essential for successful program devel-
opment will be crippled unless the full
amount approved by the committee is
provided. Mr. Foster stated the case
quite clearly to the committee when he
said, in commenting on the reductions
made by the other body:

A cut of this magnitude in our research
program would require us to reduce sub-
stantially some high priority projects. It
would also require us to eliminate other
projects which are important for a compre-
henslive, coordinated program.

Mr. Chairman, $30 million over a 2-
year period is certainly a small price to
pay for efforts which can lead to a more
peaceful and stable world. It is a price,
furthermore, which must be paid, for
arms reduction and control are social,
economic, and moral imperatives in a
world fraught with tensions and an un-
easy peace.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may require o the
gentleman from New York [Mr. ROSEN-
THAL].

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman,
earlier this year I introduced H.R. 5061
to inerease the authorization for appro-
priations for the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency. The bill provided
for an open end authorization, which I
thought would be appropriate for an
Agency with such a long-term objective
as arms control and disarmament.
Seeking alternatives to the arms race in
order to enhance our security and pro-
mote lasting peace will require many
years of effort.

Both the Senate and the House For-
elgn Affairs Committee rejected an in-
definite authorization for appropriations
and recommended a 2-year authoriza-
tion instead. The House committee rec-
ommended $30 million for the 2-year
span of fiscal 1964 and 1965.

It is my firm conviction that it would
jeopardize our security should this au-
thorization be reduced further. Almost
three-quarters of the funds requested
would be spent on contract research.
The purpose of this research is to pro-
tect our security by preparing us prop-
erly for arms control and disarmament
negotiations.

Negotiations of this kind will inevi-
tably continue in the future as they have
in the past. During this past year, ne-
gotiations for which the Agency was in
large part responsible produced agree-
ment on a “hot line” to Moscow, a nu-
clear test ban, and a U.N. resolution call-
ing upon all countries to refrain from
orbiting nuclear weapons.

Even limited arms control agreements
such as a test ban can have an impact
on the military balance of power, par-
ticularly if other countries which are
parties cheat on the agreement. We
must be able fo determine if they are
cheating. One of the main ways in
which research prepares us for negotia-
tions is to show first, what the impact
of a particular arms control proposal
might be; and, second, whether cheating
could be detected by long-distance de-
tection devices—as in the case of the lim-
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ited test ban treaty—by onsite inspec-
tion, or by other means. Most of the
research to be conducted by ACDA in
this fiscal year is directed toward an-
swering questions of this kind. This is
certainly essential to our security.

It is true that the Agency’s research
program is more extensive than last year
but this is to be expected. Now that
needs have been identified and evaluated,
more detailed research is necessary. The
increases in the needs of the Agency can
be explained in large part by the in-
creases in the costs of research as it
progresses through four typical steps:
First, identification of possible tech-
niques of detecting cheating; second, de-
sign of a detection system using these
techniques; third, design of a model or
other method for testing the system;
and, fourth, conduct of a field test of the
model or other method. Each successive
step is ordinarily more expensive. How-
ever, every effort must be made to in-
vestigate all proposals thoroughly be-
fore they are negotiated. Any other
course of action would be rash indeed.

The Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency was created by Congress to ful-
fill a need that was not being met.
Countless Government officials testified
in 1961 that a centralized agency
specifically devoted to pursuing arms
control and disarmament objectives was
necessary and that proper attention to
these important matters could not be
given by other agencies whose primary
interests lay in other directions. In-
deed, Congress stated in the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Act that “the
formulation and implementation of U.S.
arms control and disarmament policy in
a manner which will promote the na-
tional security can best be insured by a
cenftral organization charged by statute
with primary responsibility for this
fleld.”

If the Agency is going to carry out this
responsibility, it must have our support.
The sum of $30 million for 2 years is
modest for such an important purpose—
peace with security. We would be
derelict in our duty if we did not support
this authorization.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr, Chairman, I yield
such time as he may require to the gen- -
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. EKASTEN-
MEIER].

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr, Chairman,
I rise in support of the committee bill.
Some 2 years ago, a number of us worked
for and supported the bill creating the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.
We did so because of our deep conviction
that there was no longer an alternative
to peace, This conviction was evidently
shared by most Members of Congress.
The bill passed the House by a vote of
290 to 54 and the Senate by a vote of
73 to 14. _

Nothing that has happened in the last
2 years has made me feel any easier about
the need to make a maximum effort to
find a means of keeping the peace.

Let us be clear what we are talking
about. We are not talking about ap-
peasement or surrender, We are talk-
ing about national security. One part
of national security is maintaining an
Armed Force that is good enough and
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powerful enough to discourage a poten-
tial aggressor. No less important a part
of our national security is the search
for ways to lessen the likelihood of war.

There is no point in blinding ourselves
to the facts of modern warfare. Once
general war breaks out, there is no secu-
rity. As President Kennedy has said,
in less than an hour, 300 million human
beings would die in a nuclear war. This
is even if our defense system operates at
maximum effectiveness. The truth of
the matter is that our defense system
does not today defend us in the classic
sense. That is, it does not offer us pro-
tection against the ravages of enemy
attack. Instead it depends for its suc-
cess on the knowledge of any potential
aggressor that it will instantly suffer
as much or more damage to its homeland
as it can inflict on us.

Our military system, if we look at it
honestly, is concerned primarily with
preventing war. The Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency has precisely the
same task, although it approaches it
from another angle. While the military
system relies on instilling fear of retalia-
tion to preserve the peace, the Arms
Control Agency is engaged in a search
for alternative methods, perhaps more
certain, more effective, and less expen-
sive. Nothing the Agency is doing in any
sense conflicts with the aim of our De-
fense Establishment. In fact the aim of
the ACDA is to supplement and
strengthen the goals of the Department
of Defense. We need both, for to weaken
either the Department of Defense or the
ACDA is to weaken our national security
and invite disaster.

Important as the work of the ACDA
is to our security, however, it operates
on an almost insignificant budget. The
entire cost of operating the ACDA for a
year under the bill now before you would
be consumed by the Department of De-
fense in less than 2 hours, the time al-
lotted for debate on this bill.

To appreciate how important the work
of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency is to our security, let me mention
some of the important things this Agency
has done in the past 2 years and some of
the problems they are now working on.

We now have in force a treaty with
the Soviet Union, to which more than 100
other nations around the world have
subscribed, banning the testing of nu-
clear weapons in the atmosphere, under
water and in outer space. This is the
first solid agreement with the Soviet
Union since the Treaty of Vienna which
settled the status of Austria. It is a self-
enforecing treaty which removes a source
of mounting tension between the two
great world powers and at the same time
protects the health of citizens of all
countries. The ACDA played a leading
role in making this treaty possible.

The “hot line,” a direct communica-
tions link between the United States and
the Soviet Union, is another example of
the work of the ACDA. Although a small
gain in terms of the outstanding differ-
ences between ourselves and the Rus-
sians, it may nevertheless be of great use
in heading off a war nobody wants.

The ACDA also had an important
hand in the United Nations resolution,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

to which the Soviet Union subscribes,
against stationing weapons of mass de-
struction in orbit around the world.

These steps have all played a part in
creating a better atmosphere between
the world’s two superpowers, and this is
important. A good atmosphere, however,
is a fragile thing, as the Soviet harass-
ment of American troops on the German
autobahn over the last few days shows.

Far more important is that the ACDA
has been able to remove some of the real
causes of controversy between ourselves
and the Soviet Union. This is the es-
sential work of the Agency. Our mili-
tary forces, for all their might, can do
no more than prevent the Soviets from
trying to settle outstanding disputes on
their terms by force. The Armed Forces
alone cannot settle the disputes. Yet
if these disputes are not settled, they
will continue to fester and tension will
continue to mount, and, eventually, there
will be war. To avoid that possibility,
which we all recognize would mean un-
mitigated disaster for this Nation and
the world, we have charged the ACDA
with finding nonmilitary ways to settle
disputes between this Nation and poten-
tial enemy nations.

These alternative methods of main-
taining peace must be solid, enforeible
steps, protecting American interests and
the interests of the rest of the non-
Communist world at every point. To do
this complicated and delicate task, the
ACDA needs the recognition and support
of the Congress., For this reason, I urged
that the ACDA be made a permanent
agency of the Government, and I, and
many others, have introduced bills to
accomplish this result, I very much re.
gret that the bill before you today does
not contain such a provision.

Not only does the ACDA need the con-
fidence of Congress, however; it also
needs the funds necessary to carry out
the function with which it is charged.

Let me briefly describe some of the
crucial tasks the Agency is undertak-
ing, for which the funds sought today
would be used.

First. A contract has been awarded
to the Bendix Corp. to study ways to
determine whether a nation is engaged
in the production of nuclear delivery
vehicles. This will be useful in decid-
ing whether it is safe and practical to
enter an agreement limiting the produc-
tion of missiles and similar weapons.

Second. A contract has been awarded
to the Sylvania Corp. to determine what
kinds of observation posts would be
needed, and where they would have to
be placed, in order to detect prepara-
tions for a conventional military strike.
This would enable our policy planners to
determine the feasibility of an agree-
ment on the placing of observers to pre-
vent surprise conventional attack.

Third. Another contract with the Syl-
vania Corp., partially completed, pro-
vides for investigation into the problems
that would be presented in detecting
nuclear weapons stationed in space, and
in detecting missile flight tests. This
information will guide this Nation in
its efforts to reach agreements limiting
missile flights, and preventing the spread
of nuclear weapons into outer space.
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These are just a few examples of the
uses to which the money we appropriate
today will be put. Certainly, the infor-
mation we learn from these projects,
which are being carried out by some of
America’s leading industrial firms, is
important—even essential—to the secu-
rity of this Nation.

The price tag on this Agency, consider-
ing its vital role in the safeguarding of
our Nation, is small and the henefits
America and the world derive from its
work is incalculable. By supporting the
bill now before the House, we will dem-
onstrate to the world that the United
States is serious about maintaining the
peace, serious enough to do the hard
work required to make sure that our
safety is assured while the causes of in-
ternational friction are removed.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. BENNETT].

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I had not intended to say anything
about this bill but I felt compelled to
speak when I heard some remarks awhile
ago that seemed to me to be pointing a
finger of treason at both the Eisenhower
administration and the present admin-
istration. Neither of these great Presi-
dents of our country is going to leave us
prone to international or unilateral at-
tack by disarming our country. Presi-
dent Eisenhower created the Disarma-
ment Agency, the nonstatutory Agency
which brought forth a blueprint for
peace. This was the product of the
nonstatutory Agency.

It has been revised since the Disarma-
ment Agency, created by statute, has
come into existence. But it has been
revised in a more conservative manner,
not in a more liberal manner.

Just a little bit about this blueprint for
peace. It 1s my understanding, as I read
it, that it is an outline of things that in
the opinion of the Disarmament Agency
would have to be done if we had world-
wide disarmament. Among the things
it suggests is that to have worldwide
disarmament you would have to have a
United Nations police force or some sort
of international police force which
would be so gigantic, so tremendous, that
it would eliminate the thought of any
nation going to war. It does not say
that this is a possibility. It does not say
that our country should go into this. It
merely says that it is the conclusion of
that Agency, as of today, that they see no
way whereby you can have worldwide
disarmament without creating an inter-
national agency or some other kind of
agency of this type which would have the
power to crush any war threat which
might creep in.

Those of you who may have pacifistic
leanings may be very discouraged by this
announcement, because this is an an-
nouncement that in fact no worldwide
disarmament is foreseen. Because, as a
matter of fact, you cannot have, accord-
ing to this “blueprint,” a worldwide dis-
armament, unless you are willing to have
a tremendous military force held by some
international organization or some
heavily armed balance of power or some-
thing of that type.
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So, Mr. Chairman, realistically look-
ing at this “blueprint for peace,” which
came originally from the Eisenhower
nonstatutory Agency, it does not recom-
mend that these things take place, but
merely says these are the things that
would have to take place if you were
going to have worldwide disarmament.

Mr. Chairman, I may say to the mem-
bers of the committee that I am an ad-
vocate of world peace. I am not an
advocate of world disarmament without
adequate security for our Nation and
never have been. I was the original in-
troducer of legislation creating this
Agency. I called it a “Peace Agency.”
I did not call it a Disarmament-Agency.
Looking at armaments only is to look at
the symptoms and not at the causes.
This Agency is to discover and find out
and report what can be found out in
regard to eliminating war in our time,
if it can be done.

Mr.  Chairman, the Disarmament
Agency has done something in this re-
search by the “blueprint for disarma-
ment,” by showing the almost impossible
objective that would have to be achieved
in order for us to have worldwide dis-
armament. So, it was in: this context
that President Eisenhower and President
Kennedy operated in suggesting that we
look at this thing accurately and for
what it is:

Mr. Chairman, I ought to know some-
thing about this. Ihave served for many
years on the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices and I am happy to tell you that this
year the arms of the United States are
much greater than they were last year,
and last year they were much greater
than the year before; and the year be-
Iore they were much greater than the

that. The arms of the
United States not only cost more for our
country, but they are also producing
more in all aspects of defense to our
country. No nation is as adequately
armed as we are. So, we are not dis-
arming. As a matter of fact, we are
much more greatly armed in this coun-
try than we ever have been before in

history.

If you look at this administration, you
will find that while its armaments have
increased, the nonarmaments fields in
our country’s budget have generally gone
down. Thereare, of course, places where
many of us would like to see our arma-
ments increased still further. We would
like to go forward with the RS-T70 or
some similar weapons system. I am
confident that we will make improve-
ment in these efforts in the future. As
these new weapons are perfected, to hold
reasonable budget lines, obsolete or out-
dated weapons will be abandoned; but
our overall armament posture should
improve through added strength, not by
weakening our arms position.

This Agency is a part of our national
defense by providing adequate research
to prevent us from unwise decisions. It
should be maintained. Whether its
funds need great increases at this time
is another matter which this debate
should develop.

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
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consume to the distinguished gentleman
from Towa [Mr. SCHWENGEL]. :

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that
all this debate about whether or not the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
should receive the comparative pittance
of $15 million a year for 2 years fails to
take an important point into considera-
fion.

Mr. Chairman, the Recorp shows that
in 1961 we passed the act creating the
Agency by a vote of 290 to 54. We
should remember that in section 2 of
that act we stated its purpose as follows:

An ultimate goal of the United States is a
world which is free from the scourge of war
and the dangers and burdens of armaments;
in which the use of force has been subordi-
nated to the rule of law; and in which inter-
national adjustments to a changing world are
achieved peacefully. It lsthe purpose of this
act to provide impetus toward this goal by
creating a new agency of peace to deal with
the problem of reduction and confrol of
armaments looking toward ultimate world
disarmament.

We should not forget that both 1960
national party platforms urged that we
seek disarmament as a goal. The Re-
publican platform said “We have deep
concern about the mounting nuclear
arms race. This concern leads us to seek
disarmament and nuclear agreements.”

We should remember that the first
U.S. proposal for general and com-
plete: disarmament was made during
the Eisenhower administration. On
June 27, 1960, the United States made a
proposal to the 10-nation committee on
disarmament whlch contained the fol-
lowing:

The ultimate goal is a securé and peaceful
world of free and open societies in which
there shall be general and complete disarm-
ament under effective international control
and agreed procedures for the settlement of
disputes In accordance with the principles of
the United Nations Charter.

We should remember that the present
administration has tried to advance dis-
armament proposals with the goal de-
scribed as a free, secure, and peaceful
world of independent States adhering to
common standards of justice and inter-
national conduct and subjecting the use
of force to the rule of law.

So far, regretfully, these proposals
have made little progress. Part of this
is due to Soviet unwillingness to agree
to verification procedures we consider
essential to safeguarded disarmament
proposals. Part of it is due to the fact
that the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency has been put on the de-
fensive in frying to carry out the man-
date of the people, as expressed by both
political party platforms, by the last two
administrations, and by Congress itself.
A vocal but small minority has distorted
the picture with nonsensical gibberish
about disarmament. Too shortsighted
to realize that this goal may be the only
means of preserving our security, they
try to brand safeguarded overtures to-
ward peace with the label of subversion.
In effect, they would cut off the left wing
of the American eagle, thus dooming it
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to perish. This type of thinking is un-
worthy of our credence. .

Despite these obstacles, the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency has, as
the Foreign Affairs Committee report
stated, “given a fair account of itself
since it began operations in September
1961.” During the past year, negotia-
tions for which the Agency was in large
part responsible produced agreement on
a “hot line” to Moscow, a limited nuclear
test ban, and a U.N. resolution ealling
upon all countries to refrain from or-
biting nuclear weapons. These are all
very limited measures but, hopefully,
they could lead to more meaningful
agreements.

It seems to me that if we want to
demonstrate the sincerity of our oft-re-
peated convictions so that real progress
can be made toward our stated goals, we
should give this new agency for peace the
support and encouragement it needs,
Fifteen million dollars a year for each
of the next 2 years is modest indeed for
a task so important to our national secu-
rity. The Foreign Affairs Committee,
after extensive hearings, was convineed
that the Agency mneeds this amount.
Anything less than this would be falling
short of our stated purpose in creating
the Agency and inflict the brand of hy-
pocrisy on our goals as a Nation.

Mr. Chairman, in closing T should like
to point out that if we are to attain the
goal mentioned in the bill, we must do
much more than this bill provides. We
need to make every effort to create a
more desirable image for our country on
the foreign front. We need to make
crystal clear through what we say and
do that we are indeed & peace-loving Na-
tion. This means that we must articu-
late a foreign policy that makes this
clear to the people of the United States
and fo the people of the world—a foreign
Dpolicy statement that tells our people
and all people—that commits our people
and Government to support only those
propositions and programs that gradu-
ally extend the basic freedom we know
so well here in America—will do much
to make possible the goals mentioned in
the bill we are considering today.

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New York
[Mr. HALPERN].

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in enthusiastic support of this legislation
to increase the authorization for appro-
priations for the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency. In enacting this
legislation we will be making it possible
for that Agency to render an even more
efficient and effective service in the cause
of world peace, in the relaxing of inter-
national tensions, and in furthering the
security of the people of our Nation.

I am particularly pleased to be identi-
fied with the measure, not only as co-
sponsor of the bill before us, my identi-
cal legislation being H.R. 3308, but as an
original sponsor of the legislation which
established the U.S. Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency. I was privileged
to have been among the small group of
Members of both bodies of the 87th Con-
gress who consulted and drafted the bill
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creating the Agency in cooperation with
the administration, including consulta-
tion with the President at the White
House,

I can proudly say that this activity on
behalf of the Agency is one of the most
significant roles of my entire lifetime. It
has been a labor of love to work toward
the successful establishment of the
Agency because no other organization is
more directly dedicated to the ideal and
goal of world peace. I feel every faith
I have had in the concept of this Agency
has been fulfilled. Its goals have not
been pie-in-the-sky ideals. It has pro-
vided the tools and the machinery to lay
a firm foundation for world peace. This
is what we envisioned. This is what it
has been doing—quietly, effectively, and
efficiently.

Mr. Chairman, in considering today
whether the authority for appropriations
of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency should be increased, I think we
should look at the record and examine
some of the accomplishments which the
Agency has succeeded in fulfilling.

First, let us look at a most important
development, the “hot line” between
Washington and Moscow, which was the
first breakthrough in 18 years in the
negotiation of measures limiting the risk
of war by accident of miscalculation.
The Agency was responsible not only for
the concept of this measure, but for the
detailed preparation for its negotiation
and the conduct of the negotiations
themselves. Our representatives went to
Geneva fully prepared. The numerous
technical and drafting problems involved
had been well worked out in advance and
coordinated with the appropriate
branches of the Government. As a re-
sult, I believe we can be proud not only
of the success of this effort, but of the
thorough and well-directed work of this
Agency which contributed so heavily to
such success.

Next, there was the test ban treaty.
As far back as August 1962, this Agency
had prepared and offered in Geneva a
complete draft treaty banning nuclear
tests in the atmosphere, outer space, and
underwater. This draft was the product
of months of effort in studying the effects
of each provision on our own national
interests as well as on the common in-
terests in reducing radioactive fallout,
inhibiting the proliferation of nuclear
weapons technology, and taking a first
step toward arms control. Here again,
there was thorough coordination with all
affected parts of the Government in the
preparation of the U.S. draft.

Even though this draft treaty met with
a chilly reception from the Soviets at the
time, the Agency continued to study the
myriad aspects of bans on nuclear test-
ing. Hence when it appeared last July
that the Soviets were at last ready to
negotiate in earnest on this subject, we
were not caught by surprise or left to
hasty improvisation. Instead, our nego-
tiators went to Moscow fully prepared,
and came back with an agreement which
satisfied the U.S. Senate after the most
detailed and careful scrutiny.

Most recently, the Agency played an
important role in the development and
formulation of the U.N. resolution call-
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ing upon all states to refrain from
placing weapons of mass destruction in
orbit. In cooperation with the Depart-
ment of Defense, it had given careful
consideration to the consistency of the
proposal with our military interests. It
had also studied the probable effects of
the proposal in international law and on
our foreign relations. And it had studied
the technical problems involved in de-
termining whether or not other nations
were acting inconsistently with the reso-
lution. In short, the Agency made sure
that the United States was adequately
prepared to introduce and negotiate this
resolution with full knowledge of its im-
plications and effects.

It seems to me that these three illus-
trations demonstrate the importance of
the job which the Agency was set up
to do and the admirable way in which it
has done that job to date. They show
that each of the actual agreements
reached was merely the top of an ice-
berg—the part that could be seen. The
advance study and preparation which
underlay each such agreement, on the
other hand, was like the unseen base of
the iceberg—much more extensive and
essential for support. And it must be
remembered that these three agreements
were merely first steps. Far more re-
mains to be done in this field. We must
not fail to authorize the funds necessary
to see that this task is performed as ably
and thoroughly as humanly possible.
In my judgment, the full amount of the
authorization contained in the bill as re-
ported out by the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee is the least we can do for this
purpose.

This is good legislation. It is vital.
I again urge its overwhelming approval.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. HALEY].

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, I do
not think I need a minute. However, I
appreciate getting it. This plan is not a
disarmament plan and it was never in-
tended to be. If you will read the bill
and the program you must finally come
to this conclusion and this conclusion
alone: It is a plan to turn the armed
might of the United States over to the
United Nations to establish a world
government.

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. FRELING-
HUYSEN].

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of this bill as
amended by the House Committee on
Foreign Affairs. I would like to make
the points in the brief time at my dis-
posal.

We have been talking now for a couple
of hours about a relatively small amount
of money, This question is going to be
asked of each one of us—How much
should we provide in this authorization
bill for the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency? Should it be $10 or $156
million for the current fiscal year? The
difference is a relatively small amount,
The question is relatively simple.

Much more important than that, and
this question has come up in a great
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many ways, is the problem of our dis-
satisfaction over the lack of progress, and
the difficulty, of dealing in a constructive
manner with the Soviet Union.

There is lack of confidence, there is a
very real awareness on the part of Mem-
bers that we are dealing with a country
whose courses of action are hard to pre-
dict. We are almost more cautious when
they expose their friendly side than when
they expose their hostile side. We are,
unfortunately, dealing with an unreliable
nation which gives continuing evidence
of still being bent on aggression. The
question that many of us ask is whether,
under such circumstances, we are being
realistic in supporting a program seeking
ways in which we might reduce the level
and types of arms? How realistie is this?
How dangerous is it to talk about dis-
armament with world conditions as they
are today?

No one really argues that the arms
race in which we are now engaged is
prohibitively expensive. This race con-
stitutes a real, continuing, and probably
an increasing danger to the security of
all nations. As a consequence there is
a realization that the exploration of al-
ternatives is important, and that if we
proceed properly we may increase, and
not decrease, our own security. The
ACDA has become involved in this larger
concern. However, I think it should be
said that the ACDA is not responsible for
any of the decisions which have been
mentioned with respect to the elimina-
tion or abandonment of certain types of
weapons. If there is any unilateral dis-
armament, and I do not believe there has
been, it is not the result of anything that
the ACDA represents.

What we must realize is that the ACDA
is basically only one small piece of ma-
chinery to help us develop more knowl-
edge and understanding of the problems
involved in negotiations on topics of
arms control.

The gentleman from California put
his finger on some of the weaknesses of
the ACDA. He also demonstrated its
importance as an instrument to help us
in our thinking about these problems, in
our evaluations, in our concern about
possible pitfalls, and the ways in which
we may develop a meaningful arms con-
trol program.

This brings me to my second point.
Are we, as has been charged, squander-
ing the taxpayers’ money by suggesting
that we spend $15 million for each of
the next 2 years for this Agency? Is
there any realistic possibility that we
may drown the Agency with too much
money, as has been charged, if we give
it, $15 million instead of $10 million?
I think the answers are obvious. Of
course we are not going to drown them.
We are not squandering the money,
whether we give them $10 or $15 million.

However, we should recognize that a
reduction from $15 to $10 million would
reduce the amount available for research
in the current fiscal year by approxi-
mately 40 percent. As has been indicated,
Operation Cloud Gap alone, the expenses
for which are to be shared with the De-
fense Department, will cost approxi-
mately $2,500,000. If we are not to cut
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the Agency's contribution to that project,
and I may say it is a very significant one,
the cut from $11 million to $6,300,000
will have to come out of other grant proj-
ects. This will mean that the proposed
grant research program will have to be
cut by something like two-thirds from
that which has been requested. Under
these circumstances, I think it important
that we authorize the full amount which
the committee has recommended.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the remainder of the time on this side
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
O'HARA].

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I am filled with emotion. I have
never learned to lower my eyes from
the skies. The years and experiences
at times discouraging have never dim-
med my faith that that for which we
pray can be attained if our faith is
strengthened and not weakened by re-
verses and unflagging courage gives re-
doubled drive to our efforts.

I have lived to an old age. Three times
in the period of my life I have seen the
youth of my country march to major
wars, and a fourth time to the war in
Korea. Even now American youths are
fighting and dying in Vietnam, and over
the head of all mankind is the ghastly
shadow of the nuclear bomb.

" Mr. Chairman, I have never lost faith
in peace on earth, good will among men.
We may not have attained it but, Mr.
Chairman, I have the hope and the faith
that mankind will attain peace on earth,
good will among men.

A few months ago we voted $49 billion
for defense. I voted for it. My friend
from Iowa [Mr. Gross] voted for it. All
voted for it save one Member. We did
that because we wanted our country to
remain strong. We wanted peace, and
to have a defense that we hoped would
insure that peace. That was one side
of the national security coin.

Let me read very briefly to you from
the hearings of our committee. Assist-
ant Secretary Nitze of the Department
of Defense was on the stand. He said:

We consider that money spent to explore
arms control proposals in depth well in
advance of their consideration at the policy
level and in international negotiations is
well spent. Arms control is the other side
of the national security coin.

Mr. Chairman, how can anyone who
voted for $49 billion for iefense, one and
the most expensive side of the national
gsecurity coin, withhold voting for $30
million for the other side of the coin?
Oh, yes; it may hold just a hope of
peace, but with timid hearts are we to
run away because there is no guarantee?
There is no guarantee that $47 billion for
armaments will assure the peace we
seek. This is certain, the Disarmament
Arms Control Agency during the
time of its existence has returned
the American people a greater meas-
e of security than any comparable sum
money ever spent by this Republic.
“hot line” which ended the danger
war by inadvertence or accident, and
the test ban treaty, are among its ac-

complishments.

. Two sides to the national security coin.
That is not my description. It is not the
term of the members of the Committee
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on Foreign Affairs that by an overwhelm-
ing vote reported out the bill now before

you.

It is the term of recognition of the Dis~
armament and Arms Control Agency by
the Department of Defense as a partner
and coworker in the noble cause of peace
and security. The Department of De-
fense with $47 billion to advance the
cause of peace with security is one side of
the coin. Mr. Nitze tells us the Arms
Control Agency is the other side of the
coin.

What will be the image of our be-
loved country in the eyes of the world if
the side of the national security coin ex-
pressive of the hope of peace, peace with
security, peace on earth, good will to
men, is battered out by destructive
amendments? Can anyone on this com-
mittee be a party to that and live with
his conscience? I am not the judge.
The decision is with each of my col-
leagues. This is the hour of decision.
Either we hold to the hope of peace,
peace with security, peace on earth, good
will among men, or we beat a retreat
from the approach to the goal of our
prayers, a hopeless retreat of timid souls,
afraid of the challenge to this genera-
tion, a retreat back into the jungles.

Mr. RYAN of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of S. 777. This
bill amends the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency Act in order to au-
thorize appropriations of $30 million for
fiscal year 1964 and 1965, and to modify
the personnel security procedures for
contractor employees.

I strongly believe that the bill before
us today is one of the most important
pieces of legislation to come before this
session. For the first time in history na-
tions possess the power to annihilate
each other and Western civilization.
Ever since August 6, 1945, the beginning
of the atomic age, effective arms control
and disarmament has been the great im-
perative of mankind. In his eloguent
and historic United Nations speech on
September 25, 1961, President Kennedy
in full realization of this imperative
warned the world:

Every man, woman, and child lives under a
nuclear sword of Damocles, hanging by the
slenderest of threads, capable of being cut at
any moment by accldent or miscalculation
or by madness. The weapons of war must
be abolished before they abolish us.

In an effort to achieve the objective
expressed by the President, we have re-
cently concluded the test ban treaty.
But it must be pointed out that the Presi-
dent’s words are just as true today as
they were when he spoke of them. As
long as the United States, the Soviet
Union and others possess nuclear weap-
ons the threat of annihilation “by acci-
dent or miscalculation or by madness”
is ever present. We need only to re-
member last year’s Cuban crisis or look
at recent headlines concerning Berlin to
realize just how slender is the thread
which holds “the nuclear sword of
Damocles.”

When I came to the House in January
1961, one of my first concerns was to
strengthen the TU.S. capability in
in the field of disarmament. I had the
privilege of working closely with the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin, Representative
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KasTENMEIER, and others in the formu-
lation of the peace agency bill which was
the prototype for the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency Act. It is to the
great credit of this administration and
the 87th Congress that the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency was estab-
lished in September 1961. The creation
of this Agency put the United States for
the first time in a position to approach
the vital subject of disarmament with a
high level of full-time competence.

Under section 2 of Public Law 87-
297—the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Act—the Agency has four primary
functions:

(a) The conduct, support, and coordina-
tion of research for arms control and dis-
armament policy formation; ;

(b) The preparation for and management
of U.S, participation in international nego-
tiations in the arms. control and disarma-
ment field;

(c). The dissemination and coordination of
public information concerning arms control
and disarmament; and

(d) The preparation for, operation of, or
as appropriate, direction of U.B. participa-
tion in such control systems as may become
part of U.S. arms control and disarmament
activities.

The statute plainly contemplated that

the Arms Control and Disarmament

Agency would be the governmental foun-
tainhead for disarmament proposals,
disarmament information, and disarma-
ment negotiations. To achieve this goal
the Agency operates under a Director,
Deputy Director, and four assistant di-
rectors who are in charge of the Agency’s
four operating bureaus. These are: sci-
ence and technology which sponsors and
coordinates scientific research concern-
ing the manifold problems of disarma-

ment; Bureau of International Relations
which is divided into two offices, the
Office of Political Affairs which is respon-
sible for the day to day conduct of inter-
national negotiations, and the Office of
Political Research and Analysis which
assesses the international implications of
arms control and disarmament proposals
and examines long-range international
developments; Economic Bureau which
investigates the economic and social con-
sequences of disarmament; and the
Weapons Evaluation and Control Bureau
which advises on military weapons sys-
tems as they relate to arms control and
disarmament. In addition to these

Bureaus, the Agency is composed of the.

disarmament advisory staff which rec-
ommends policy, the General Advisory
Committee of 15 private citizens ap-
pointed by the President, a public affairs
advisor who disseminates public infor-
mation, a reference research staff and an
executive staff and secretariat which per-
forms administrative functions.

The Agency as the primary agency of
Government responsible for disarma-
ment and arms control has, with a small
but dedicated and competent staff, ac-
complished a great amount in its short
history. The Agency has been respon-
sible for three negotiating instruments
of great significanee: An outline of basic
provisions of a treaty on general and
complete disarmament in a peaceful
world; a draft treaty banning nuclear
weapons tests in the atmosphere, outer
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space, and underwater which, with-modi=
fications, became the test ban treaty;
and a draft treaty banning nuclear tests
in all environments. In addition to the
drafting of these documents, the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency has
been deeply involved in the disarmament
and test ban negotiations at Geneva and
deserves a major share of the credit for
the test ban treaty. The Agency also de=
serves high commendation for the suc-
cessful negotiation of the direct commu-
nications line—the so-called “hot line”—
between the United States and the Soviet
Union.

As we all know, the problems of dis-
armament and arms control are vast and
complex. Before the creation of the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
the United States did not have a full
scale research program regarding this
crucial subject. Trevor Gardiner, As-
sistant Secretary of the Air Foree dur-
ing the Eisenhower administration, in
deploring the then-existing situation
stated:

Most of our notions on the subject of dis-
armament have been developed by essen-
tially part-time people who are busy with
defense, state, or some other interest so that
they really do not have the time to think
full-time on the subject.

From the very beginning the Agency
has been heavily oriented towards re-
search. For the first year of the Agen-
cy’s operation, fiscal year 1962, Congress
appropriated $1,831,000 of which
$600,000, or nearly one-third, was budg-
eted by the Agency for research. In fis-
cal year 1963 the Agency allocated $4
million, almost two-thirds of its total
budget of $6,500,000, for research. The
Agency again plans to increase the per-
centage of its total budget allocated for
research. For fiscal year 1964 the
Agency has requested, and the Foreign
Affairs Committee has approved, $15 mil-
lion, $11 million of which the Agency
plans to allocate to research.

In addition to the research program,
the Agency has fulfilled another vital
function. The Agency, in conformity to
its clear statutory mandate, has served
as the all-important arms control and
disarmament information center for the
general public. Without an informed
public it will be almost impossible to ne-
gotiate effective agreements in the field
of arms control and disarmament. To
bring the necessary knowledge to the
public the Agency has, since its incep-
tion, published a total of 18 documents
and has sent representatives to various
conferences, forums, and study groups.
I can say from personal experience that
the Agency personnel are most coop-
erative and educational in regard to
these conferences. Last spring I spon-
sored a conference on nuclear policy
which was attended by over 1,000 peo~
ple. Two representatives of the Agency,
Robert Matteson of the disarmament ad-
visory staff and Dr. Leonard Rodberg, at-
tended that conference and did a splen-
did job of explaining U.S. policy.

Mr. Speaker, Winston Churchill on
February 7, 1934, speaking of World War
I, told the Parliament of Great Britain:

Wars come very suddenly. I have lived
through a period when one looked forward,
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as we do now, with great anxiety and un-
certalnty to what would happen in the fu-
ture. Suddenly something did happen—ire-
mendous, swift, overpowering, Irresistible.

On September 26, 1961, President Ken~
nedy signed Public Law 87-297, the Arms
Control and Disarmament Act, which
created an Agency charged with the awe-
some responsibility to prevent the “tre-
mendous, swift, overpowering, and irre-
sistible” from oceurring. I consider this
Agency to be one of the most important
in the Government. It represents man-
kind’s great hope for peace. It deserves
our fullest support. Recently we ap-
proved a military appropriation which
adds up to more than half our national
budget. The nation which can afford to
devote half its budget to military de-
fense can afford to devote one-sixtieth
of 1 percent of its budget to the ultimate
defense-negotiated disarmament. The
nation which can afford to spend more
than $6 million an hour every day of the
year for its military preparedness should
be able to spend $15 million per year to
prepare for peace.

I urge all my colleagues to take an-
other step in the “1,000-mile journey" to
peace and vote for S. T77.

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Chairman, I want
to speak this afternoon on the impor-
tance of giving the strongest possible sup-
port to the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency. The Agency wants, and
needs, $30 million for 2 years. That is
the requested authorization. This repre-
sents a cut in what many originally
thought would be & minimal amount.

By contrast, Mr. Chairman, it is worth
noting that in 2 years we authorize $100
billion for arms buildup and defense.

There is much to be done. The test
ban treaty was, in my opinion, a step
forward. But it is a gain that can be
lost. Much work needs be done on in-
spection procedures and on problems of
readiness. I am satisfied that implica-
tions of research effort is guarded
against. The $11 million provided for
fiscal 1964 is justified. The largest re-
search project programed for fiscal 1964
involves $2,400,000 for Project Cloud
Gap—a fleld test of inspection proce-
dures. A variety of other projects have
been programed in order to enable the
Agency to deal effectively with both the
conception and technical problems in-
herent in developing an arms control
and disarmament program which will
assure our national security.

The Agency should, in my opinion,
institute studies of the economic impact
of any future reduction in arms spending.
This is one of the most neglected subjects
of our time.

Lastly, Mr. Chairman, I would like to
compliment the chairman of the Agency,
Mr. Willilam C, Foster, on a job well
done.

Mr. DONOHUE, Mr. Chairman, as
one of the original sponsors of legisla-
fion that resulted in the creation, back
in September of 1961, of the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency within
the executive department of our Govern-
ment I earnestly urge my colleagues here
to unanimously approve this measure au-
thorizing an additional appropriation of
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$30 million for the Agency to continue
its operations aver the next 2 years.

There can be no doubt that in the short
space of the past 2 years this Agency has
more than proved its worth and the con=
tinuing state of world tension and un-
certainty very clearly demonstrates the
vital necessity of maintaining the effec-
tive operation of this unique unit of
government in exploring the paths that
may lead to peace through arms control
and disarmament.

The culmination of the limited nuclear
test ban treaty; the connection of the
telephone “hot line” between Washing-
ton and Moscow, to eliminate the dan-
gers of accidental warfare and the re-
cent United States-Russian agreement
not to orbit nuclear bombs in space are
certainly major steps toward our basic
objectives of sensibly preventing a world
holocaust and promoting honorable
peace. That our Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency made invaluable con-
tributions to the accomplishment of these
objectives is unquestioned. On the basis
of the Agency's remarkable record in less
than 48 months our only patriotic con-
sideration today, in my humble opinion,
should be, not whether this measure
ought to be approved, but whether, in the
best national interest, we should vastly
inerease the amount proposed in the bill
and provide permanent status for the
Agency.

Let me, please, remind you that the
Congress is not, by this bill or through
this Agency, relinguishing one whit of its
constitutional, traditional, or legislative
power over U.S. disarmament procedures
or treaties. If it did I would not be in
favor of it.

Let me further and respectfully ob-
serve that when few question an appro-
priation of some $50 billion for an arms
race it is difficult to appreciate how any-
one can hesitate over approving $30 mil-
lion for the pursuit of honorable peace,

When we realize that the destruetive
power of one thermonuclear bomb sur-
passes that of all the bombs used in
World War II it appears it would be just
plain old-fashioned commonsense to en-
courage an agency of our Government
to continue and expand ifs limited efforts
of research and exploration to find ways
and means to accomplish honorable
peace through a guaranteed system of
arms control and disarmament. Penny
for penny it could well be the best in-
vestment the American taxpayer ecould
make or that we can make for him and
the civilized world. Let us then prompt-
éylapprove this measure without further

elay.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in favor of S. 7717, to increase the author-
ization for appropriations for the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency. The
Committee on Foreign Affairs recom-
mends $30 million over 2 years, or an
average of $15 million per year. No
further cut in the authorization should
be made. .

As one of the original sponsors of legis-
lation establishing the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, I feel that the
Agency has given a good account of itself
since it began operations in September
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1961. During the last year, negotiations
for which the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency was in large part re-
sponsible produced agreement on a “hot
line” to Moscow, a limited nuclear test
ban agreement, and a United Nations
resolution ealling upon all countries to
refrain from orbiting nuclear weapons.

Mr, Chairman, almost three-quarters
of the $15 million per year for the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency would
be spent on contract research. The pur-
pose of this research is to protect our se-
curity by preparing us properly for arms
control and disarmament negotiations.
Negotiations of this kind will inevitably
continue in the future as they have in the
past.

Even limited arms control agreements
such as a test ban can have an impact
on the military balance of power, par-
ticularly if other countries which are
parties cheat on the agreement. One of
the main ways in which research pre-
pares us for negotiations is to show, first,
what the impact of a particular arms
control proposal might be, and, secondly,
whether cheating could be detected by
long distance detection devices, as in the
case of the limited test ban treaty, by
on-site inspection, or by other means.
Most of the research to be conducted by
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency in this fiscal year is directed to-
ward answering questions of this kind.

Mr, Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support the bill because the basic job
of the Agency is to provide the backup
support essential to the conduct of the
highly complex and technical disarma-
ment negotiations in which the United
States has participated since the Agency
opened its doors 2 years ago. I think
my colleagues will agree that the results
so far are encouraging, and the Agency
should receive the increased authoriza-
tion of $30 million over 2 years.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I trust
that the full authorization for the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency will
be approved overwhelmingly. Certainly,
opposition to this request will be found-
ed on tortured logic. After exhaustive
testimony, the Committee on Foreign
Affairs approved an authorization of $30
million for 2 years, noting in its report
that the Agency has “given a good ac-
count of itself since it began operations
in September 1961,” and that “a re-
search program of the magnitude
planned for fiscal 1964 can be justified.”

Does the opposition propose that we
should halt all arms control discussions
with other countries?

Discussions have ‘been going on under
three administrations since the war.
They went on all through the period be-
tween the wars. I believe it both essen-
tial that they continue and inevitable
that they will.

If these negotiations are to continue,
does anyone suggest that we £0 to them
unprepared?

If we are going to protect our national
interests in these negotiations, we must
be prepared to participate in them
knowledgeably. We must know how the
other side’s proposals, as well as our own,
would affect the military balance, and
whether we could detect cheating. This

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

knowledge cannot come through osmo-
sis—it demands research and study.

Top officials from the Defense Depart-
ment, AEC, NASA, and CIA as well as
the Arms Control Agency testified that
there is no substitute for this research
and that there is no duplication of it by
the various interested agencies.

These officials pointed out that the
Arms Control Agency was largely respon-
sible for the formulation of the concepts
of the “hot line” to Moscow and the lim-
ited test ban treaty. The Agency also
supplied backup in terms of staff and
instructions to Secretary Harriman in
Moscow and to our negotiators at the
Geneva Disarmament Conference. Since
then we have witnessed the U.N. resolu-
tion calling upon other nations to follow
our national policy of refraining from
placing weapons of mass destruction in
orbit. Again the Arms Control Agency
was largely responsible with Mr. Foster,
its Director, actually conducting the ne-
gotiations.

All of these measures and activities
are designed to promote our national
security through safeguarded alterna-
tives to the arms race. They are de-
signed to lessen tensions and to promote
peace,

The opponents of this budget request
apparently believe that our negotiators
should go to these negotiations unpre-
pared and jeopardize our security. For
the sake of a small sum, which the For-
eign Affairs Committee believes would be
money well spent, they apparently be-
lieve that these efforts to promote peace
should be crippled. I think this is false
economy.

According to the Agency, a reduction
of $5 million would result in a 40-percent
cut in the contract research budget for
this fiscal year since it could not be taken
out of fixed operating expenses. It has
previously been noted that out of the $15
million budget for fiscal 1964, $11 million
is for research and $4 million is for oper-
ating expenses.

I have obtained from the Agency a few
examples of contract research projects
which would probably have to be reduced
in size or eliminated. They are:

First. Design of field tests of inspec-
tion methods to catch cheating by clan-
destine production of weapons in viola-
tion of a possible ban.

Second. Design of special-purpose in-
spection and detection equipment.

Third. Research on the problems of
organizing and directing on-site inspec-
tion teams.

Fourth. Study of new weapons devel-
opments which, if placed under control
by the United States and U.S.S.R. now,
might enhance our security in the future.

Fifth. Evaluation of the impaect of
arms reductions on unemployment.

Sixth. Independent, outside analysis
of new ideas for arms control measures.

Many of these studies deal with our
ability to catch cheating under arms
control measures. They could become
tremendously important to our security
if they became relevant to negotiations
and we did not know the risks involved.
And, suppose we were able to reach
agreement on halting production of a
particular weapon and no one had fig-
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ured out how to keep the workers who
had built the weapon employed?

Perhaps the budget cutters believe we
should negotiate first and then find out—
the hard way—if an agreement was in
our national interest. I do not think
this cart-before-the-horse approach to
peace and security represents the think-
ing of the people of Wisconsin or the
rest of the ecountry. I, for one, think
that the harm which could result from a
failure to approve the full authorization
would be grossly disproportionate to the
minute saving involved—a saving which
would prove harmful to our security and
our quest for a safeguarded peace for
ourselves and our children.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of S. 777, as reported out
by the House Committee on Foreign
Affairs. As representatives of the peo-
ple of the United States, we have the
foremost duty of doing everything pos-
sible to insure world peace. As respon-
sible legislators, we should bend every
effort toward the attainment of peace,
for without peace all else will end in
nothingness. It is a known and con-
ceded fact that a nuclear war, if we ever
permit it to come, will mean the end of
civilization.

The bill before us provides another
step toward the attainment of world
peace. The nuclear test ban treaty was
a firm step. The establishment of a
“hot line” to Moscow, and the United
Nations resolution calling upon all coun-
tries to refrain from orbiting nuclear
weapons were other noteworthy steps.
In all of these moves the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency was in large
part responsible for the successful nego-
tiations. That Agency has proved its
worth and ought definitely be continued.

Considering the fact that we have
voted $50 billion for defense, the amount
here being asked for a peace research
agency is a paltry sum. Let it not be
said of this Congress that its Members
tried to economize on peace.

I urge passage of the bill as recom-
mended by the House committee,

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Chairman, I am
opposed to this bill because, in my con-
sidered judgment, it is designed to give
stature and purpose to an agency which
has neither,

When the resolution to establish this
Agency was before us 2 years ago I said
to consider disarmament at a time of
accelerated arming of our Nation is al-
most unbelievable. What is needed, I
pointed out, is a firm foreign policy so
unmistakably clear and firm that no na-
tion will dare challenge us for fear of
their own extinction,

Unfortunately, this world is not yet
ready for disarmament. Any efforts
now on our part to do this will only pro-
ject the wrong image of U.S. military
power, and, further, the administration’s
failure to assess accurately the present
danger of communism'’s goal of enslaving
the world by arms or subversion,

When the world is ready for disarma-
ment we can pass the necessary legisla-
tion. Prior to that time we are playing
into the hands of the enemy by legisla-
tion such as this.
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Since I made that statement 2 years
ago the world situation has worsened.
I cannot agree with the committee’s
evaluation of the performance of the
Agency on page 3 of the report in which
it is stated:

The committee belleves that the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency has given
a good aceount of itself since it began opera-
tions in BSeptember 1961. The results so
far are encouraging.

What results, may I be so bold as to
ask?

There has been no lessening of ten-
sions in the world. The Communists
have given no indication that they have
given up their objective of conguering
the world and destroying the United
States. The disarmament talks have
dragged on month after weary month
with the Soviet Union refusing to make
any concessions while it continues to
destroy U.S. prestige and influence by
outlandish statements based on lies and
senseless accusations.

Communist aggression has not been
halted. It continues its arms buildup in
Cuba. It ruthlessly disregarded the
treaty in Laos to bring that sad country
entirely within the Soviet orbit. It con-
tinues to export arms, rebellion and sub-
version from Cuba to every other coun-
try in South America, It has increased
pressure on the Western nations in Ber-
lin with the latest outrageous arrogance
displayed on the autobahn. American
boys are dying in a Communist sponsored
war in Vietnam.

While the Communists have stepped
up aggressive activities, what have we
done? We backed down in Cuba and
presented the Soviet Union with a vic-
tory. We have turned our heads on the
inereased Communist revolutionary ac-
tivities in South America. We signed a
test ban treaty which jeopardizes the se-
curity of the United States by preventing
us from testing in an area in which we
must test to stay ahead of the Russians
in military power while permitting them
to go ahead with the fests necessary to
overtake us. We have steadily cut back
our military strength by abandoning
proper research and development of new
weapons and by decreasing our striking
force through a systematic reduction of
airpower.

In the face of this tragic record of the
increasing danger to our security we are
now asked to give permanency and stat-
ure to an agency closely associated with
our failure to maintain ' our military
strength. To take this action will lead
to only one result, a further distortion of
the image of the United States and an
increase in the danger of all-out war. If
World War III occurs it will be because of
miscalculation, on the part of our ene-
mies, of our purpose and our ability to
defend our Nation. To approve this bill
and the fallacies contained in the re-
port may well encourage some foolhardy
dictator that we lack the will to resist
and thus see in this an invitation to at-
tack us. We are in the cold war phase
now of World War II and we must not
encourage the foolhardy to start a shoot-
inga;mr, thinking we are disarming and
Weakx.,
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For myself, I will not be a party to any
action which, in my opinion, threatens
the Unifed States and the lives of our
people and, therefore, will vote against
this bill.

At the same time I implore the admin-
istration, the Congress and the people
to take whatever steps necessary to re-
store the power and prestige of the
United States to the proud position it
held before the apostles of appeasement
began direeting our foreign policy. In-
stead of talking disarmament we should
be bending every effort to increasing our
arsenal, to developing new and more
powerful weapons, in creating an anti-
missile missile. Instead of supporting
an agency and an executive policy which
quakes in fear before the sabre rattling
of the conniving and ambitious Russian
dictator, we should enunciate a firm, bold
policy which at the very least would in-
clude getting the Communists entirely
out of Cuba, ending Communist subver-
sion in the Western Hemisphere and
serving notice on the Communist con-
spiracy that we do have the will and we
are prepared to protect our freedom and
the freedom of all those who look to us
for leadership.

This will be a policy much more likely
to insure peace than the timid, defeat-
ist policy we have been following and
which this bill now seeks to perpetuate.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Ccmgress assembled, That section
49(a) of the Act entitled “Arms Control and
Disarmament Act”, approved September 26,
1961 (756 Stat. 639), Is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new sentence:
“In addition, there is hereby authorized to
be appropriated for the fiscal years 1964 and
1965, the sum of $20,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended, to carry out the pur-
poses of this Act.”

Committee amendment: Page 2, line 1,
mogo out “$20,000,000" and Insert “$30,-
000,000".

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ask
the distinguished chairman of the com-
mittee a few questions. I voted for this
bill when it was first before the House.
As a member of the s ttee on
supplemental appropriations and for the
Departments of State, Justice, and the
Judiciary, I voted to supply the funds for
this agency. Now there are some ques-
tions I would like to ask with reference
fo this bill. How many new employees
are contemplated here?

Mr. MORGAN. There are approxi-
mately T0.

Mr. BOW. Seventy new employees
are anticipated. In what grades and in
what areas are the 70 employees going
to be hired?

Mr. MORGAN. I would not be able to
answer the gentleman. I think that
would be a matter that would come be-
fore the gentleman’s subcommittee.

Mr. BOW. The Committee on Foreign
Affairs authorized 70 employees and you
should have some idea of why they are
being authorized and in what areas they
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are going to be engaged and what they
are going to do.

Mr. MORGAN. Of course, with the
increase in the amount reguested for re-
search, amounting to $11 million, most
of the 70 new employees will be in the
research field.

Mr. BOW. Can the gentleman tell us
what grades they are going to be and
what type of research they will handle?

Mr. MORGAN. No, we did not go into
that aspect of the program. We looked
primarily at the research projects.

Mr. BOW. It would seem to me, if we
are going to authorize 70 new employees,
and I would point out to the gentleman
that in the State Department bill this
year there were no new employees in the
entire bill, and now we have a bill coming
in here for the approval of a new agency
where we are authorizing 70 new em-
ployees with no knowledge before this
committee as to what their grades will
be and what they are to do. Are we
blindly going to say to this committee,
“You can hire 70 people and we do not
care what they are going to do and we
do not know what they are going to do
and just give them a blank check?”

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOW. I am glad fto yield to the
gentleman. I hope he can give us some
information on this.

Mr. GALLAGHER. The basic differ-
ence in the amount of money requested
is primarily in the field of research.
They have testified that there would be
no more than 70 new employees added.
We are not basically authorizing these
new employees, but if they are needed
in view of the enlargement of the pro-
gram, they will be employed. It would
be before the Committee on Appropria-
tions where a breakdown would be made
in the event of a possible increase in the
number of employees.

Mr. BOW. You see—this is the kind
of situation we get into. It is one of
the reasons we had to raise the debt
limitation not long ago to $315 billion,
because we merely go along with su-
thorizations, saying that the Committee
on Appropriations will take care of it
and then after it is authorized, then we
are told, “Oh, well, a legislative commit-
tee authorized it, and we ought to ap-
propriate for it because the authorizing
committee would not ask for it unless
they knew what it was going to be used
for.”

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, BOW. I will be delighted to yield.

Mr. GALLAGHER. The basic prob-
lem and the difference between the $20
million and the $30 million is in the
research field.

Mr. BOW. Let us go into that. What
is the research:; what are we going to
do in research that will bring the gentle-
man from Illinois this peace on earth
and good will fo men?

Mr. GALLAGHER. If I may point out
in the green book those areas that would
be eliminated are $6.3 million for re-
search in fiscal year 1964. They are all
listed on pages 19 and 21.
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Mr. BOW. I know they are listed.
You can take names and you can take
projects and give them different names.
Let us find out actually what they are
and what they are going to do. Can the
gentleman tell, us, rather than just tak-
ing a subject and saying that they are
going to put research in this? How are
we going to do it? How will it develop?

Mr. GALLAGHER. Your own com-
mittee went over some of these programs

in the past. Which ones have you
vetoed?
Mr. BOW. I say to the gentleman

acting upon the authorization of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, last year
we granted all of the money that was
authorized. We went over these items,
But this is a great increase I say to the
gentleman. I have asked the gentleman
a question, and he is not answering it.

Mr. GALLAGHER, Will the gentle-
man yield further?

Mr. BOW. I do not yield any further
to the gentleman unless he is willing to
tell us what are the programs and what
are you going to have the money for.
Do not give us doubletalk but give us
facts.

Mr. GALLAGHER.
the facts.

Mr. BOW. No, you are not giving us
the facts but giving us titles in a book.
You are giving us reference to a book
that has titles in it. I will not yield to
the gentleman any further.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. ADATR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the committee amendment,
and would like to point out very care-
fully to members of the committee that
if you desire to vote for economy, in this
instance your vote should be “no.” ¥You
are voting upon the adoption of the com-
mittee amendment. By its action the
House Committee on Foreign Affairs took
the bill that was passed by the other body
which provided $20 million for 2 years
and increased that amount to $30 million
for 2 years. If we vote “no” upon the
committee amendment, we are voting to
save $10 million, to reduce the amount
authorized for the biennium to $20 mil-
lion, the figure which the Members of the
other body thought was adequate and
sufficient to carry on this program.

Let us look at what has happened in
the past. As I pointed out a short time
ago, $10 million was sufficient to carry
this program for the first 2 years of its
existence. There was left over more than
$1.5 million out of that $10 million for
appropriation this year. So that approx-
imately $8.5 million carried the program
for 2 years. If we vote for the reduced
amount, we are giving $10 million for
each of the following 2 years. Now, what
will that be used for? We are asked to
give about $4 million of those $10 million
for operations, for the administration of
this program, for carrying on the work
of the Agency. That leaves, under the
reduced figure, $6 million for research.
How much have we used for research in
the past? In the year just concluded we
used not quite $4 million. So I would
say to members of this committee, if you
vote for the reduced amount you are still

I am giving you
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giving $2 million more than was used for
research in the past fiscal year.

Mr. Chairman, I submit that the
amount which the other body found suf-
ficient ought to be entirely adequate so
far as we are concerned., I would urge
Members to vote “no’” upon the commit-
tee amendment so that the figure would
go back to $20 million for the 2-year
period and thereby save $10 million.

It has been said that $5 or $10 mil-
lion is not a large amount; and perhaps
in the context of the amounts which we
authorize and appropriate here it is not.
But I am sure that the taxpayers of this
country feel that $10 million is a very
substantial amount, and should be
saved. Even with the savings we are
providing an amount which is more than
adequate for the purposes of this
Agency.

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to vote
“no” upon this amendment.

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in favor of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, a most amazing thing
has taken place this afternoon. That is,
the amount of excitement that has been
engendered by an authorization bill
seeking to increase the sum of money for
arms control and disarmament from $20
to $30 million for 2 years. I was pres-
ent when the $50 billion was appropri-
ated for arms and armaments and cer-
tainly there was not anywhere near this
excitement.

What are we actually doing? We are
increasing the amount authorized from
$10 to $15 million a year for 2 years;
at least we seek to do so. The other
body fixed the amount at $10 million.
We are seeking to fix it at $15 million.

As a practical matter what is going
to happen is that in conference that
amount very likely will be split down
the middle and so we will wind up with
about $12.5 million a year. We are just
paring cherries; with all this excitement,
it comes to just an increase of $2.5 mil-
lion. For what? For arms control and
for disarmament.

I think that this organization cer-
tainly can be trusted with an additional
$215 million a year. Last year I believe
they turned back some money that they
did not use. I do not think they are
going to squander the money simply be-
cause we authorize it.

Also remember that the Appropriations
Committee is going to go into these items.
They are going to determine, I presume,
whether or not 70 additional employees
are necessary. They are going fo deter-
mine whether or not any supergrade em-
ployees are necessary. So far as super-
grade employees are concerned; who
would receive from $14,000 to $25,000 a
year? They are scientists. You will cer-
tainly want people who are worth their
salt, and if you are going to get decent
people for this organization, you will
certainly want to pay them a decent
salary.

As to contracts that are to be turned
over to colleges and universities; that is
done when in the wisdom of the Agency
it is determined that it is necessary.

We had an open-skies amendment
during Mr. Eisenhower's administration.

It was an organization of this type that:
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worked that plan out. What are some of
the functions of this organization? They
are going to backstop among other
things the various ideas submitted for
arms control; they are going to backstop
the various proposals that are made by
different agencies of the Department of
Defense.. When some subdivision gets an
idea for arms control, they submit it to
this organization which will review it.
This organization is going to determine
whether or not there is duplication,
whether or not there are three or four
or five different groups in the Depart-
ment of Defense that are working on the
same suggestion for arms control.

Certainly these people have to be qual-
ified in order to determine whether or
not a proposed suggestion is worth while
and unless you have people who know
their business they are not going to be
able to determine the validity of the
various recommendations.

How much in the way of actual money
are we talking about? We are talking
about $2.5 million a year when you spend
$50 billion for defense. I think, when
we consider what is involved, we will not
want to be penny wise and pound foolish,
which we will be unless we vote for the
committee amendment. This is a young
organization. This organization has not
developed to the degree where we have
to be disturbed or worried about it. 1
am certain as time goes on the various
ideas and suggestions that are made and
the research that is done by this organi-
zation will prove worth while. And so I
urge you to vote for the committee
amendment to increase the authoriza-
tion from $20 to $30 million for 2 years.
: SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY

MR. HOSMER

Mr, HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
a substitute to the committee amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HosMER as a
substitute for the committee amendment:
On the first page strike out line 3 and all
that follows down through page 2, line 2,
and insert in lieu thereof the following:
“That subsection (a) of section 49 of the
Arms Control and Disarmament Act (22
U.S.C. 2680) is amended by striking out
‘$10,000,000' and inserting in lieu thereof
‘$7,600,000 annually".”

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, when
this act was passed, section 49 provided
an authorization for the appropriation of
$10 million to remain available until ex-
pended. It did not put the Agency on
any kind of an annual basis. It did not
place it in the situation where it would
be difficult for it to attempt to balloon
itself all out of reason.

Mr. Chairman, the pending committee
amendment simply does this: It takes a
2-year period and says that we can ap-
propriate up to $30 million, or $15 mil-
lion a year.

Mr. Chairman, over in the other body
they said, “No, we will take $20 million
and let them spend at the rate of $10 mil-
lion a year, and then when these 2 years
are up, we will go into this matter again.”

Mr. Chairman, the plain fact of the
matter is that you cannot buy peace, you
cannot buy peace by hiring researchers.
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This Agency in the first year received
$1.8 million. In the next year, fiscal 1963,
it received $6.7 million. Now, we want to
give them a T700-percent increase, up to
$15 million, according to the committee
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, that is just ridiculous.
You cannot expand an agency in that
fashion and you cannot accomplish the
peaceful millennium by doing so. Let us
put it on an orderly basis.

Mr. Chairman, what my amendment
does, is to say that the Agency can get
up to $7.5 million annually if it is ap-
propriated. It puts them on a business-
like basis. It will let it hire only a part
of these 70 people it wants to hire.
A gentleman who preceded me in the well
was asked, “Who are they going to hire?”
He replied, “Scientific types.” I will tell
you the type they are going to hire. They
are going to hire, in part at least, the
type that come in and write papers for
the Disarmament Agency and who will
tell us that this Nation must not have
civil defense because it is provocative to
the Russians. How do they reason this
strange and curious assertion? They
say, “Well, if we spend billions of dol-
lars on civil defense, it must mean we are
serious about it."”

Now, Mr. Chairman, they said, “Every-
body knows that unless the people are
in a shelter when the bombs drop, they
are not going to be protected. So, if we
spend billions of dollars on civil defense,
it means that we are planning the first
strike, that we are going to know when
the war breaks out because we are going
to start it, and we are going to have our
people in the defense shelters.” There-
fore, the Russians figure this all out and
they become uneasy and look at our civil
defense as a provocative act. That is
what these so-called scientific types will
be telling us.

Mr. Chairman, that is how nutball
these people are who are going to get
part of this money that you folk are
going to authorize today, if you do not
accept this substitute amendment. That
is how silly it is. They will come in and
try to lower the defense capability and
safety of the people of this country.

I think it is time this country put its
foot on—puts a lid on—this expenditure.
A good job can be done with $7.5 million
a year. The Agency should be working
to protect the people of the United States
not only from its foreign enemies but
from its domestic idiots. Let us not give
them money to spend foolishly or dan-
gerously. This is a very severe task, I
grant, that we have before us, and for
that reason I ask you, I implore you, I
beg you to put sanity in this bill now
before the House by putting this reason-
able lid of $7.5 million—a million dollars
more than the Agency is spending this
year—on the appropriation.

If you want to look at it later, if Mr.
Foster is able to come up at some later
date and with some results that are tan-
gible and some actions that are clearly in
the interest and security of the United
States some years hence, let him talk to
yvou about it then. But let us not have
the kind of speculation we heard earlier
in the day when somebody was asked for
proof that disarmament ever avoided a
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war or saved a nation, and the gentle-
man responded, “Well, if the United
States is in existence a hundred years
from now this will be the proof.”

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the pending amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose this amend-
ment because, as the gentleman from
New York [Mr. FARBSTEIN] said, we are
quibbling over a very small amount of
money in a very important field. A lot
of people talk about disarmament.

I am not one of those who optimisti-
cally believes this agency or any agency
is going to achieve disarmament, at least
not in the foreseeable future; but I am
very much interested in arms control.
We are not talking about weapons that
we referred to in previous attempts at
disarmament. We are not talking about
guns, rifles, aircraft carriers and battle-
ships. We are talking about interconti-
nental ballistic missiles. If the esti-
mates of the Defense Department are
correct about what the Russians have—
certainly they know what we have, and
if they are correct in their estimates of
overkill—there are enough interconti-
nental ballistic missiles and warheads
to equip them to wipe life off the globe
several times over. I think the average
person just refuses to let this sink into
his intelligence because it is almost too
horrible to contemplate. But the fact
remains it is true.

What we are trying to do here is to
spend a few dollars, and I say a few
dollars. The increase involved here is
$1 for every $30,000 that we have in-
vested in 1 year in these implements of
destruction, We are trying to figure
out a way to spend a few dollars to limit
these weapons.

There is talk about the French force
de frappe. I made a speech about it the
other day, and I pointed out that if De
Gaulle is successful in coming up with
one bomb, one bomb that will work, he
will have had an expenditure of $2 bil-
lion. But by the time he gets that bomb
we are going to have over a thousand,
and the best estimates are the Russians
will have 400 or 500. If this is going to
be any deterrent, if this French force
de frappe is going to be any deterrent
by one single bomb against 1,000 or 450,
if that is going to deter anybody from
doing something, I would like to have
it pointed out.

This shows you how far one nation
will go to try to become a nuclear power.
I think De Gaulle on balance has been
good for France. He has stabilized the
French Government and to a large extent
the French economy, but it shows you
how far afield a fellow can get when he
goes into this business of the French
economy spending $2 billion to develop
a single bomb, which is supposed to give
France the status of an important nu-
clear power.

What we ought to be doing and what
De Gaulle ought to be doing, what other
nations ought to be doing and certainly
what we ought to be willing to spend a
few dollars for is to find some way to get
rid of these atomic bombs:

I do not think anybody in the Disar-
mament Agency—Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency is its proper title, and
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as far as I am concerned you can drop
the “Disarmament” out any time you
want to; it certainly will not make me
unhappy—I do not think anybody in
that Agency has any visions that the
United States ought to disarm or that
we are going to get the Russians to
disarm along with us if we make the
offer.

I do not suppose it is possible to make
a political mistake in proposing this,
because if we never have a nuclear war
the opponents can always say, “Well, it
is a waste of money,” and so on; but if
we do have one all out, you do not need
to worry about the political consequences
because there will not be any constituents
left to complain. It will be that horrible.

To be practical about it, the Senate
has voted $10 million. We are asking for
$15 million. Anybody who knows any-
thing about the way this place works at
all knows that means no more than $12.5
million, or an increase of $2.5 million,
and that is a paltry sum compared with
what is at stake.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment and in op-
position to the committee amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I would say to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Hays] that
I waited and waited for some word out
of Paris a week or so ago, during the
NATO Parliamentary Conference, from
somebody in the varied assortment of
people who went over there, some word
about disarmament, and I did not hear
a single word. As a matter of fact, I
think probably that so-called Confer-
ence concerned itself with the buildup
of arms. I do not know. I am not sure
that anything was accomplished.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. The speech I just said
I made was made there. The gentleman
might be interested to know that the
chairman of the Liberal Party of Eng-
land, Lord Ogmore, who happened to be
a delegate, said in a later speech it was
one of the most powerful heard during
the NATO meeting. I did not say that,
but he did. I am sure that some people
on the other side will not like it. I am
not attempting to blow my own horn.

Mr. GROSS. Do I understand the
gentleman is telling me that somebody
in England complimented him on his
speech? The gentleman is telling me
that?

Mr. HAYS. Yes. Maybe the gentle-
man would like to compliment me if he
would bother to read the speech.

Mr. GROSS. I am still waiting for
someone of the assortment of people
who attended the NATO Parliamentary
Conference to speak up in behalf of dis-
armament.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
FaArBsTEIN] says, in effect, “Vote $15 mil-
lion. Take the Senate’s original figure
of $10 million and increase it to $15
million and then go to conference and
compromise on something less.” This
means it is not a question of the Dis-
armament Agency needing $15 million,
according to the gentleman from New
York. All they need, he suggests, is
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$12.5 million. So blow it up to $15 mil-
lion today and then kick it down some-
where along the line, and in between,
again caught in the middle, is the be-
draggled taxpayer.

The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN] spoke of someone being
fearful they would drown this Agency
with money. I wonder if the gentleman
from New Jersey ever heard of any
agency or department of the Federal
Government being drowned with money
at any time, any place, in the modern
history of this Government?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Iyield to the gentleman
briefly.
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Is the

gentleman contending that an additional
$5 million being spent for research by
the ACDA would drown the Agency with
money?

Mr. GROSS. I am only repeating the
phrase used by the gentleman previously.
Of course, it will not drown them. You
could not, figuratively speaking—and
understand I say figuratively speaking—
you could not drown them with $5 mil-
lion more—because they can drink that
much, of whatever the additional $5 mil-
lion represents.

Now the alleged claim to fame on the
part of the Disarmament Agency up to
this point is the “hot line” and the nu-
clear test ban agreement. If I remem-
ber the accounts of the Moscow meeting
at which the test ban was initialed, I
did not see anyone from the Disarma-
ment Agency mentioned—it was all
Averell Harriman. He was the whole
show as far as the United States was
concerned. The Disarmament Agency
had little or nothing to do with the Mos-
cow test ban agreement. It was all
Averell, Moreover, the Moscow test ban
treaty is not removing a single weapon
from the Russian arsenal or from our
arsenal—not one weapon. That pro-
duced no disarmament whatever.

As for the “hot line”—we have had a
teletype line into our Embassy in Mos-
cow for years. The so-called “hot line”
runs into the Pentagon and thence to the
White House. And if anybody thinks
Khrushchey is going to plant an opera-
tor at his teletype keyboard in Moscow
and tell us that he is going to push the
button and send his missiles on their
way here, they ought to revise their
thinking. How anyone can consider the
“hot line” any kind of an accomplish-
ment, that merits spending either $5 or
$15 million is beyond me.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the
gentleman has expired. For what pur-
pose does the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania rise?

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 15 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey
{Mr. GALLAGHER].

Mr, GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, in
reply to my colleague, the gentleman
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from Towa, let me read to you from the
hearings with regard to the Moscow
negotiations.

I quote Mr. Foster:

The sclentists who went were our scien-
tists. The interpreter was our interpreter,
the secretaries were our secretaries, so that
we made up some 40 or 50 percent of the
delegation and in the drafting committee,
Mr. Fisher was the actual member of the
drafting committee that worked with the
representative of the Soviet Union in the
final drafting of the treaty.

As you can see, Mr. Fisher who is the
deputy of Mr. Foster, the Director of the
U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, was Mr. Harriman's deputy
when the mission was selected and he
did the actual drafting of the test ban
agreement.

Mr, Chairman, the principal question
before the House in connection with this
bill is the amount of appropriations we
authorize for the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency for the next 2 years.

The Agency asked for a continuing
authorization and the budget request for
the next fiscal year was $15 million.
The other body authorized $20 million for
ACDA for fiscal years 1964 and 1965.

The Foreign Affairs Committee ap-
proved an authorization for $30 million
to finance the Agency’'s operation for 2
years at the level planned for fiscal year
1964, We did not approve the request
for a continuing authorization because
we felt that Congress should retain at
all times a limit on the development and
scale of operation of the Agency.

The Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency is a very small agency as Gov-
ernment agencies go. Its total person-
nel presently number a little over 200 and
its programed not to exceed 277 by the
end of fiscal year 1964. In light of its
research, coordinating, and negotiating
responsibilities, and the fact that this is
the only Government entity devoted ex-
clusively to seeking alternatives to the
arms race, I feel that this represents a
reasonable and necessary stafling level.
Consequently, any budgetary cuts that
do take place will have primary impact
on the Agency's external research pro-

gram.

I must admit that both I and many
members of the committee initially ap-
proached the Agency’s requested author-
ization with serious doubts as to its
validity. We questioned both the need
for the research planned and whether
such research would not duplicate re-
search already being performed by the
Defense Department, the CIA, the State
Department, and other Government
agencies.

Because of these doubts, the Director
of the Agency appeared before our com-
mittee twice, once in executive session
so that we could really probe on these
questions. In addition, we heard testi-
mony from officials representing the De-
fense Department, the Central Intelli-
gence Agency, the Atomic Energy Com-
mission, and the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration. I feel that
we explored the Agency’s research pro-
gram thoroughly, as well as the overall
Government program of research in this
area on the matter of waste and duplica-
tion.
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The overwhelming view of the com-
mittee, as a result of the hearings, was
that the Agency’s research program is
not only sound and necessary, but that
it does avoid duplicating the research
work conducted by other Government
agencies. The vote of the committee on
reporting the amended bill out also indi-
cates that this evaluation and expres-
sion of confidence was shared by mem-
bers of both parties. As stated in our
report:

The committee believes the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency has glven a good
account of itself since it began operations
in September 1961.

On the basis of the detailed testimony
presented to the committee during the
hearings, the committee has been con-
vinced that the research program for
fiscal 1964 is justified. It represents an
$11 million effort, almost three-fourths
of the total budget request of $15 million.
This growth of the research program is
commensurate with the increasing de-
mands for information to protect our
security through knowledgeable arms
control and disarmament negotiations.
During much of the first 2 years of its
existence, the Agency was developing the
basic concepts of a research program.
This early work was necessarily explora-
tory and did not involve much detail.
Now that needs have been identified,
more detailed research is required to
provide technical support for sound U.S.
negotiating positions.

The largest research project involves
$2,400,000 for Project Cloud Gap—a field
test of inspection procedures. The cost
will be shared on approximately a 50-50
basis with the Department of Defense.
The project involves festing in the field
of various concepts of inspection in order
to determine the risks and operating dif-
ficulties involved.

It takes much detailed information to
develop a good verification system. First
the key indicators of violations of arms
control agreements must be identified.
Then a system to monitor those indi-
cators must be designed. Then that
system must be tested. This is where
the field tests in Project Cloud Gap
come in. The elements must be devel-
oped and tested.

A variety of other projects involving
smaller amounts have been programed
in order to enable the Agency to deal
effectively with both the conceptual and
technical probléms inherent in develop-
ing an arms control and disarmament
program which will assure our national
security.

The committee was persuaded that the
$10 million which would be available for
fiscal 1964 under the authorization
passed by the other body is not suffi-
cient to enable the Agency to do an ef-
fective research job. It would mean a
40-percent cut in the research program
for the next fiscal year, from $11 million
to $6.3 million.

The Cloud Gap project would have
to be substantially reduced in scope.

Other important projects would either
have to be eliminated or curtailed in a
manner that would reduce their effec-
tiveness.
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The budget reduction would also re-
duce the grant research program by more
than two-thirds. The Agency relies on
grant-type research for some new ideas
and concepts.

Finally, the testimony brought out
that a cut in the research program can-
not be measured solely in terms of indi-
vidual project reductions and elimina-
tions. The entire research program is
a coordinated effort. Many projects are
related and depend upon the successful
conclusion of other projects for maxi-
mum effectiveness. This programing
would be largely ruined by the manda-
tory modifications imposed by a smaller
budget.

It seems to me that the question boils
down to whether or not we want to
promote our security by being properly
prepared to negotiate measures to slow
down the arms race. If we do, I think
this comparatively small amount re-
quested by the Agency should be au-
thorized.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New Jersey has expired.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. Teomson] for 3 minutes.

Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I think at long last we are
getting down to the meat of this ques-
tion about what this Agency is doing.
I want to say to you that $1 million is
a lot of money in the district that I
come from. My people there do not
want to relate it to the defense budget
or to anything else, because every penny,
every dime, every dollar, and every $1
million is important to them. The ques-
tion to me is whether this Agency really
needs this money and whether it is justi-
fied, and I do not think so, and I rise
here in opposition to the amendment of
the committee.

This Agency is supposed to be a co-
ordinator and a catalyst, to bring people
together and to bring ideas together and
so forth. I think it is just the opposite
of that. I think if they weed out some
of the unnecessary overlap and duplica-
tion that they are performing, this
Agency could well operate on $10 mil-
lion a year and possibly a great deal less.

Nobody has said anything about those
research contracts, but take a look in the
green book that they have told you about.
We are not talking about atomic bombs
and how to get rid of atomic bombs.
We are studying disputes between indi-
viduals. And one thing they are study-
ing is the status of indigenous natives in
South Africa. Now, I am for eliminat-
ing atomic bombs, but how about the
problems of the status of indigenous
natives in South Africa? I think we
could well get along without that one.
We would save quite a lot of money.

Then here is another one. The role
of electromagnetic and mechanical cen-
ters of inspection. This is what they are
going to look at. The possible role of
aerial photography, radar, and other
techniques in inspection and operation
which will require extensive analysis.

Well, where is the Department of De-~
fense, where is the CIA, where is the
Atomic Energy Commission? Those peo-
ple are all doing these very exact same
things at the present time.

Then here is another one.
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Mr.  HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin. I have
only 3 minutes and you had 5.

Mr, HAYS. I want to agree with you
about something if you will yield.

Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin. That
is such an unusual situation that I will.

Mr. HAYS. I will say to the gentle-
man that I was unaware of the study
about indigenous natives, and I will
agree with him that that ought to be
knocked outf, and I will help to get it
knocked out. They ought to discontinue
that right now.

Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin. Very
good. Just vote “no” on the committee
amendment.

Here is just one other. Inspection for
clandestine military activities. This
study will be concerned with the detec-
tion of clandestine military activities on
a very small scale.

Where is the CIA? Where are the
other Government agencies? They are
all doing the same thing. I hope you
will vote “no” on the committee amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman
from Oregon [Mrs. GREEN].

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I could hardly believe my ears a
few moments ago when I heard some of
our colleagues pleading with this House
to cut down the amount which the com-
mittee has recommended, as an economy
measure, an economy vote. Arms con-
trol, the nuclear test ban treaty, peace—
all the efforts being made by the Disar-
mament Agency cannot be measured in
terms of dollars. What kind of a price
tag can you put on the nuclear test ban
treaty? How can anyone measure the
dollar value of lives that might be saved?
A country that today spends far more
than 100 times as much as the com-
mittee is asking on legalized gambling
can certainly afford to gamble $15 mil-
lion a year or twice $15 million on the
Disarmament Agency that might some-
how bring us a little bit closer to peace.

The Library of Congress has advised
me that since World War II the United
States and the Soviet Union have spent
over $900 billion on defense, almost $1
trillion, and as a result we have fears and
jitters and the threat of mass annihila-
tion.

It has always seemed to me that if we
could spend a fraction of this, a recog-
nizable fraction of this on education and
the pursuit of peace, perhaps maybe in
10 or 15 years from now our defense
would be more secure and our position in
world leadership even stronger because
of it. If we allow the notion to get
abroad in this land that the arts of
peace are less important, less worth
working for than the arts of war then we
will have a very, very difficult time mak-
ing the journey toward peace to which
President Kennedy referred at the time
of the ratification of the nuclear test
ban treaty. At that time he said:

Let us—if we can—step back from the
shadows of war—and seek the way of peace,
and if that journey is 1,000 miles or even
more, let history record that in this land at
this time we took the first step. -
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Let history record that in this Con-
gress at this time we are willing to take
yet another step.

The CHATIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. FRASER].

Mr. FRASER. Mr.Chairman, it seems
to me that those who want to tear the
heart out of the Disarmament Agency
have not taken the proper perspective
of history. Since the year 1898 this
country and every other major power
on the face of this world has engaged in
disarmament talks, year in and year
out, right through World War I and up
to the beginning of World War II. And
I think that those people who feel that
by gutting the Disarmament Agency they
can stop the discussion of disarmament
are just fooling themselves, because if
history is any indication we are going
to go on talking about disarmament just
as our Nation has talked disarmament
for the past half century.

The result will be, if we gut this Agency
and cut out this research and deprive
the top officials of our executive branch
from knowledge that comes from this
research, that we are saying that we want
our people, we want our representatives
to go into negotiations with one hand
tied behind their back.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
Hosmer] said that he is in favor of out-
side contracts to do the research for this
Agency. But the truth is that with this
amendment you would virtually cut out
every outside contract. This would
mean that the Agency would be limited
practically to its own resources and to
the research that could be carried on
with its own personnel.

A question was asked about the new
personnel, Mr. Chairman. That infor-
mation is easily available. The new
personnel account for only $1.3 million
of the increase asked by this Agency. If
we cut the Agency’s budget back to $7.5
million we are going to cut back this
Agency to a point where they are going
to have less money for research than they
had in the fiscal year 1963. .

I would say that there are divided
opinions in this House as to whether dis-
armament is the road to peace.

There are differences whether or not
by pursuing this particular path we are
going to bring about the kind of security
that we want not only for our Nation but
for people everywhere—and I would say
that I do not happen to be one of those
who believes that disarmament is a cer-
tain road to peace—I think we may have
to first find a way of solving some of
the political problems that exist in this
world.

But, Mr. Chairman, I say to the mem-
bers of the committee that if we take
away from our people who are respon-
sible for conducting negotiafions at
Geneva and for conducting negotiations
with the Soviet Union, if we take away
from them the knowledge and the under-
standing that can be derived from the
contracts for outside research, then you
are handicapping them. You are saying
that we want them to go into negotia-
tions not well briefed, not thoroughly
prepared, but instead on an ad hoc basis.
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Morcan] is rec-
ognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the committee amendment
and in opposition to the amendment
which has been offered by the gentle-
man from California [Mr. HosMER].

It has been brought out here today that
we are talking about a figure of $15
million. Someone said here a little while
ago that we have just appropriated $50
billion for defense. Now, take 24 hours
in a day and divide it into $50 billion and
you will find that we are spending $6
million an hour for defense.

Mr. Chairman, we are asking here for
2% hours in the cause of peace. I think
this is a very small amount.

As the gentlewoman from Oregon
[Mrs. GREEN] said, it might be a gamble,
but we are gambling small money.

Now in considering the $15 million,
the Agency made a good case before the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, At the
insistence of some of the minority mem-
bers we called people from the CIA, we
called representatives of the Department
of Defense, we called them from NASA,
and we called them from the Atomic
Energy Commission.

Mr. Chairman, every witness testified
that there was absolutely no duplica-
tion between their research and the re-
search of the Arms Control Agency and
that coordination as being carried out
under the Executive order eliminated
duplication.

This $15 million has been justified,
$4 million for administrative expenses
and $11 million for research.

If the committee amendment is voted
down and the $20 million figure stays
in the bill, we will have only $3.7 million
for administration and only $6.3 million
for research.

I say this Agency should be granted
the full amount necessary to carry out
their research program.

The gentleman from Wisconsin in

about the natives in South
Africa referred to only one part of a
contract. He did not indicate the na-
ture of the project as a whole. The con-
tract on that item was Analysis of Inter-
national Disputes. Only a small part of
this contract had anything to do with
the African natives that he mentioned.
But the contract provided for vital
studies dealing with international dis-
putes.

Mr. Chairman, I emphasize that this
Agency has proven its worth by the pre-
liminary work it has done. It brought
the “hot line” into being and it supplied
the information that gave us the nu-
clear test ban treaty.

Let us vote for the committee amend-
ment and vote down the amendment
which has been offered by the gentleman
from California [Mr. HosMER].

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the substitute amendment to the com-
mittee amendment offered by the gentle-
man from California [Mr. HosMER].

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. HosmeR) there
were ayes 66, noes 84.

.« Mr. STINSON. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.
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Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. GALLAGHER
and Mr. HOSMER,

The Committee again divided, and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes 98,
noes 111.

So the substitute amendment was re-
jected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Apamr) there
were—ayes 73, noes 110.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. GALLAGHER
and Mr. ADAIR.

The Committee again divided, and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
108, noes 145.

So the committee amendment was re-
jected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GUBSER

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Guesegr: On
page 2 line 2 after the word "“Act” insert the
following: “Provided, That of this sum a
minimum of $100,000 shall be used to de-
velop at least one econometric model which
employs the input-output technigue to be
used as a tool to define and measure the re-
glonal economic dislocation problem caused
by time phased cutbacks, stretchouts, and
termination of military procurement and to
assist In finding ways in which to minimize
the adverse effects of such dislocation.”

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Chairman, as a
member of the Committee on Armed
Services, I am deeply concerned with
maintaining a strong military posture
for the United States. As an American
and as a member of the Committee on
Armed Services as well, I am looking
forward to the time, which I hope will
arrive in the near future, when we can
set about an orderly and safe program
of disarmament. When this happens we
must recognize that the geographical
distribution of military contracts is un-
even and that readjustments will bring
severe hardship to certain areas of the
country. This makes it mandatory that
advanced planning by Government at all
levels and by business firms and labor
unions and other private organizations
be entered into so that this economic
adjustment can be made with a mini-
mum of difficulty.

We now have techniques which can
define and measure a potential regional
economic dislocation problem and can
also provide an adequate tool to ef-
ficiently and practicably deal with the
problem, These techniques are varied.
Some are called computer models, others
are called econometric models. It is a
technique of input and output analysis
developed by economists like Professor
Leontief of Harvard and many others.
For those of you who are interested I
refer you to an article in the Scientific
American for April 1961 entitled “The
Economic Effects of Disarmament.”

In our own area, the San Francisco
Bay area, which includes nine of Califor-
nia’s counties, 10 percent of the total
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payroll is in defense industry. There
are roughly 1.5 million people employed
in all industries in the bay region, and
100,000 are involved with military
oriented activities.

My point in offering this amendment
is that we have definite and finite tech-
niques developed by leading economists
where we can use computer models or
econometric models to definitely fore-
cast what the effect of disarmament will
be on a regional area and to make pre-
dictions as to what can be done to meet
that effect. My amendment would make
it mandatory that the Disarmament
tL?getr;c}}r employ this tool on a regional

asls.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GUBSER. I yield to the Chair-
man of the committee. :

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I have
examined the gentleman’s amendment.
I am sure the Agency is already doing
studies along this line. I assure the gen-
tleman as far as I am concerned I in-
tend to use my influence to have them
continued, but I do not feel that any
money should be earmarked for partic-
ular studies in a certain area of the
country. I am sure that studies along
this line are now being made by the
Agency.

Mr. GUBSER. I know, Mr. Chair-
man, that the Agency is interested in this
particular type of activity, but this is a
tool for arriving at conclusions rather
than a research project. I am hopeful
that the gentleman would see fit to ccm-
municate with the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency and urge that they
consider the use of such a tool on a
regional basis. Would he be willing to
do that?

Mr. MORGAN. I will be glad to.

Mr. GUBSER. With the Chairman’s
assurance that this will be urged upon
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency and not wishing to tie the hands
of the Agency in particular, I ask unani-
mous consent, Mr. Chairman, that I be
allowed to withdraw my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEc. 2. Section 456 of the Act entitled
“Arms Control and Disarmament Act”,
approved September 26, 1961 (75 Stat,
637), Is amended by redesignating subsec-
tion 45(b) as subsection 45(c) and by in-
serting after subsection 45(a) the following
new subsection:

“{(b) In the case of contractors or sub-
contractors and their officers or employees,
actual or prospective, the Director may ac-
cept, in lieu of the investigation prescribed
in subsection (a) hereof, a report of investi-
gation conducted by a Government agency,
other than the Civil Service' Commission or
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, when
it is determined by the Director that the
completed inyestigation meets the stand-
ards established in subsection (a) hereof:
Provided, That security clearance had been
granted to the individual concerned by an-
other Government agency based upon such
investigation and report. The Director may
also grant access for Information classified
no higher than ‘confidential’ to contractors
or subcontractors and their officers and em=-
ployees, actual or prospective, on the basis
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of reports on less than full-field Investiga-
tions: Provided, That such investigations
shall each include a current national agency
check.”

Bec. 3. SBectlon 33 of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Act (22 U.S.C. 2573) 1Is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new sentence: “Nothing contained
in this Act shall be construed to authorize
any policy or action by any Government
agency which would interfere with, restrict,
or prohibit the acquisition, possession, or use
of firearms by an individual for the lawful
purpose of personal defense, sport, recrea-
tion, education, or training.”

Sec. 4, Section 49 of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Act is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new sub-
sections:

“(c) Not more than 20 per centum of
any appropriation made t to this
Act shall be obligated and/or reserved dur-
ing the last month of a fiscal year.

*“(d) None of the funds herein authorized
to be appropriated shall be used to pay for
the dissemination within the United States
of propaganda in support of any pending
legislation concerning the work of the United
States Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency.”

Sec. 5. In section 31(2) before the word
“private” insert the words “United States.

Mr. MORGAN (interrupting the read-
ing of the bill). Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be con-
sidered as read and open for amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection,

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the commitiee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 2, strike out
line 25 down to and including line 8 on page
3 and insert in lleu thereof the following:

“Bec. 3. Section 33 of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Act (22 U.B.C. 2573) is amend-
ed by adding at the'.

The committee amendment was agreed
to.
AMENDMENT OFFERED EY MR. LIPSCOMB

Mr. LIPSCOMB. Mr, Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Lirscoms: On
page 3, llne 25, strike out the words “in
support of any pending”; and on page 4, line
1, strike out the word “legislation™.

Mr., LIPSCOMB. Mr. Chairman, if
this amendment to section 3(d) on page
3 is adopted, it would read as follows:

None of the funds herein authorized to be
appropriated shall be used to pay for the
dissemination within the United States of
propaganda concerning the work of the
United States Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency.

This amendment would prohibit the
dissemination of propaganda on all mat-
ters concerning the Agency’s work.
There seems to be in the Agency an ef-
fort to do more propagandizing of the
American people. For instance, one of
the research projects for which money
has been requested is $100,000 for the
following purposes, It is entitled “An-
alyses of Nongovernmental Arms Control
and Disarmament Efforts.”

They give as justification for this
$100,000 as follows:

This group of studies covers the inter-
actions between public attitudes and arms
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confrol policy. In the United States, na-
tiomal policy must be consistent with and
supported by an informed public opinion.
This series of studies is designed both to
aid the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency in interpreting public opinion and to
indicate in what areas the public may be in-
adequately informed.

Also in the budget which they have re-
quested of this Congress they are asking
for three additional public affairs offi-
cers with an amount of about $28,000 an-
nual rate increase.

This in no way, in my opinion, will
stop the Agency from putting out facts
and informing the American public of
facts. But it will stop them from putting
out propaganda in their own behalf.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield? _

Mr, LIPSCOMB. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MORGAN. In leaving out the
words which you strike out you do not
prevent the dissemination of information
concerning disarmament and its prob-
lems?

Mr. LIPSCOMB. It is my belief that
the Agency can put out information
which informs the people of faets. It
should not continue any propaganda as
such. There have been many instances
of this Agency and others engaging in
actual propaganda.

Mr. MORGAN. If the gentleman will
yield further, I am not sure that I under-
stand the intent of the gentleman. This
language was put into the legislation in
the other body by the senior Senator
from Iowa, Senator HICKENLOOPER. The
language in the bill is the Senator’s
identical language. The words that the
gentleman from California seeks to elim-
inate would, in my opinion, remove the
intent of Senator HICKENLOOPER'S
amendment.

During the hearings in the other body
Senator HickenrLoorEr and some of the
other Senators had been bombarded with
letters concerning this legislation, some
of it from around the lerge university
areas in California. At that time the
Agency denied that they had taken part
in any campaign to stimulate corre-
spondence to Members of the other body.
However, the Hickenlooper language
was the result of that campaign.

Mr. LIPSCOMB. This amendment
will in no way prohibit them from doing
the necessary work which they have to
do. They can still issue their materials
overseas, if they so desire.

For instance, they have published a
book entitled “Blueprint for the Peace
Race,” printed in Russian. It is pub-
lished by the U.S. Arms Control Agency.

If they have the money and want to
go to the trouble and have the time and
want to make the effort to distribute this
“Blueprint for Peace” in Russian over-
seas, that is their prerogative. But this
amendment will eliminate the dissemi-
nation of propaganda in their own be-
half and prevent the propagandizing of
the American people.

Mr. Chairman, I believe it is a good
amendment and I respectfully ask the
consideration of the members of the
committee.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?
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Mr. LIPSCOMB. Yes, I yield further
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MORGAN. Does the gentleman
have a copy of the act before him?

Mr. LIPSCOMB. I have the language.

Mr. MORGAN. Section (c) assigns
the Arms Control Agency among its
functions:

The dissemination and coordination of
public information concerning arms con-
trol and disarmament.

Now, would the gentleman’s amend-
ment abolish section (¢) of section 29

Mr. LIPSCOMB. No, it would not. I
am talking about propaganda.

Mr. MORGAN. It would not?

Mr. LIPSCOMB. It would not.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from California [Mr. LirscoMs].

The amendment was agreed fo.

Mr,. STINSON. Mr.Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to clarify
a misunderstanding on the part of the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. BENNETT].
The gentleman from Florida, I think, is
under the impression that this particular
book to which he has referred, the “Blue-
print for the Peace Race,” was from a
former administration.

I would like to point out to the gen-
tleman that this book was published in
May 1962, some 16 months after the
current administration took office.

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STINSON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Florida.

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. If the gen-
tleman will look at what the gentleman
from Florida said, as it appears in the
Recorp, that is exactly what I said on
the floor, and I have not changed it. It is
that: “The Blueprint for the Peace Race”
as recently issued is the result of the
original work of the nonstatutory agency.
It has been reissued and revised in the
years since that time. I believe it has
been revised twice. But every revision
has been a revision toward conservatism
rather than toward liberalism. Further-
more, this document only shows the bases
you would have to have in a world or-
ganization with a world peace force. It
is not something they can do. It would
have to be done by treaty. It came out
of the nonstatutory agency. Can any-
tmbody deny that is true? I am sure ifis

e.

Mr. STINSON. It did not come ouf of
the former administration in its present
form.

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. It has been
revised more conservatively under the
present administration, but it was orig-
inally drawn by the nonstatutory agency.

Mr. STINSON. I would like to call
attention to another matter. The gen-
tleman said that military forces that
would be created in the United Nations
would be created before disarmament. I
would like to point out to the gentleman
on page 33 of this particular document
there is the following:

United Nations Peace Force. The

parties
to the treaty would prosreuivaly atrmgeh
en the United Nations Peace
lished in stage IT until it had suﬂciant armed
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forces and armaments so that no state could
challenge it.

Stage I provides for the reduction of
weapons. The United Nations Peace
Force under this plan would not be cre-
ated until stage II after our weapons
had been reduced.

Now, on page 113 of the hearings our
colleague from Florida [Mr. S1kEs] made
an insertion in the REcorp which said:

The United Nations Security Council di-
rects the U.N. military actions, and I pre-
sume that this will also be the case with
the U.N. Peace Force. I wonder how many
people know that since the beginning of the
United Nations the Under Secretary for
Political and Security Council Affairs has al-
ways been a Russian?

The Russian Under Secretaries are
listed as follows:

Year 1046 to 19049, Arkady 8. Sobelov,
USSR.

Year 1950 to 1853, Konstantine Zinchenko,
VESR.

Year 1053 to 1957, Ilya Tchernyshev,
USSR,

Year 1957 to 1960, Anatoly Dobrynin,
U.S8.R.

Year 1060 to 1962, Georgel O. Arkadev,
U.B.8R.

Year 1062 to 1963, Eugeney D. Kiselev,
USSR.

Year 1963, Vladimir Suslov, U.S.8.R.

The gentleman can see this would be
done in stage II after the reduction of
the weapons system.

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. I am glad
my colleague from Florida [Mr. SIKEs]
pointed this out. He points out that it is
not likely our Government would agree
to any such arrangement. The Disarma-
ment Agency is pointing out the things
that would have to take place if you do
have a worldwide disarmament. But it
does not say it is going to occur.

Mr. STINSON. The U.S. Arms Con-
‘trol and Disarmament Agency has been
spending the taxpayers’ money for print-
ing this in English and also in five other
languages and has distributed it around
the world as an official U.S. proposal.

Mr, BENNETT of Florida. If you are
going to have a worldwide disarmament
it is going to be a dangerous thing but
that is not what this Agency is bringing
about. It is advising of facts of their
research.

Mr. STINSON. I doubt if it is in that
direction. This is an outline of the dis-
armament plan that was submitted by
Mr. Eennedy at the United Nations in
September 1961. This is stated very
clearly in the foreword of the document.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOSMER

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HosMER——

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with, and I
will explain the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman’s amendment is 10 pages long.
Will the gentleman be able to explain the
amendment in 5 minutes?

Mr. HOSMER. I think I can.
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Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject to dispensing with the reading of the
gentleman’s amendment. I think it
should be read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HosMER: Page
4, strike out lines 3 and 4 and insert the fol-
lowing:

“Sec. 5. (a) The first sentence of section
31 of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Act (22 U.S.C. 2671) is amended by striking
out ‘disarmament’ and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘arms control.

“{b) The second sentence of such sec-
tion is amended to read as follows: ‘To this
end, the Director is authorized and directed,
under the direction of the President, (1) to
review and evaluate research, development,
and other studies in the field of arms con-
trol; (2) to make arrangements by contract,
agreement, and grant for the conduct of re-
search, development, and other studies in the
field of arms control by United States private
or public institutions or persons; and (3) to
coordinate the research, development, and
other studies conducted in the field of arms
control by other Government agencies in ac-
cordance with procedures established under
section 35 of this Act.’

“{¢) The fourth sentence of such section
is amended by striking out ‘and disarma-
ment’ immediately before the colon and in
paragraph (a) by striking out ‘control, and
elimination' and inserting in lieu thereof
‘and control’; and in paragraph “(d) by
striking out ‘reduction, and elimination’
and inserting in lleu thereof ‘and reduc-
tion’; and by striking out ‘and disarma-
ment' each place that it appears in para-
graphs (e), (f), (h), (1), (}), and (k).

“Sgc. 6. Section 1 of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Act (22 U.S.C. 25561 note) is
amended by striking out ‘and Disarmament’.

“Sgc, 7. Section 2 of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Act (22 U.8.C. 2651) is amend-
ed to read as follows:

“ 'PURPOSE

“'Sgpc.2. An ultimate goal of the United
States is a world which is free from the
scourge of war and the dangers and burdens
of armaments; and in which international
adjustments to a changing world are
achieved peacefully. It is the purpose of this
Act to provide impetus toward this goal by
creating a new agency of peace to deal with
the problem of control of armaments and
their reduction to minimum feasible levels.

“*Arms control policy, being an important
aspect of foreign policy, must be consistent
with national security policy as a whole. The
formulation and implementation of United
States arms control policy in a manner which
will promote the national security can best
be insured by a central organlzation charged
by statute with support and advisory respon-
sibility for this fleld. This organization
must have such a position within the Gov-
ernment that it can provide the President,
the Secretary of State, other officials of the
executive branch, and the Congress with rec-
ommendations concerning United States
arms control policy, and can assess the ef-
fect of these recommendations upon our for-
elgn policies, our national security policies,
and our economy.

““This organization must have the capac-
ity to provide the essential scientific, eco-
nomie, political, military, psychological, and
technological information upon which real-
istic arms control policy must be based. It
must be able to carry out the following
primary functions:

“*(a) The evaluation, support, and coordi-
nation of research for arms control policy
formulation;

“i(b) The accumulation and preparation
of data required for United States participa-
tion in international negotiations in the
arms control field;
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“*(e) The accumulation, coordination, and
distribution of information concerning arms
control from, within, and amongst Govern-
ment agencies; and

“*(d) The development and evaluation of
plans for United Btates participation in such
control systems as may become part of
United States arms control activities.’

“Sec. 8. (a) Paragraph (a) of section 3 of
the Arms Control and Disarmament Act (22
U.S8.C. 2262) is amended by striking out ‘The
fterms “arms control” and “disarmament”
means the identification, verification, inspec-
tion, limitation, control, reduction, or elimi-
nation,’ and inserting in lleu thereof: ‘The
term “arms control” means the identifica-
tion, verification, inspection, limitation, con-
trol, or reduction’.

“{b) Paragraph (c) of section 3 of the
Arms Control and Disarmament Act 1is
amended by striking out ‘and Disarmament’,

“Sgc. 8. (a) Section 21 of the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Act (22 U.S.C. 2661)
is amended to read as follows:

‘" ‘UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AGENCY

“‘Sgpc. 21. There is hereby established an
agency to be known as the “United States
Arms Control Agency’.

“{b) The first two sentences of section
22 of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Act (22 U.S.C. 2562) are amended to read
as follows: ‘The Agency shall be headed by
a Director, who shall serve as an adviser to
the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of
State, and the President on arms control
matters. In carrying out his duties under
this Act the Director shall have advisory re-
sponsibility within the Government for arms
control matters, as defined in this Act.’

“(¢) Section 25 of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Act (22 TU.B.C. 25656) Iis
amended by striking out ‘, under the direc-
tion of the Secretary of State,’, and by adding
at the end thereof the following new sen-
tence: ‘Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued to authorize the Director to establish
within the Agency any bureau, office, or
division to conduct research activities.'

“(d) The first sentence of section 26 of
the Arms Control and Disarmament Act (22
U.8.C. 2566) Is amended by striking out ‘and
disarmament’. The last sentence of such
section is amended by inserting ‘the Secre-
tary of Defense,’ immediately before ‘the
Secretary of State,”; by striking out ‘Dis-
armament’ and inserting in lieu thereof
‘Arms Control’; and by striking out °‘, dis-
armament,’.

“SEec. 10. Section 34 of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Act (22 UBS.C. 2574) is
hereby repealed. Section 35 of such Act
(22 U.S.C. 2675) iz hereby renumbered as
section 34 and is amended by striking out
‘and disarmament.’

“Sec. 11, (a) The second sentence of para-
graph (a) of section 41 of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Act (22 U.B.C. 2581) is
amended to read as follows: 'It is the intent
of the section that the Director rely upon
the General Services Administration for gen-
eral administrative services in the United
States and abroad to the extent agreed upon
between the Administrator of General Serv-
ices and the Director.

“(b) Paragraph (f) of such section 41 is
amended by striking out ‘and disarmament’.

“Sec. 12, Section 43 of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Act (22 U.8.C. 2683) is
amended by striking out ‘and disarmament’.

“Sec. 13. The first sentence of subsection
(b) of section 47 of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Act (22 UB.C. 2587) s
amended by striking out ‘and disarmament’.

“Sec, 14. Section 48 of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Act (22 U.8.C. 2588) is
amended by inserting immediately after ‘in-
ternational conferences' the following: ‘in
any advisory capacity’.

~ “SEc. 15. The title of the Act entitled ‘An
Act to establish a United States Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency’, approved
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Beptember 26, 1961 (75 Stat. 631), is amended
to read as follows: ‘An Act to establish a
United States Arms Control Agency.'™

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Chairman, I shall
be much briefer than was the reading of
the amendment. It was necessarily long
because it deals with many portions of
the Disarmament Agency Act. The
amendment is drafted to do four simple
things:

First. It takes the word “disarmament”
and drops it from the name of the agency
and eliminates the function of disarma-
ment from the responsibility of the
agency so that the agency is now named
and is responsible for arms control.

At such time in the future as disarm-
ament becomes other than a dream, the
agency can be shifted to that function.
But now the function is arms control and
let us make no mistake about it. If we
confuse disarmament with arms control,
we derogate the actions and the respon-
sibilities and the capability of the
agency.

Secondly, this amendment will bar the
agency from setting up its own research
shop and thereby abrogating this funec-
tion to an inwardly oriented group of
civil servants who cannot be fired. By
contrast, it requires the agency fto go
out on the private market for its re-
search, doing it by contract in a broad
fashion so that the best American minds
can be brought to bear on this very im-
portant problem.

The third thing that the amendment
does is to strip the administrator of the
Agency of the responsibility to go to the
international negotiating table as a ne-
gotiator. We already have people in the
State Department hired and trained to
go to do this work. It keeps him at the
side of the table as an adviser, where he
should be, and it keeps him as an ad-
ministrator of an inquiring research
agency, which he should be. It avoids
the contingency of his taking positions
off the cuff and shooting from the hip
during negotiations, then having to dis-
tort the Agency’s research function to
support such hasty, illogical, and often
mistaken and dangerous positions.

The fourth thing the amendment does
is simply take the Agency outside of the
influence of the State Department. In
the future it would look for its support
to the General Services agency rather
than to the State Department. It would
look for its housing to the General Serv-
ices Administration rather than the
State Department. It is an agency fo
advise the President and the Secretary
of Defense and other agencies of the
Government and should not, by any logie
or reason, be smothered by the State De-
partment as it is today. That is it.

I think that today the Disarmament
Agency is a sick Agency with a dreary
past and a dismal future unless we, the
Congress, act to reform the charter un-
der which it operates, and unless we do
so reform it I see no reason for spending
public money to perpetuate it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, T rise in
opposition to the amendment. I hope
that I shall not have to use all of my time.
I think it is obvious that an amendment
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of this import which changes many sec-
tions of the act and which comprises 10
pages and which is offered late in the
day should have been considered in com-
miitee. The gentleman did introduce a
bill which purported to do many of the
things his amendment proposes to do, but
he made no attempt, as far as I know, to
come before the committee and propose
this as an amendment when the com-
mittee was considering the bill. I think
the House would be well advised not to
go this far in changing this whole bill
around, because after hearing the
‘amendment read—and I think I am
speaking truthfully when I say that not
very many people in the House know
what the amendment does. The author
of the amendment talks about taking the
matter out of the State Department and
taking the director away from the nego-
tiating table. The director is not at the
negotiating table unless the President
wants him to be there, and if he needed
him there, I think he ought to have the
opportunity to have him there. I think
the House would be operating in the dark
if it adopted this amendment, and I trust
that the amendment will be rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from California.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the requi-
site number of words.

Mr. Chairman, when legislation to
establish the U.S. Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency was before us in
September 1961, it was the understand-
ing of the gentleman from Texas and
many others that the purpose of the
act was to pull together into one office
of Government activities that had been
conducted, often independently, by a
number of separate offices virtually since
the end of World War II.

We had engaged, in those years since
the end of World War II, in more than
70 conferences in which arms control
and related matters were discussed.
On some occasions, it was clear, we were
not prepared properly to take part in
these conferences. Overlapping research
activities, failure to coordinate certain
background studies, poor communication
between agencies and departments—all
these were difficulties that the Congress
wanted straightened out by putting arms
control study and informational work
under one agency.

At the time the 1961 legislation was
enacted I had strong reservations about
the proposed name of the Agency. While
realizing that the name was designed
to serve our propaganda interests, it
was as clear then as it is now that dis-
armament in this divided world is for
the foreseeable future an impossible
dream. We have no alternative but to
remain militarily powerful. As Presi-
dent Kennedy declared in this Chamber
in his state of the Union address on
January 14 of this year:

Until the world can develop a reliable
system of international security, the free

peoples have no cholce but to keep their
ArmMS near.

It was my feeling 2 years ago that
although we in the Congress, having
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given careful and thorough study to the
matter and having amended the bill to
provide maximum protection against
unilateral disarmament, understood the
objectives of the new Agency, the Ameri-
can public generally might be led to
misconstrue its purposes. I crossed my
fingers in hopes that the true purpose
of the agency would be clear to all. Un-
fortunately this was not the case. The
very fact that the Agency was termed
the “Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency” led a number of well-meaning
citizens to believe, in error, that the pur-
pose of the Agency was to provide for
our unilateral disarmament, to strip us
of our defenses in the face of a con-
tinued and aggressive worldwide threat
from the forces of international
communism.

The confusion resulting from well-
intentioned misunderstanding was then
compounded by certain persons who seem
to be bent more on downgrading their
own Government than in facing con-
structively the problems with which it
must deal. y

Many of the Members are aware of
the attacks that have been made on
the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency—and on the Congress for provid-
ing for its establishment—in the months
since Public Law 87-297 was enacted. So
virulent had some of these attacks be-
come that elements of the press which
most usually criticize American involve-
ment in international activities felt some
responsibility to set the matter straight
for their readers. The publication Na-
tional Review, while supporting the re-
peal of Public Law 87-297, told its readers
in the June 18 issue that the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency is not
“engaged in the business of selling out
U.S. sovereignty, nor has it treaty power,
nor the power to effect U.S. disarma-
ment.” The National Review article
concluded:

When disarmament comes, 1t will be im-
portant enough to be transacted by the con-
ventional agencies of Government; e.g., the
President and the Houses of Congress.

The American Legion magazine de-
voted much of its September issue to a
lengthy explanation of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency and the legis~
lation which provided for its establish-
ment. The article stated:

Thus the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency is basically a study and informational
body. It could not take over operation of
American disarmament programs until they
were approved by the entire Government,
which we shall see includes both executive
and legislative branches. Whatever danger
of that exists, the law in question does not
permitit.

And the article concluded:

In short, the responsibility for the de-
fense of the United States and the exercise
of power elther to assure or to undo our secu-
rity rests today exactly where it did before
the Arms Control and Disarmament Act was
adopted in 1861. There may be dangers in
what people acting in the name of the
Agency propose. Their proposals will bear
watching. But the circulation of ground-

less rumors about that Agency and about
the law under which it operates does no good.
It could have the dangerous result, for our
national safety, of causing objective spokes-
men for adequate defense to be tarred with
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the same brush as the spreaders of wild
tales. That could be a disaster.

So concluded the American Legion
magazine article.

Because of the widespread misunder-
standing about the Agency and its func-
tions, I am glad the Committee on For-
eign Affairs saw fit to amend the bill be-
fore us to make clear that the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency has abso-
Jutely no jurisdiction over the possession
or use of firearms by individuals. I am
glad also that the committee amended
section 3 of the bill so as to retain the
provision contained in section 33 of ex-
isting law, to wit:

That no action shall be taken under this
or any other law that will obligate the United
States to disarm or to reduce or to limit the
Armed Forces or armaments of the United
States, except pursuant to the treatymak-
ing power of the President under the Con-
stitution or unless authorized by further
affirmative leglalation by the Congress of the
United States

This language was written into the
original act by amendment of the en-
tire House of Representatives. I am
pleased that I had a part in helping to
draft the amendment and in helping to
secure its passage to the original bill.
It is my conviction that the language be
preserved in any new legislation, and it
must be made crystal clear that it is the
intention of the Congress that further
affirmative legislation by the Congress
of the United States is an absolute condi-
tion precedent to any attempt or action
to disarm this Nation or to reduce or to
limit the Armed Forces or armaments of
the United States. I also approve of the
wording in section 4, amending section
49 of the act, by adding a requirement
that “none of the funds herein author-
ized to be appropriated shall be used to
pay for the dissemination within the
United States of propaganda in support
of any pending legislation concerning the
work of the U.S. Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency.”

As the Committee on Foreign Affairs
stated in its report on the bill now before
us:

The basic job of the Agency is to provide
the backup support essential to the conduct
of the highly complex and technical dis-
armament negotiations in which the United
States has participated since the Agency
opened its doors.

It is my considered opinion that the
amount of funds recommended by the
committee for fiscal years 1964 and 1965
is unjustifiably excessive and far beyond
any needs for carrying out the primary
purpose of the act in the first instance.

I must say to my colleagues that I
cannot support an authorization of this
magnitude. In my opinion these amounts
would be much better spent for arms in-
creases than for the purposes associated
with the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency. Nothing has occurred to con-
vince me that we are any closer today
than we were 2 years ago to an agree-
ment permitting any reduction in our
Armed Forces. In the absence of any
- real easing of international tensions or
lessening of the danger to our security,
I can see no need to step up the pace
of research into matters involving arms
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control. Perhaps someday the world
will see the opportunity for real progress
in the field of disarmament. That day is
not now in sight. Until it is, it is my
conviction that study and informational
activities in the area of arms control
and disarmament should be continued at
no more than minimal level—and every
effort must be made to maintain the
United States as the best defended, best
armed nation in the world.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Chairman, I was opposed to the
bill which created this Agency in Sep-
tember 1961, and I am even more op-
posed to it today. The people who
man this Agency cannot be trusted in
their judgment. They have an unreal
outlook on world communism and are
deluding our people. It is elementary to
say that the only way one can make
peace and disarmament look plausible is
to paint an untrue and unreal picture of
our enemies, the Soviet Union and the
Communist tyrants. This is exactly
what this Agency is doing.

The Washington Evening Star, of
June 12, 1963, gives a good indication of
this approach. William C. Foster, di-
rector of the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency, talking about the test
ban, was quoted as follows:

Mr, Foster believes the Russians sincarely
want to end nuclear testing.

“They are logical people,” he saild. “They
know the risks of continued testing. They
know testing is expensive.”

Mr. Foster has further said that he be-
lieves the Communists will keep their
word on the test ban. A man with judg-
ment such as this should not be allowed
to remain in office let alone get more
money and authority to promote these
ideas.

In their annual report, the Disarma-
ment Agency included several studies
which it would like to pass off as not con-
taining their real views. I disagree. I
feel that the reports well present the ob-
vious views of this Agency and they
should be studied carefully. Note this
quote from the appendix of the report:

Whether we admit it to ourselves or not,
we benefit enormously from the capability
of the Soviet police system to keep law and
order over the 200 million odd Russians and
the many additional millions in the satel-
ite states. The breakup of the Russian
Communist empire today would doubtless be
conducive to freedom, but would be a good
deal more catastrophic for world order than
was the breakup of the Austro-Hungarian
Empire in 1918.

Note further this statement from the
study “Controlling the Police in a Dis-
armed World,” which was also included
in the report this Agency submitted in
April of this year:

In addition, to avold making martyrs of
the individuals controlled and thus prevent
a surge of national anger against the inter-
national police force, the force would be
wise to avold the use of violence against
persons wherever possible and to restrict its
acts against property to the minimum neces-
sary. Thus weapons that temporarily dis-
orient or incapacitate the victim without
killing (like tear gas or vomiting gas, or per-
haps newer substances like tranquilizers,
hallucinogens, etc.) would be preferable at
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the first response level of enforcement. Thus
also, arrest and imprisonment of violators
might be avoided as long as it was possible
to end the violation without removing or
punishing the violator. And where possible,
the destruction or removal of machinery
crucial to continuation of the violation
(such as critical missile components, rifie
bolts, the electric powerlines to a tank fac-
tory, etc.) would be preferable to deliberately
harming the violating persons.

This type of fuzzy thinking abounds
along the New Frontier. The American
people cannot trust their basic sover-
eignty to this Agency nor can it be se-
cure in having men like Walt Whitman
Rostow planning our destiny. Mr. Ros-
tow’s own words indicate his disposition
on our American sovereignty. Writing
in his book, “The United States in the
World Arena,”’ Rostow put it this way:

The nature of modern weapons in a con-
text other than American monopoly is a
danger to the national interest sufficiently
grave to justify acceptance of important
constraints on the Nation's sovereignty. Put
another way, it is a legitimate American
national objective to see removed from all
nations—including the United States—the
right to use substantial military force to
pursue their own interests. BSince this re-
sidual right is the root of national sov-
ereignty and the basis for the existence of
an international arena of power, it is, there-
fore, an American interest to see an end to
nationhood as it has been historically de-
fined.

When I addressed this body on Sep-
tember 19, 1961, warning of the dangers
in setting up this Agency I pointed out
the direction in which we were heading.
Two years later, sad to admit, these plans
are fully operative. Recall these words
with which I warned this body:

Another leading member of the Kennedy
team recently stated that a U.S. plan for
disarmament should contain the following
elements:

1. Complete disarmament of all nations
rather than reduction or limitatlion of
armaments,

2. Permanent world police force under in-
ternational authority to forestall or suppress
any breach of disarmament or other viola-
tion of world law.

3. As a part of the disarmament treaty, a
world law, in constitutional and statutory
form applicable not only to nations but also
to individuals whose activities endanger in-
ternational peace.

4. World judieial tribunals to interpret
and apply this world law.

5. Extensive revision of the United Nations
Charter which would include—

(a) Universal membership in the world
organization,

(b) Revision of voting procedures to as-
sure larger and more powerful nations having
equitable voice and vote in one General As-
sembly with no veto.

(c) One development authority to admin-
ister economic and social counecil among un-
derdeveloped nations of the world.

(d) Executives elected to this Assembly
holding much the same relationship to the
Assembly as the British Cabinet does to the
House of Commons,

(e) Its own revenue system for the world
organization to provide operating budgets to
sustain the world police force, for the annual
cost of operating the limited world organi-
zation outlined above, and ror proposed
development authority.

Now, just how stupid can we get? The
first premise is fallaclous—that we can get
all nations to disarm. Russia does not have
any intention to disarm and we should not
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believe this traitor nation if the Reds would
say they were willing. Their plan has not
changed from communism's inception—
eventual subjugation of the world and the
establishment of their brand of freedom and
workers' paradise. In the first place, they
will not disarm because it does not suit
their objectives—objectives which those who
are supporting this bill either fail to see
or do not want to see. Secondly, how can
you consider their disarmament while the
uneasy tyrant over 800 million oppressed,
captured people? The entire record of the
Communists s one of lies, deceit, murder,
and treachery which makes this gesture verge
on the ridiculous. The real danger comes
from the strong likelihood that we are fool-
ish enough to proceed with a plan of the
type described without Russian participation
or based on their fraudulent promises.

I repeat the last sentence:

The real danger comes from the strong
likelihood that we are foolish enough to
proceed with a plan of the type described
without Russian participation or based on
their fraudulent promises.

I was wrong on one score—we are doing
both. The evidence presented here today
fully justifies this charge and gives great
cause for alarm. We are witnessing the
unilateral disarmament of this country
at the same time we are signing treaties
based on the assumption that their word,
bloodstained and tarnished as it has
been, for some reason is now good and
dependable.

I believe that we should not only de-
feat this bill but, for the good of this
Nation and the whole world, scuttle this
unfortunate Agency which, operating
under the aura of State Department pol-
icy, is placing our American interest
last and jeopardizing our security in to-
day’s troubled world.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, as to the
merit of this program I have been great-
ly disappointed that more study has not
been given to the economic impact of re-
ducing military expenditures. Frankly,
for years I have urged establishment of
a program looking toward private indus-
try meeting the economic impact of dis-
armament. My idea is to prevent Fed-
eral controls in such an emergency by
having defense contracts prepared in ad-
vance to adjust to a cut in military
spending.

As I am informed, three studies of the
domestic impact of changes in defense
spending are contemplated with fiscal
year 1964 funds.

According to information given me
these three studies will cost not to exceed
$475,000.

Under leave to include extraneous mat-
ter following my remarks I include a de-
scription of these three studies together
with other details of the Agency’s pro-
jected research programs:

1. A joint research effort with DOD to de-
velop the means of measuring and defining
the effects of defense expenditures on the
economy and the impact of changes resulting
from revised military programing, whether
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or not attributable to arms control and dis-
armament, After consultation between DOD
and ACDA it was decided to pool resources
and effort in three related studies through
the Bureau of the Census, the Institute for
Defense Analysis, and Research Analysis Cor-
poration.

2. A study of studies for the purpose of de-
veloping approaches to the more acute prob-
lems of regional economiec adjustment to de-
clines in local receipts from defense spend-
ing. The project will analyze the short-run
and long-run income and employment prob-
lems which a community, metropolitan area,
State or region significantly dependent on
defense expenditures would face in the event
of a decline either in the total national level
of defense expenditures or in defense ex-
penditures in the applicable area(s) under
examination.

3. A study of the problems and oppor-
tunities of the electronics industry under
conditions of reduced allocations of national
resources to military needs. The study will
examine the extent and nature of the de-
pendence of the electronics industry upon
demand arising from national defense re-
quirements. It will attempt to identify the
industry’s output for major types of market
(military, industrial, consumer space) and
the employment generated by such output.

There has also been planned for fiscal
year 1964 a study of the economic impact of
specific arms control and disarmament meas-
ures in the USS.R. with the purpuse of
evaluating the significance for the Soviet
economy of the release of specific resources
through disarmament measures. It is de-
signed to give the United States valuable in-
formation for negotiation of these measures
consistent with the dictates of our national
security,

It may be, that instead of this study, in-
creased emphasis will be placed in the cur-
rent year on a study of the structure of So-
viet industry with reference to the produc-
tion of specified weapons. This latter study
will be designed to provide both specific in-
formation useful in the design of an in-
spection system and an overall summary of
resource use by which the economic impact
of production controls can be judged. No
meaningful estimate of cost is at present
possible but it would bring the total cost of
fiscal year 1964 economic impact studies to
over half a milllon dollars,

ACDA has also been working with the
Department of Defense in order to obtain an
amendment of the armed services procure-
ment regulations which would make con-
version planning costs allowable as indirect
costs under defense contracts with commer-
clal organizations. This procedure should
provide an inducement to industry to under-
take conversion planning,

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California? :

There was no objection.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today in support of the recommen-
dations made by the Foreign Affairs
Committee. 3

That committee reviewed the Arms
Control Agency's activities and research
program in detail. It heard witnesses
not only from the Arms Control Agency
but also from the Department of De-
fense, the CIA, the AEC, NASA, and the
public. The committee concluded that
the Agency needed $30 million for 2
years or an average of $15 million per
year. It has done a thorough and care-
ful job. I think we should accept its
recommendations.

22537

Two years ago I urged that creation
of this Agency because I felt a central
agency was needed to assure that our
negotiators at Geneva were thoroughly
prepared.

Even arms control agreements such as
the limited test ban can have a signifi-
cant impact on the military balance of
power, particularly if other countries
cheat on the agreement. In the past,
our Government and our negotiators
have not always had adequate knowledge
of the impact of their proposals and of
the techniques for detecting cheating.
It is this Agency’s job to do just that.

Our Government cannot effectively
participate in these discussions unless it
is well prepared to answer Soviet argu-
ments and to judge those proposals
which could weaken our security and
those which would strengthen it. A vast
fund of technical information must be
available to our negotiators if we are
to participate intelligently at the con-
ference table. The Arms Control Agency
was created to consolidate and coordi-
nate our research in this field so that
this important objective could be real-
ized.

As chairman and vice chairman of the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, I
have watched the Arms Control Agency
at work over the past 2 years. I have
had no occasion to doubt the wisdom of
my support for the Agency 2 years ago.
I do not think it has yet fulfilled all the
hopes we had for it, but it could not do
that in 2 years. It needs to grow and
to gain knowledge and experience.

That is why we are here today—to give
it the wherewithal to grow and gain
knowledge and experience. Let us not
be penny wise and pound foolish. The
national security stakes are too high.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore having resumed
the Chair, Mr. THOMPsON of Texas,
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union, report-
ed that that Committee having had un-
der consideration the bill (8. 777) to
amend the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Act in order to increase the au-
thorization for appropriations and to
modify the personnel security procedures
for contractor employees, pursuant to
House Resolution 558, he reported the
bill back to the House with sundry
amendments adopted by the Committee
of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule the previous question is ordered.
Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time and was read the third time.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. GROSS. I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
gentleman gualifies. The Clerk will read
the motion to recommit,
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The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Gross moves to recommit the bill, S.
777, to the Committee on Poreign Affairs.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous gquestion is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The motion to recommit was rejected.

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

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, on that I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 251, nays 134, answered
“present” 1, not voting 47, as follows:

[Roll No. 209]
YEAS—251

Adailr Gallagher Mo
Addabbo Garmatz Morris
Albert Gary Morrison
Arends Gilaimo Morse
Ashley Gibbons Morton
Aspinall Gilbert Mosher
Ayres Gill Murphy, Il1
Baldwin Glenn Murphy, N.Y.
Barrett Gongzalez Murray
Barry Goodell Hedzl
Bass Grabowski Nelsen
Bates Gray Nix
Beckworth Green, Oreg. Norblad
Bell Green, Pa O'Brien, N.Y
Bennett, Fla. Griffin O'Hara, Il
Blatnik Griffiths O'Hara, Mich.
Boggs Grover Olsen, Mont
Boland Gubser Olson, Minn
Bolling Hagan, Ga O'Neill
Bolton, Hagen, Calif Osmers

Frances P Halleck Ostertag
Bolton, Halpern Patman

Oliver P Hanna Patten
Brademas Hansen Pelly
Brooks Hardy Pepper
Broomfield Harris Perkins
Brown, Calif Hawkins Pike
Burke Hays Pirnie
Burkhalter Healey Powell
Byrne, Pa Hébert Price
Byrnes, Wis. Hechler Pucinski
Cahill Hemphill Purcell
Cameron Holifleld Quie
Cannon Holland Reid, N.Y
Carey Horton Reifel
Chamberlain Ichord Reuss
Chelf Joelson Rhodes, Pa.
Clark Johnson, Calif. Riehlman
Cleveland Johnson, Wis. Rivers, Alaska
Cohelan Jones, Ala. Robison
Conte Jones, Mo. Rodino
Cooley Karsten Rogers, Colo.
Corbett Karth Rogers, Fla.
Corman Kastenmejer Rooney, Pa.
Curtin Eeith Roosevelt
Daddario Keogh Rosenthal
Danlels King, Calif. Rostenkowskl
Davis, Ga Kirwan Roush
Davls, Tenn. Kluczynski Roybal
Dawson Kornegay Ryan, Mich.
Delaney EKunkel Ryan, N.Y.
Dent Laird 8t Germain
Denton Langen Schenck
Diggs Lankford Schneebell
Donohue Leggett Schweliker

Lesinski Schwengel

Dwyer Libonati Becrest
Edmondson Lindsay Sheppard
Edwards Long, Md. Shipley
Elliott McCulloch Sibal
Ellsworth McDade Sickles
Everett MeDowell Sisk
Evins McFall Black
Fallon McIntire Smith, Towa
Farbstein Macdonald Smith, Va
Fascell MacGregor Springer
Felghan Martin, Mass. Staebler
Finnegan Mathias Stafford
Fino Matsunaga Staggers
Flood Matthews Btratton
Fogarty May Stubblefield
Ford Miller, Calif. Sullivan
Fountain Mills Taft
Fraser Minish Taylor
Frelinghuysen Monagan Thomas
Friedel Montoya Thompson, La.
Fulton, Pa. Moore Thompson, N.J.
Fulton, Tenn. Moorhead Thompson, Tex.
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Thornberry Vinson ‘Wilson,
Toll Wallhauser Charles H.
Tupper ‘Whalley Tight
Udall White
Ullman Wickersham Young
Van Deerlin Widnall Zablocki
Vanik Willis
NAYS—134
Abernethy Foreman Quillen
Fuqua Reid, Xi1.
Anderson Gathings Rhodes, Ariz.
Andrews, Ala. Goodling Rich
Andrews, Grant Rivers, S.C
N. Dak. Gross Roberts, Tex
Ashbrook Gurney Rogers, Tex
Ashmore Haley Roudebush
Avery Hall Rumsfeld
Baker Harrison 5t. George
Baring Harvey, Mich. Saylor
Battin Herlong Schadeberg
Becker Hoeven t
Beermann Hoffman Selden
Belcher Horan Short
Bennett, Mich. Hosmer Shriver
Berry Huddleston Sikes
Betts Hull Siler
Bow Hutchinson Skubitz
Bray Jarman Snyder
Brock Jensen Steed
Bromwell Johansen Stephens
Brown, Ohio Jonas Stinson
Broyhill, N.C. EKilburn Talcott
Bruce Kilgore Teague, Tex
Burleson King, N.Y. Thomson, Wis
Burton Kyl Tollefson
Cederberg Landrum Tuck
Chenoweth Latta Tuten
Clancy Lennon Uttt
Clausen, Lipscomb Van Pelt
Don H. McClory ‘Waggonner
Clawson, Del McLoskey Watson
Collier McMillan Watts
Colmer Mahon Weaver
Cramer Marsh Weltner
Curtis Martin, Calif. Wharton
Derounian Martin, Nebr. Whitener
Devine Michel Whitten
Dole Miller, N.¥. Williams
Dorn Minshall ‘Wilson, Bob
Dowdy Natcher ‘Wilson, Ind.
Dulski Passman Winstead
Findley Pillion Wyman
Fisher Poft
Flynt Pool
ANSWERED "PRESENT"—1
3 O'Konskl
NOT VOTING—417
Abbitt Harsha Philbin
Abele Harvey, Ind. Pilcher
Auchincloss Henderson Poage
Bonner Jennings Rains
Brotzman Kee Randall
Broyhill, Va. Kelly Roberts, Ala.
Buc Knox Rooney, N.Y.
Casey Lloyd St. Onge
Celler Long, La. Senner
Cunningham Madden Shelley
Dague Mailliard Smith, Calif.
Derwinski Meader Teague, Calif.
Dingell Milliken Trimble
Duncan Moss Westland
Forrester Multer Younger
Harding O'Brien, Ill.
So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
On this vote:

Mr. St. Onge for, with Mr. Casey against.

Mr. Derwinski for, with Mr, Smith of Cali-
fornia against.

Mr, Teague of California for, with Mr.
Auchincloss against.

Mr., Younger for,
against.

Mr. Rooney for, with Mr, Cunningham
against.

Until further notice:

Mr, Multer with Mr, Harsha.

Mrs. Kelly with Mr. KEnox.

Mr. Buckley with Mr. Brotzman.

Mr. Trimble with Mr. Broyhill of Virginia.
Mr. Jennings with Mr. Lloyd.

Mr, Madden with Mr. Dague.

Mr. Dingell with Mr. Harvey of Indiana.
Mr. Harding with Mr. O'Brien of Illineis.
Mr. Bonner with Mr. Pilcher.

with Mr. O'EKonski
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Mr. Philbin with Mr. Henderson,

Mr, Rains with Mrs. Eee.

Mr. Roberts of Alabama with Mr, Shelley.
Mr. Abbitt with Mr. Forrester.

Mr. Duncan with Mr. Long of Louisiana.
Mr. Moss with Mr. Randall.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN changed his
vote from “yea’” to “nay.”

Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr, Speaker, I have
a live pair with the gentleman from Cal-
ifornia [Mr, Youncer]. If he were pres-
ent, he would have voted “yea.” I voted
“nay.” Therefore, I withdraw my vote
and vote “present.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
. ﬁ motion to reconsider was laid on the

able.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the bill just
passed.

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

There was no objection.

LEGISLATION TO PROTECT HOME
BUYERS

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorn.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I
have today introduced a bill to authorize
the payment of certain claims for struc-
tural or other major defects in homes
covered by Federal Housing Adminis-
tration insured mortgages.

During the recent hearings by Sub-
committee No. 4 of the House Small
Business Committee on dual distribution,
it has repeatedly come to the attention
of the subcommittee that all too fre-
quently the home buyer is confronted
with defective equipment and other
problems in his new home. Often be-
cause of divided responsibility, the home
buyer is unable to obtain correction of
these conditions,

There can be little question that FHA
has been one of the most successful pro-
grams in the history of the Federal Gov-
ernment. It has enabled millions of
Americans to obtain adequate housing
on ferms and conditions that were
within their means.

However, it is equally clear that many
home buyers purchasing under the terms
of an FHA-insured mortgage believe that
they are receiving protection which is,
in truth, nonexistent. The term “FHA
insured” unfortunately extends only to
the mortgage itself, not to the premises
covered by the mortgage. A family
which purchases a home is usually mak-
ing the largest single purchase of a life-
time. Many years of savings are in-
cluded in the downpayment. This is, of
course, followed by 20 to 30 years of
monthly payments of principal and in-
terest. These people are entitled to
more protection than they are currently
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receiving in terms of correction of struc-
tural or other defects.

“FHA insured” is popularly understood
and believed to mean that, since the
home has been built to conform to FHA
minimum standards and specifications,
there is a guarantee that it will be prop-
erly and soundly constructed and that
the equipment, wiring, and plumbing
contained in it will function properly.

In a sense, to give the public less than
this places the Federal Government in
a situation of engaging in a practice
which comes, to my mind, perilously
close to what the Federal Trade Com-
mission might well denominate a “decep-
tive practice,” if it were carried on by a
firm in the private sector of the econ-
0] i
miyam proud to join with my able col-
league, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. RoseNTHAL], and the 11 Members
of the Senate who have joined with the
Honorable ErNEsST GRUENING, the distin-
guished Senator from the State of Alaska,
in introducing this proposal. Addition-
ally, my esteemed colleague, the gentle-
man from Alabama, ALBERT RAINS, has
introduced a similar bill, HR. 8956.
There are certain slight technical differ-
ences between these two bills, and the
exact consequences of these differences
upon the ultimate goals and objectives
of the legislation are extremely difficult
to determine. However, I have every
confidence that they will be resolved
to the ultimate good of the consuming
public by the very capable members of
the Banking and Currency Commitiee,
which has jurisdiction over these bills.

One of the most significant innova-
tions of this administration has been the
emphasis which it has placed on inform-
ing and protecting the consumer. This
proposal carries out the spirit of that
portion of the President’s consumer mes-
sage in which he cited the right of the
consumer to be informed concerning the
goods which he purchases. This pro-
posal, if adopted, would give validity for
the home buyers of our Nation to the
long-used and misunderstood phrase,
“FHA insured.”

PROVIDE FOR CIVIL PROCEEDINGS
FOR VIOLATIONS OF SECTION 3 OF
ROBINSON-PATMAN ACT

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I
have today introduced a bill designed to
make section 3 of the Robinson-Patman
Act a part of the Clayton Act for the
purpose of allowing private litigants to
avail themselves of this provision of the
law as a basis for treble damage actions.

During the 7 months of hearings which
my Small Business Subcommittee has
held on dual distribution, there have
come before the subcommittee many in-
stances where small businessmen have
been seriously injured by the practices
prohibited by section 3.
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The provisions found in section 3 of
the present act do to a degree act as a
deterrent against sales at unreasonably
low prices. However, allowing private
litigants to file treble damage actions for
such violations would make relief avail-
able to individuals injured much more
promptly than is the case at the present
time. Furthermore, it would enable
smaller firms which have suffered eco-
nomic distress as a result of illegal acts
on the part of their suppliers to recover
their losses.

The Congress should act to restore to
the small businessmen of this Nation
that protection which has been removed
by judicial interpretation. There is
neither logic nor justification for the
present situation in which a law violator
is or is not subject to liability for treble
damages depending upon which section
of the act he violates. Passage of this
bill will be a step toward making the
structure of our antitrust laws more ade-
quate for its vital role in preserving com-
petition within our economy.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I am recorded as not voting on
rollcalls Nos. 202, 203, and 205. I was
unavoidably absent. If present, I would
have voted “yes” on all three questions.

MOHOLE PROJECT

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, as a result of last week’s further
investigation by the Merchant Marine
and Fisheries Subcommittee on Ocean-
ography into the administration of the
Mohole project, the multimillion-dollar
program of drilling a hole into the core
of the earth, I requested the gentle-
man from North Carolina, Chairman
ArTon LENNON, of our Subcommittee on
Oceanography, to have the staff and
counsel check into this matter further to
determine the possibility of a conflict of
interest involving the former AMSOC
technical staff.

Chairman LENNON has informed me
that he thought this matter should be
looked into further, and that he has re-
quested committee counsel and the com-
mittee’s technical consultant to review
the record and conduct further investi-
gation into the background and sur-
rounding facts and circumstances bear-
ing on the Mohole project, and related
matters.

I feel the Mohole project and the
clouds of doubt surrounding its admin-
istration should be cleared up now, and
if there has been any impropriety, then
it should be brought to the attention of
Congress and dealt with accordingly.
The cost of government is high enough
when its programs are properly admin-
istered, and to allow a possibly misman-
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aged project to continue at added cost
to our Government would be a gross
injustice.

SPEED VERSUS JUDGMENT

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include an editorial from the Wall Street
Journal.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, the leg-
islative process of this and recent Con-
gresses has been dissected and put back
together countless times by both the ex-
perienced and the casual observer. Con-
structive criticism is never out of place,
but when the volume reaches such a level
that inaccuracy and distortion become
part and parcel with fact, those who
would make a fair judgment are left
with little or no perspective. As a con-
tribution to the restoration of that per-
spective, may I recommend the editorial
comment of the Wall Street Journal of
November 18 titled, “Speed Versus
Judgment.”

SPEED VERSUS JUDGMENT

Just the other day Senator Dopp made
headlines with a blast at the Senate leader-
ship for inaction on the long list of major
legislation—civil rights, taxes, and foreign
ald among others—still pending in Congress.

Though he apologized a few days later, his
outburst reflected a widespread complaint
against the congressional system. It's a
complaint heard quite often from the execu-
tive branch; at his last press conference
President Eennedy showed some disappoint-
ment that his legislative program is being
held up in Congress. But it is also a com-
plaint frequently made by others, including
such critics within the Congress as Senator
CLARK, of Pennsylvania, who thinks that leg-
islatures at all levels are presently the great-
est menace to the successful operation of the
democratic process.

The substance of all these criticisms, both
old and new, is the charge that the congres-
slonal system is just too slow and cumber-
some for the challenges of the supersonic

age.

Well, we've little doubt that Congress, like
every other political institution, can stand
improvement. Perhaps, as some say, there
is a better basis than seniority for selecting
committee chairmen, although no one has
really thought of one. And we'd certainly
agree that there seem to be more committees
in Congress than are absolutely necessary.

But what most of these critics have in
mind are not just some changes in the way
Congress does things. Their real complaint
is that the deliberative process itself is too
time consuming.

The first thing to be said about this, it
seems to us, is that congressional slowness
is vastly exaggerated. When time is of the
essence—as, for example, in a foreign crisis—
Congress has proved agaln and again that
it can act with dispatch. When it acts slow-
ly it often does so by intent.

To be specific, in the present session Con-
gress has been slow in acting upon such
measures as the tax bill and civil rights legis-
lation. Doubtless laws covering both mat-
ters would already be on the books if they
could be put through a rubberstamp parlia-
ment.

But the tax bill, despite the extravagant
claims being made for it, has raised much
doubt in the minds of Congressmen already
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concerned about the deficit principle in-
volved. In the case of the civil rights bill,
the proposal is a radical change in our meth-
ods of dealing with social preblems, involv-
ing not only philosophical but also grave
constitutional questions.

But In no such instance is the delay—if
that is the word—the fault of congressional
procedures. Nor is it caused just by the
obstinacy of Congressmen. The people of
the country, too, are divided on each of
these questions, and the deliberative process
in Congress simply reflects the deliberative
debate going on within the country itself.

Moreover, in none of these instances will
prolonged deliberation, though 1t seems ex-
cessilve to the impatient, endanger the Re-
public. On the contrary, if we are to have
such controversial legislation as the tax or
civil rights bills, it is far better that they be
exposed to extensive public debate.

For one reason, only in this way can what
is finally decided represent a true consensus
of the Mation's feelings. For another, only
in the sifting process of debate, where both
the virtues and defects of a proposal are
examined, can the Nation be confident that
what it does is wisely done. Though Sena-
tor CrArk and those who share his views
would bypass all this deliberation in the
name of speed, the verdict of history is that
nations are not better governed by the wis-
dom of any one man, whoever he be.

Maybe Congress is sometimes slower than
the critics like in approving some of their
fancier legislation. But there are worse
things than being slow. Like being in a
hurry without really knowing enough about
the road you're traveling.

BLANKET CENSURE OF CONGRESS
FROM MANY QUARTERS

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

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. WELTNER. Mr, Speaker, in the
10 months I have served here, Congress
has come under heavy censure from
many quarters. News stories continually
raise questions of unethical conduct, con-
flicts of interest, and abuse of privileges.
Cartoonists display the 88th Congress as
slothful and totally heedless of national
needs. Commentators point accusatory
fingers, and psychologists speculate over
our syndromes. And, most important of
all, my constituents in Georgia ask me,
“What's going on up there?”

As a first-term Congressman, it might
be considered intemperate for me to
speak about this condition. Yet the
_people are paying me the same salary as
the senior Member of this House, and I
take my responsibilities as seriously as
any other Member.

Mr. Speaker, I am tired of blanket in-
dictments of Members of the Congress.
I am weary of the all-inclusive accusa-
tion and the general condemnation.

Unfortunately, abuses by a very few
Members reflect adversely upon each of
us. Many careers of selfless dedication
are buried in the welter of comment over
a single act of impropriety.

I do not presume to speak for anyone
other than myself. Yet, in my view, the
duties of the office are too demanding to
be evaded by junkets and personal pur-
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suits. The opportunity, in the words of
Webster, “to perform something worthy
to be remembered” is too challenging to
be squandered on ventures of personal
gain.

There is much talk of late concerning
the proposal that Members disclose their
personal interests. I would be reluctant
to require that other Members make
public their incomes and holdings. How-
ever, there is no hesitance in making
that disclosure for myself. There is not
much to disclose. What small holdings
my wife and I have are listed below:
Equity in my home in Atlanta, Ga.. $5, 000
Equity in my residence in Bethesda,

Md =
Patent___
Bavings accounts. . ... ___ - . __
Checking accounts_._______.___.____
Cash value of life insurance_ . ...
Two automobiles_ ... __..__
Stocks, bonds, mortgages, notes, etc-. oo

Unfortunately, there are also some
liabilities, including a small remainder
on my 1962 campaign debt.

Income in 1963, other than my con-
gressional salary and rental from my
home in Atlanta, is as follows:

Royalties from my book, “Process and

e $132
Legal fee for drawing a will In 1962__... 50

Mr. Speaker, I consider my duties in
Congress to be exclusive of and incon-
sistent with personal advantage or fi-
nancial gain. I asked the people of my
district to send me to Washington to
work for them. I intend to do just that.

YEAR FOR A SHEVCHENEKO
FREEDOM STAMP—1964

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, the
ground-breaking ceremonies held in the
city of Washington, D.C., on September
21, 1963, for the erection of a statue in
honor of Taras Shevchenko have led to
widespread interest in the works and sig-
nificance of this East European freedom
fighter. Needless to say, this is all to the
good, particularly as it concerns Shev-
chenko’s universal stature as a poet of
freedom and the powerful force of na-
tionalism among the ecaptive non-
Russian nations in the US.S.R.

THE FPRESIDENT AND SHEVCHENEKO

The year 1964 will mark the 150th an-
niversary of the birth of Taras Shev-
chenko. To prevent the Soviet Russian
totalitarians and their puppets from
stealing and exploiting Shevchenko to
satisfy their own ends, the 86th Congress
wisely authorized in 1960 the erection
of a statue in honor of this poet of world
freedom. On May 30, 1964, his statue
will be unveiled in the Capital of both
our Nation and the free world.

In addition to the Congress, President
Kennedy praised the universal role of
Shevchenko and the perpetuating schol-
arly works of the Shevchenko Scientific
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Society. On March 25, 1961, the Presi-
dent declared:

I am pleased to add my voice to those
honoring the great Ukrainian poet Taras
Shevchenko. We honor him for his rich
confribution to the culture not only of
Ukraine, which he loved so well and de-
scribed so eloquently, but of the world. His

work is a noble part of our historical
heritage.

Only this past March the President
had this to say about the world-
renowned society that bears Shev-
chenko’s name:

My congratulations on the 90th anniver-
sary of the Shevchenko Scientific Society,
and on your sustained program for support
for distinguished scholarship. Among your
members have been some of the great names
in learning to whom the world owes an in-
calculable debt. As you move into the decade
which will culminate in your centennial, you
have our best wishes and felicitations, May
Yyou continue to extend the frontiers of hu-
man knowledge in the years ahead.

A POET OF MANKIND

Mr. Speaker, in recent weeks one of
this city’s newspapers has shown a com-
piete lack of knowledge in its editorial
comments on Shevchenko. If the editor
of an opinion-forming organ is so ill
informed, then we can well wonder about
some others in our intellectual area.
But this is all to the good because it in-
dicates the work that still must be done
to disseminate the truths about Shev-
chenko, Ukraine, the captive nations of
Europe, and our allies behind the Iron
Curtain in the cause of freedom. This
evidence shows how important a Shev-
chenko stamp is to direct attention to
these truths; such evidence in itself
justifies a section designated as the
Shevchenko Freedom Library in our
Library of Congress.

At this point I wish to include the ad-
dress of the Honorable TaoMAs J. Dobpp
which was delivered at the Taras Shev-
chenko Memorial ground-breaking cere-
monies on September 21:

REMARKS OF SENATOR THOMAS J. Dobp

I am honored by your invitation to par-
ticipate in this ceremony at which the
ground is beilng broken for the erection of
a memorial to Taras Shevchenko.

Taras Shevchenko belongs in the first in-
stance to the Ukrainian people. But in a
larger sense, he belongs to all mankind. And
this I think is the special meaning that
succeeding generations will read into the
existence of this monument to a Ukrainian
poet in the heart of Washington, the ac-
knowledged capital of the free world.

We honor Bhevchenko as one of the great
poets of all time, as a man who has justly
been described as “the last bard and the
first great poet of a great mew Slavonic
literature.”

We honor him as a fighter for freedom
and as a champion of all the persecuted and
oppressed.

We honor him as a universal hero and as
one of the towering moral personalities of
all time.

The monument for which we are breaking
ground today was authorized by a joint
resolution of Congress passed on December
13, 1960. While I was only one of a very
numerous majority in the Senate who voted
for the measure, I am proud of the small
contribution I was able to make toward
its enactment.

Let me read to you the opening words of
this resolution so that you may have a
clearer understanding of the motivations
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which inspired Congress to grant permission
for the erection of the Shevchenko memorial:

‘“Whereas throughout Eastern Europe, in
the last century and this, the name and
works of Taras Shevchenko brilliantly re-
flected the aspirations of man for personal
liberty and national independence; and

‘“Whereas Shevchenko, the poet laureate of
Ukraine, was openly inspired by our great
American tradition to fight against the im-
perialist and colonial occupation of his native
land; and

““Whereas in many parts of the free world
observances of the Shevchenko centennial
will be held during 1961 in honor of this Im-
mortal champion of liberty; and

“Whereas in our moral capacity as free
men in an independent nation it behooves
us to symbolize tangibly the inseparable
spiritual ties found in the writings of Shev-
chenko between our country and the 40
million Ukrainian nation: Now, therefore, be
it

“Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That any association
or committee organized for such purpose
within 2 years from the date of the enact-
ment of this joint resolution is hereby au-
thorized to place on land owned by the
United States in the District of Columbia a
statue of the Ukrainian poet and national
leader, Taras Shevchenko."”

Shevchenko's life was in a way symbolie
of the tragedy of the Ukrainian people. He
died at the young age of 47; and of those 47
years, he was a serf for the first 24, a con-
script in the Russian Army for the next 10
years, and under police supervision for the
ensuing 31 years. All told, therefore, he
knew only 9 years of personal freedom.

Although the son of a serf, with little op-
portunity for formal education, his genius,
his soaring spirit, and his unshatterable
faith enabled him to take the Ukrainian lan-
guage, rough-hewn as it was at that time,
and convert it into a literary instrument as
sensitive and as expressive as any of the
great world languages.

Shevchenko had an ardent democratic and
revolutionary faith. He called for an end to
the degrading institution of serfdom. On
the one hand, he appealed to the Ukrainian
nobles to renounce their privileges and lib-
erate their serfs; on the other hand he ap-
pealed to the peasants to renounce hatred
and vengeance. His appeal was for a world
of equality and brotherhood, and in his
poem, “Epistle to My Country, Living, Dead,
and Unborn,” he voiced his appeal in these
words:

“Brothers, embrace the feeblest among you,
That the mother may smile through her
tears.”

Shevchenko poured out his greatest pas-
slon, however, when he addressed himself to
the theme of freedom and of his beloved
Ukraine. Although the English translation
loses much of the force and flavor of the
original Ukrainian, I should like to quote to
you a few lines from a song he wrote during
his confinement in St. Petersburg:

“It makes no difference to me,

If I shall live or not in Ukraine—
No father will remind his son

Or say to him, Repeat one prayer,
One prayer for him; for our Ukraine
They tortured him in their foul lair.
It makes no difference to me,

If that son says a prayer or not.

It makes great difference to me
That evil folk and wicked men
Attack our Ukraine, once so free,
And rob and plunder it at will.
That makes great difference to me.”

Shevchenko to his people was many things.
He was a bard in the tradition of the Ukrain-
lan kobzars, who chronicled the herolc deeds
of the Ukrainian past. He was a natlonal
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poet in the unique sense in which Robert
Burns i{s regarded as the national poet of
the Bcottish people. And, as a freedom
fighter and prophet of liberty, Shevchenko
was also regarded by his people with some-
thing of the special reverence that we in
America reserve for Thomas Jefferson and
George Washington.

Bhevchenko was no narrow nationalist. He
was concerned not only over the oppression
of the Ukrainian people by Moscow but also
over the oppression of the Poles, the Lithua-
nians, the Georgians, and the other ancient
peoples who had been subjugated by an in-
creasingly aggressive Russian imperialism.

He fought for the liberty of all men and
the freedom of all nations.

In erecting a memorial to Taras Shevchenko
we would be engaging Iin an action devoid
of all meaning if we failed to speak about
the plight of the Ukrainian people today
and if we failed to honor his lifelong com-
mitment to the freedom of his people by
recommitting ourselves on this occasion to
the goal for which Shevchenko sang and
fought.

It is a great pity that there is no Taras
Shevchenko today to write of the agony of
his people in inspired verse, to appeal to
the consclence of the world on their behalf,
and to glve once again to the cause of
Ukrainlan freedom the precious inspiration
of the poet’s song.

The history of the Ukrainian people has
been one of brlef but glorlous periods of
independence and of long centuries of strug-
gle against the tyranny of Moscow, both
under the czars and under the Soviets.
The Ukrainian people through the centuries
have had more than their share of suffering
and tragedy. But the agony of the
Ukrainian people under the rule of Soviet
bolshevism in recent decades surpasses by
far the agony they have known under pre-
vious despots and conguerors.

I propose to relate this story briefly, know-
ing that my prose is inadequate to a theme
which would have challenged Shevchenko
himself.

The chaos and disintegration that reigned
in Russia during the latter part of World War
I made possible the rebirth of an independ-
ent Ukraine, which called itself the Ukrain-
ian National Republic. Because they sought
their support, the Bolsheviki promised the
right of self-determination to the subject
nationalities of the old Russian empire. On
December 17, 1917, almost immediately after
they seized power, Lenin officially recog-
nized the Ukraine as a sovereign and inde-
pendent state. Let me guote the words of
Lenin on' this occasion because they con-
stitute the first of a thousand major acts
of perfidy the Soviets have perpetrated over
the past four decades and a half.

“We, the Soviet of People’s Commissars,”
sald Lenin, * ize the Ukrainian Na-
tional Republic and its right to separate
from Russia or to make an agreement with
the Russian Republic for federative or other
similar mutual relations between them.
Everything that touches national rights and
the national independence of the Ukrainian
people, we, the Soviet of People's Commis-
sars, accept clearly without limitations and
unreservedly.”

One year later, in December 1918, the So-
viet presented the Ukrainian Government
with an ultimatum; and when this ulti-
matum was rejected, the Red army swarmed
across the boundaries of the Ukraine. The
capital city of Kiev fell after a bloody strug-
gle; and the Bolsheviki, when they entered
the city, introduced a reign of indiscriminate
terror, massacring thousands of innocent
civilians on the street.

But this was only the beginning of the
struggle. The battle between the people
of the Ukraine and the Soviet military forces
seesawed back and forth for almost 2 years
before the Ukrainian National Republic sue-
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cumbed to the repeated onslaughts of the
far more powerful Red army.

At this point the Ukrainian people entered
upon the darkest and most agonizing period
in their long and tragic history. The
Ukrainians were not only the largest and
strongest of all the so-called national
minorities in the Soviet slave empire, but
they were also the most stubborn and the
most militant. Though thousands were
executed and scores of thousands were de-
ported, the spirit of Ukrainian independence
refused to die.

The agony of the Ukrainian people under
Soviet rule reached its zenith during the
period of BStalin's forced collectivization.
‘When it became evident that the Ukrainian
peasants could not be induced to abandon
their farms and enter the collectives by
means of persuasion, Stalin decided to resort
to organized starvation. In 1832, the entire
grain reserve of the Ukraine as well as all
other crops that might support the popula-
tion were removed from the country by Red
army convoys. In the mass famine that
resulted, it is estimated that 6 million
Ukrainians, men, women, and children, lost
their lives. In the political terror that ac-
companied the famine, 80 percent of all the
Ukrainian intellectuals were liquidated by
the Soviet terror apparatus.

The Ukraine became a desert and a place
of pestilence. There were many places where
the entire population perished, so that there
‘was no one to bury the dead.

There are those who say that the Soviet
regime today s somehow more moderate
than the Soviet regime under Stalin., To
those who harbor such illusions, I would
point to the fact that the project manager
in charge of the forced starvation of the
Ukrainian people and of the liquidation of
the Ukrainian intelligentsia, a man who will
forever be Iidentified by history as “the
butcher of the Ukraine,” was none other than
Nikita Khrushchev, the present Prime Min-
ister of the Soviet Union.

But despite starvation and terror, the
Ukrainian people remained stubborn and
unyielding in their resistance. One wave of
terror succeeded another—but still the
Ukrainians persisted. During World War II,
a mighty Ukrainian insurgent army rose up
out of the soil of their tortured land, Aght-
ing with incredible heroism against both the
Nazis and the Bolsheviki. For years after
the close of World War II, the Ukrainian
guerrilla army continued to harass the Bol-
sheviki and even to engage them in fixed
battles,

For the Ukrainian people, the life and
death struggle with Soviet imperialism has
never ceased. Even in exile, the Soviet ter-
ror apparatus has pursued the leaders of the
Ukrainian resistance movement. Thelr hired
assassins have in recent years murdered Lev
Rebet and Stepan Bandera, as they mur-
dered other Ukrainian leaders in exile after
the close of World War I.

This is the story of the Ukrainian people’s
agony and of the unsurpassed heroism they
have displayed in the fight for freedom. It
is a story to inspire us all—and one which
I am convinced will some day terminate in
the rebirth of the Ukralnian nation in a
world of free and independent nations.

It is a story particularly appropriate to
tell at any ceremony commemorating the
life and work of Taras Shevchenko.

Speaking at the funeral of Shevchenko in
1861, his contemporary, Kulish, ventured the
prediction that “all that is really noble in
the Ukraine will gather under the banner of
Shevchenko.” This prophecy has already
been borne out. As they have gathered un-
der the banner of Shevchenko in servitude
and suffering, the Ukrainian people will, I
am confident, still continue to gather under
the banner unfurled for them by their im-
mortal national poet when the light of free-
dom again shines upon them.

%
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In again hailing the memory of Taras
Shevchenko, I can think of no more fitting
way of closing my remarks than by quoting
a few lines from Shevchenko's prophetic
verse.

“When will we receive our Washington,
With a new and righteous law?
And recelve him we will some day!"”

I look forward to joining you again when
this memorial to Taras Shevchenko, poet
laureate of the Ukraine and one of Europe’s
great freedom fighters, is unvelled.

The full import of Senator Dobp’s
address is seen against a brief history of
Ukraine. Such a background is pro-
vided by the Ukrainian Congress Com-
mittee of America, an outstanding na-
tional organization of over 2% million
Americans of Ukrainian ancestry. The
Ukrainian Congress Committee is the
parent organization of the Shevchenko
Memorial Committee of America which
was specifically established for the pur-
pose of erecting the Shevchenko statue
in Washington. A brief history of
Ukraine follows:

BrieF HISTORY OF UKRAINE

Area: 289,000 square miles (larger than
Poland and Yugoslavia combined).

Population: 45 million.

Location: Southwestern part of the
U.8.8.R., bounded on the west by Hungary,
Rumania, and Poland, on the east by the
Don region, on the south by the Black Sea,
on the north by Byelorussia, and on north-
east by Russia.

., Ukraine has had three perlods of inde-
pendence:

1. From the 9th century when its history
began under the name “Rus” until the 13th
century when the country was plundered
and occupied by the forces of Genghis Khan
and his Mongol-Tatar successors.

2. During the 17th century when the
Ukrainian people overthrew the Polish rulers
who had gained control of the country after
the Mongol-Tatars were defeated. This in-
dependence ended in 1664 when Hetman
Bohdan EKhmelnytsky made a treaty with
Moscow, on condition that Moscow would
guarantee the autocracy of Ukraine, Mus-
covite troops settled in Ukralne to protect
TUkraine from the Poles but actually as occu-
pation troops. During the occupation period
the dream of an independent Ukraine was
kept alive in literature. A leader in the re-
vival of the spirit of Ukrainian national inde-
pendence was Taras Shevchenko.

3. In March of 1917 the Ukrainians rose to
freedom and established thelr own independ-
ent state by organizing the Ukrainian Cen-
tral Rada, which became the nucleus of the
Ukrainian sovereign state in modern times,
On January 22, 1918, Ukraine declared its full
independence and, as the Ukrainian National
Republic, was recognized by a number of
European states, including Soviet Russia.
But immediately upon the recognition of
Ukraine as an independent state of the
Ukrainian people, the Soviet Government
dispatched powerful armies against Ukraine,
and after more than 8 years of valiant op-
position of the Ukrainian nation, the Bol-
sheviks succeeded in destroying the Ukrain-
fan National Government and its armies and
imposing a puppet Communist regime upon
the country. In 1923 Ukraine was made an
unwilling member of the Union of Soviet
Boclalist Republics. But rule over foreign
affairs and most domestic matters was taken
over by the Soviet Government in Moscow,
which was, in effect, the Government of
Russia.

The original name of Ukraine was “Rus.”
The name of the lands ruled by Moscow had
been known as the Grand Duchy of Moscow
or Muscovy. Peter the Great, the Muscovite
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empire builder, took over the name “Rus”
and called his domain Russia. Ukrainians
adopted the name Ukraine, whose origin de-
rives from the Ukrainian word “kral,” or
country. Since the end of the 17th century
Ukraine has been divided between Poland
and Russia and later between Russia and
Austria until the outbreak of World War I
and the establishment of the free and in-
dependent state of the Ukrainian people in
1917.

At present Ukraine is nominally an in-
dependent state, known as the Ukrainian So-
viet Socialist Republic and one of the 16
constituent republics of the US.S.R., and a
charter member of the United Nations. But
in reality Ukraine is a colony of Communist
Russla, with Ukrainians being the largest
captive people behind the Iron Curtain in
Europe.

UNITED STATES AND RECOGNITION OF UKRAINE

Mr. Speaker, the questions of “Why a
stamp?"” and “Why a Shevchenko Free-
dom Library?” receive further solid an-
swers when one reads the theme de-
veloped by the Honorable Alvin M.
Bentley at the recent Shevchenko
groundbreaking ceremonies. To en-
lighten further some of our citizens, I
submit Mr. Bentley's remarks on the
“United States and Recognition of
Ukraine,” and also a brief biography of
Taras Shevchenko, issued by the anti-
Communist national American organiza-
tion, the Ukrainian Congress Committee
of America, and the Shevchenko Me-
morial Committee of America:

UNITED STATES AND RECOGNITION OF UKRAINE

(Remarks by Hon. Alvin M. Bentley at
ground-breaking ceremonies, held on Sat-
urday, September 21, 1963, at the Shev-
chenko Statue site in Washington, D.C.)

Many people belleve that U.S. foreign
policy is solely the province of the execu-
tive branch of our Government and that
Congress confines itself to voting appropria-
tions and ratifying treaties, This is usually
the case, but not always, There are occa-
sions when Congress actively asserts leader-
ship in the creation of foreign policy and the
passage of Public Law 86-749 was one of
these.

In authorizing the erection of this me-
morial to Taras Shevchenko for which we
break ground today, Congress was not only
paying tribute which was both well deserved
and long overdue to a recognized champion
of human liberty and freedom. We are all
familiar with the inspiration which Shev-
chenko, a contemporary of Abraham Lincoln
and an admirer of George Washington, has
given the people of his native Ukralne and
freedom-loving peoples everywhere,

But far more important from your stand-
point, Congress in 1860, by the passage of
Public Law 86-749, took the initiative in one
phase of foreign policy by recognizing the
independent existence of Ukraine as a sep-
arate entity, a separate people, a separate
state. Congress stated and President Eisen-
hower, by his approval, ratified the recogni-
tion of Ukraine and its people as a separate,
distinet being and demolished any confusion
about Ukraine being a part of Russia except
insofar as bondage has created a relation-
ship. Whether the State Department cares
to admit it or not, it is now a historic fact
that in 1860 the U.S. Government officially
recognized the existence of a Ukrainian na-
tion by approving this tribute to the greatest
of Ukrainian heroes.

Although many may not have recognized
this fact, I did; and that is why I worked so
hard for the passage of the bill. The Rus-
slans recognized it too, which explains the
propaganda attacks on us for having passed
this legislation, And I am certain that the
people of Ukraine also recognize it and that
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it will cause the flame of liberty and the
desire for self-determination and freedom
to burn even brighter in their hearts,

Continued acts of recognition by our
Government will help to strengthen this de-
sire for freedom. This is why the passage
of House Joint Resolution 174, sponsored by
Congressman Durse: and providing for the
issuance in 1864 of a Shevchenko champion
of liberty commemorative stamp would be a
further recognition of the independent
status of Ukraine by the American Govern-
ment and the American people.

BRIEF BIOGRAPHY OF TARAS SHEVCHENKO

Taras Shevchenko (1814-61) was the great-
est of Ukrainian poets.

Of his 47 years, he lived 24 in serfdom, 10
in exile 3 %‘ under Russian police supervision,
and only 9 as a man free to come and go as
he wished.

From 1840 on, his voice was raised in poetry
for human liberty and against serfdom, for
national independence of Ukraine and
against czarist Russian imperialistic rule, for
individualism and against tyranny. He loved
his native Ukraine and regarded Russia as a
foreign country and a rapacious empire.

During his free years Shevchenko fought
for the rights of freedom for all mankind.
He met and became friends with Ira Aldridge,
a noted U.S, Negro actor who performed in
Europe and in czarist Russia. Shevchenko's
works have been translated into more than
40 languages.

CHRONOLOGY

In 1814: Born in Ukraine in serfdom
(March 10).

In 1838: Freedom from serfdom bought for
2,500 rubles with the help of the painter Karl
Bryulov. Shevchenko entered the Academy
of Art in St. Petersburg,

In 1840: Published a volume of poems
called “Kobzar.” Kobzars are folk bards who
keep alive the memory of heroic deeds of the
Ukrainian past. This book immediately
made him the first poet of Ukraine.

In 1841: Published “Haydamaky,” his
longest and 'greatest poem.

In 1845: Graduated from the Academy of
Art as a free artist. Found a position in the
Archeological Commission and settled in
Kiev, Ukraine.

In 1846: Took part in the Soclety of Sts.
Cyril and Methodius, organized to propagan-
dize against serfdom and to create a free
union of all Slavic peoples under a republi-
can form of government.

In 1847: Arrested by the czar's police and
sentenced to serve in penal exile in the czar-
ist imperial army “under the strictest su-
pervision with the prohibition of writing and
drawing.”

In 1857: Pardoned by Czar Alexander II,
but remained under police supervision to the
end of his life.

In 1858: Visited Ukralne and freed his
family from serfdom.

In 1861: March 9, died in St. Petersburg.

(More details; see “Europe's Freedom
Fighter, Taras Shevchenko,” a documentary
blography of Ukraine’s poet laureate and
national hero, H. Doc. 445, 86th Cong., 2d
sess.)

SHEVCHENKO'S UKRAINE AND GEORGE
WASHINGTON

The statue of Shevchenko to be erected
in Washington will symbolize an issue
far greater than just a statue honoring
an immortal figure. Our American tra-
dition clearly rubbed off on Shevchenko
and the Ukrainian nation, and it was a
most unigue historical phenomenon for
Shevchenko to lean on our own George
Washington. This vitally important as-
pect was vividly portrayed at the ground-
breaking ceremonies by Dr. Roman Smal-
Stocki of Marquette University. At this
point I wish to include his short address
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on “Shevchenko’s Ukraine and George
Washington,” and also a release by the
two sponsoring organizations of the
statue on the “Significance of the Me-
morial Statue to Taras Shevchenko,
Ukrainian Poet and National Hero”:

SHEVCHENKO'S UKRAINE AND (GEORGE
WASHINGTON

(Opening remarks by Prof. Roman Smal-
Stocki, at the ground-breaking ceremony,
held on Saturday, September 21, 1963, at
the Shevchenko site, Washington, D.C.)
Your Excellency, Most Reverend Arch-

bishop Mstyslav, honorable Senators and

Congressmen, Reverend Fathers, fellow Amer-

icans of Ukrainian descent, Ukrainian exiles,

and distinguished guests:

We have gathered today, from near and
far, In the Capital of the United States to
break the ground for the monument of the
Bard of Ukraine, Taras Shevchenko.

In the dark ages of the Russian czars, in
the year 1848, the famous Russian poet, Tyu-
chev, demanded as natural boundaries of the
Russian empire the river and lands from the
Nile to the Neva, from the Elbe to China,
from the Volga to the Euphrates, from the
Ganges to the Danube. He got an answer.
Taras Shevchenko condemned Russian im-
perialism and proclaimed as an ideal for
Ukraine, “the new and just law of George
Washington.”

Shevchenko believed in the ideals of the
American Declaration of Independence, the
ideals of freedom, human dignity, inalien-
able rights, and self-determination, not only
for Ukraine but for the people of all Eastern
Europe.

He fought and suffered for the freedom of
all nations enslaved by Russian imperialism,
from Finland to the Caucasus, from Poland
to the Turkestan, including the oppressed
Jews.

But all of us who came to honor Shevchen-
ko cannot help but reflect on the present
tyranny, as Shevchenko's American program
for Eastern Europe still is not realized. Its
final and complete realization is the only
way to a true peace In the world.

We are deeply grateful to the American
Nation and its Congress which unanimously
passed the law calling for the erection of a
monument to this fighter for Europe's free-
dom, in Washington, D.C., the Capital of the
greatest- democratic power in the world. We

grateful to the President of the

'l:l'mt.ad Btates of America and the U.S. Gov-

ernment for promptly endorsing the law.

We are grateful to all our distinguished
guests and fellow Americans for coming to-
day to witness the beginning of the construc-
tion of a permanent symbolic link of the city
of George Washington with Shevchenko's
Ukralne and the struggle for freedom of all
captive nations, and I implore God Almighty
to help us to realize it.

(In Ukrainian). Faithful to the Testa~
mony of Shevchenko we gathered here to-
day to start the construction of his monu-
ment—may the spirit of our Father bless
our beginning. We remember and will never
forget his call: *“Fight and you will gain
the victory, because you are backed by God,
truth, glory and the holy liberty.” (Con-
tinuing in English.) Now it gives me great
pleasure to introduce our master of cere-
monies for this historic event. He is a
former captain in the U.S. Army, the supreme
president of the Ukrainian National Associa-
tion, executive vice president of the Ukrain-
fan Congress Committee of America, and
executive director, of the Shevchenko Me-
morial Committee of America: Mr. Joseph
Lesawyer.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE MEMORIAL STATUE TO
TARAS SHEVCHENEKO, UKRAINIAN POET AND
NarioNnan HERO :
The United States and Soviet Russia are

waging a serious tug of war over the memory
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of a Ukraintan poet and national hero who
died just over 100 years ago. He is Taras
Shevchenko.

In Moscow and Kiey Communist propa-
gandists have been working to prove to 45
million Ukrainians that Shevchenko, the
Ukrainian poet-here of the 19th century,
having been a leader in the fight against
serfdom, was, thus, a Bolshevik who died
before his time.

In Washington, D.C., and elsewhere, those
who oppose the Muscovite tyranny empha-
slze that Shevchenko was a leader in the
struggle for human liberty against all forms
of tyranny, and sought national Ukrainian
independence from Russian rule.

Shevchenko expressed his yearning for
Ukrainian independence and for the repub-
Hean form of government of the United
States, in these lines:

“Ah, you miserable

And cursed crew, when will you breathe
your last?

When shall we get ourselves a Washington

To promulgate his new and righteous law?

But some day we shall surely find the man!”

Shevchenko's stirring poetry fought the
Russian czars who had enslaved Ukraine. He
was a true revolutionary for human liberty
who, were he alive today, would fight against
the totalitarianism and the tyranny of the
commissars of the Soviet Unlon as some poets
in the U.S.S.R. are now doing.

ACTION OF THE U.S, CONGRESS

In commemoration of the 100th anniver-
sary of the death of Taras Shevchenko, the
U.S. Congress held extensive hearings on
Shevchenko's life and works. These con-
cluded with the passage in 1960 of a bill
authorizing the erection of a statue of the
poet on public grounds in Washington, D.C.,
“without expense to the United States.”
President Dwight D. Eisenhower signed the
bill into law. Americans of Ukrainian de-
scent have railsed over one-fourth of a mil-
lion dollars to cover the cost of erecting the
statue of Shevchenko.

The Russian Communists and their lack-
eys in Ukraine have launched a wave of bit-
ter attack against the memorial statue to
be unveiled at 22d and P Streets NW., Wash-
ington, D.C., in May 1064, on the basis that
it promotes the independence of Ukraine
from Russian overlordship.

In the views of Dr. Lev Dobriansky, presi-
dent of the Ukrainian Congress Committee of
America, Communists are fearful of the de-
sire of many Ukrainians to gain independence
from Moscow and dread the psychological
and political impact of the publicity for
Shevchenko arising from the groundbreaking
and the unveiling of the memorial statue
in the Capital of the United States.

In Dr. Dobriansky's words, “The Commu-
nists eannot afford freedom, or even strong
publicity about freedom. We in America
cannot afford to be without freedo:

The erection of the memorial statue to
Taras Shevchenko, Ukrainian poet and na-
tional hero, i1s an expression of American
devotion to human liberty and national in-
dependence everywhere In the world.

BEYOND PAROCHIALISM

In conclusion, one of the most solid
results of this entire Shevchenko project
will be the eventual conquest by some
of our citizens of their lingering paro-
chialism concerning world figures and
world freedom. Such parochialism is in-
excusable in these grave days of the cold
war and our struggle against Soviet Rus-
sian imperialism and colonialism. In
this regard I append to my remarks an
unpublished letter to the Washington
Post, written by a former naval intel-
ligence officer and careful analyst of the
Soviet Union, Mr. Donald L. Miller, the
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editor of Freedom's Facts, a publication
of the All-American Conference To
Combat Communism:

ALEXANDRIA, Va.
November 12, 1963.
Mr. J. R, WicGINS,
Editor, the Washington Post,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. Wiccins: Your editorials on the
Shevchenko memorial statue have ralsed an
issue larger than any with which your edi-
torials have dealt. What image of the United
States do we wish to project to the world
through the memorials we raise in our Na-
tion's Capital?

Should it be an image of a provincial power
with its eyes turned inward upon its own
domestic affairs and its own heroes alone?
Or, should it not be an image of world lead-
ership ready and willing to support those of
every nation who fight in a responsible way
for human liberty and national independ-
ence?

Our fate is unavoldably intertwined with
the fates of all other peoples. We can neither
ignore the oppressions they suffer, nor their
bonest strivings for freedom and from
tyranny.

It is in this context that the Shevchenko
memorial will be raised on free soil in Wash-
ington, D.C., In May 1964, By honoring the
ideals and goals of Shevehenko—whn is well
known to millions of peoples in Ukraine,
East-Central Europe, Russia, and the United
States—we tell the world that, as the fore-
most of the free nations, we are leaders in
supporting and perpetuating the ideals of
human liberty and national independence for
all peoples everywhere. What more fitting
expression could be found than a poet and
artist who fought for freedom with imple-
ments of the mind and of the spirit rather
than with the sword?

Is it this expression which you, an out-
standing proponent of freedom for the press
and editor of a major newspaper in a free
nation, wish to silence with vague and un-
supported charges? Rather, it would seem
that someone on your staff has been misled
into opposing what many peoples here and
abroad clearly recognize as a dramatic ex-
pression of America’s unshakeable support
for human liberty and national independence
for all peoples.

Sincerely,
D. L. MILLER,

THE STRANGE CASE OF PROFES-
SOR BARGHOORN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. PergHAN] is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, the
strange case of Professor Barghoorn and
his vague reports to the press concern-
ing his recent detainment in Moscow
have given rise to a great deal of specu-
lation.

His first interview with the press, in
New Haven, Conn., created the impres-
sion he was unwilling to criticize the
Russians for his arrest and detention.
This attitude of studied detachment from
the real implications of his arrest and
detention was accepted as the reaction
of a scholar who was overly tired from
his recent experiences.

But his State Department press con-
ference in Washington yesterday, as re-
ported by the press has increased the
amount of speculation on this strange
case. As a recognized leader of thought
among the “Sovietologists” and “Krem-
linologists,” who exercise a heavy influ-
ence on our national policy toward the
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threat of imperial Russia, it was ex-
pected that his story would provide sharp
and penetrating analysis of his arrest
and detention. But the disappointment
which followed was exceeded only by the
high expectation that he would at least
charge the Russians with behavior un-
becoming a civilized government and
confirm his experience as normal Rus-
sian behavior toward all outsiders.

After hedging his Washington press
conference answers with such qualifiers
as “so far as I recall” and “I am not com-
pletely sure” he proceeded to present
reasons why the Russian Government
should not be judged harshly in his case.
He maintained he was treated quite well
within the framework of the “Soviet sys-
tem,” that he was not “physically mo-
lested,” that while he did not sign a con-
fession he did sign a “protocol” of his
interrogation by the Russians, that his
case might not be typical and accord-
ingly he refused to charge the Russians
with a frameup, that no general conclu-
sions should be drawn from his case, and
above all, his experience should not be
allowed to interfere with a continuation
of the Soviet-United States cultural ex-
change programs. This is indeed strange
behavior for a man whose case provided
such a public uproar in the United States
that President EKennedy suspended ne-
gotiations with the Russians on cultural
exchange programs and demanded his
release by the Russians.

‘While all discerning people will detect
Professor Barghoorn’s overboard effort to
maintain the image of a detached if not
absent-minded professor, the absurdity
of his press conference performance calls
for a few pointed questions.

Since it is clear beyond any doubt that
Professor Barghoorn was not involved
in any intelligence activities for the
United States, these questions are perti-
nent and demand forthright answers
from the professor before he is allowed
to depart the public arena into which
he projected himself.

First. Why this studied effort to please
the Russians?

Second. Is there a possible connection
between this entire episode and the pro-
fessor’s forthcoming book, which sug-
gests it should be read with prudence and
forethought to detect the interjection of
more Russian whitewash into the aca-
demic streams of American life?

The Subcommittee on Immigration
and Nationality of the Committee on the
Judiciary which has been inquiring into
the cultural exchange program will re-
gquest Professor Barghoorn to appear as
a witness.

MORE MANAGED NEWS?

Mr. HARVEY of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Barry] may extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and include extra-
neous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BARRY. Mr. Speaker, the mean-
ings we ascribe to words to some extent
condition our views on important affairs
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of the day. The history of the cold war,
for instance, is partly a history of a bat-
tle over the meaning of words.

George Orwell called attention to the
importance of managing words in his
memorable book, “1984.”

The highest form of managed news is
managing the meaning of words.

The Richmond News Leader of No-
vember 2, 1963, carried the following edi-
torial, which I quote at this point:

LiserTY, REVISED

Two of the most interesting people in this
Commonwealth, Capt. and Mrs. Robert W.
Orrell, of Cardinal, publish an occasional
bulletin known as Our Country. This is a
literate, stoutly conservative bulletin, writ-
ten and distributed as a labor of love and
a work of patriotism.

In their current issue, Mrs. Orrell writes
of some of the strange revisions that have
been made in Webster's Collegiate Diction-
ary. She recently abandoned her dog-eared
Fifth Collegiate, dating from 1836 to 1941, in
favor of the new Seventh Collegiate. Some
old truths, she discovered, have now been
rewritten.

In the fifth edition (and in the Sixth Col-
legiate of 1949 also), lberty was defined in
this fashion: “Individual liberty now gen-
erally involves freedom of the person in
going and coming (personal liberty), equal-
ity before the courts, security of private
property, freedom of opinion and its expres-
sion, and freedom of consclence.” The new
Seventh Collegiate defines liberty as “the
power to do as one pleases * * * the posi-
tive enjoyment of various social, political, or
economic rights and privileges.”

In the fifth edition (and also in the sixth),
democracy was defined as a system of govern-
ment in which the supreme power is
“retained by the people.” In the new seventh
edition, the verb is subtly altered. Now
democracy is a system of government in
which the supreme power is vested in the
people. There is an enormous difference—
the difference between owning property by
inheritance and merely renting property by
lease. How many students, we wonder, ever
will pause to puzzle this out? How many
will check back to see that once upon a time,
in specific and unequivocal terms, liberty
embraced “security of private property”?
Now liberty, by Webster's definition, involves
no more than “varlous rights and privileges.”

In George Orwell’s terrifying 1084, the
masters of a totalitarian society see to it
that all encyclopedias and reference works
constantly are rewritten, so that every item
inconsistent with the government's policy
will be obliterated. The offending items then
are dropped down the memory hole. There
are times, when these little discoveries of
changed definitions creep across the desk,
that we suspect Mr. Orwell dated his society
20 years too far in the future.

Mr. Speaker, the foregoing suggests
that the weather vane of semantics
points foul weather. Here we find a
strong suggestion that future generations
will be conditioned through the changing
of important political definitions.

EXTENSION OF FARMERS HOME
ADMINISTRATION LOANS INTO
AGRICULTURAL AREAS SUFFER-
ING FROM ECONOMIC DISASTERS
Mr., HARVEY of Michigan. Mr.

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that

the gentleman from Maine [Mr. McIn-

TIRE] may extend his remarks at this

point in the ReEcorp and include extra-

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

There was no objection.

Mr. McINTIRE. Mr. Speaker, I have
today introduced to the House of Repre-
sentatives a bill that would extend
Farmers Home Administration loans into
agricultural areas suffering from eco-
nomic disasters.

Presently Farmers Home Administra-
tion loans are only available to meet
credit needs arising as the result of a nat-
ural disaster—emergency loans for eco-
gm;ﬁc disaster are not presently author-

ed.

My legislation would, Mr. Speaker,
amend present law to allow the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to make economic
disaster loans to relieve severe produc-
tion losses encountered in a limited area
by producers of specified commodities
and producers suffering from an eco-
nomic emergency.

LEGISLATION'S BACKGROUND

Economic disaster loans by the
Farmers Home Administration were first
authorized by Public Law 81-38, but the
areas eligible for such loans were limited
to those so declared to be disaster areas
by the President under title 42, United
States Code, section 1855 and the fol-
lowing.

Public Law 83-727 liberalized this loan
authority by allowing emergency loans
for any agricultural purpose, a broad
definition which included economic dis-
aster. Public Law 83-727 was temporary
legislation and was periodically extended
up to the time of enactment of the con-
solidated Farmers Home Administration
Act of 1961,

In 1959, the gentleman from North
Carolina, Chairman CooLey, introduced
H.R. 7628, which was known in the 86th
Congress as the Allott-Cooley bill. Sec-
tion 21(a) of that bill—as well as section
301(a) of H.R. 11761 of the clean bill
which the gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. CooLEY] later introduced after
the committee had considered H.R.
7628—contained permanent authority
for economic disaster loans. H.R. 11761
was passed by the House of Representa-
tives on June 2, 1960. The Senate, how-
ever, failed to act on the bill and it died
in the 86th Congress.

The language of H.R. 7628 and the Al-
lott-Cooley bill, HR. 11761, provided as
follows:

(2) That the need for such credit in such

area is the result of a natural disaster or
severe production loss,

During the 87th Congress the Allott-
Cooley bill was revised by the new ad-
ministration and included as title IIT of
the omnibus Agricultural Act of 1961.

The Kennedy administration bill pro-
posed permanent economic disaster au-
thority. Section 321 of H.R. 6400, by
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
CooLEY] carried this language:

(2) that the need for such credit in such
area is the result of a natural disaster, severe
production losses, or cultural economic con-
ditions encountered in the area by the pro-

ducers of specified agricultural commodities
and products.

This language was included in the bill
H.R. 8230, passed by the House of Rep-
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resentatives on July 27, 1961. ' The Sen-
ate version, S. 1643, carried only author-
ity for natural disaster loans. For the
conference the House receded to the Sen-
ate on this provision and section 321(a)
of Public Law 87-128, which is the pres-
ent law, limited these emergency loans
to natural disasters only.

Section 321(a) of Public Law 87-128
provides as follows:

(2) that the need for such credit in such
area is the result of a natural disaster.

WHAT THIS DOES

The language of my bill is identical to
that requested by the Kennedy admin-
istration in 1961. It is similar in pur-
pose to that of legislation requested by
the Eisenhower administration in 1959
and 1960.

The provision which is the heart of my
bill has passed the House of Representa-
tives on two previous occasions—the
Allott-Cooley bill in 1960 and as a part
of H.R. 8230 in 1961.

In each of the previous instances, the
Senate has refused to accept the pro-
posal of the House of Representatives, a
version which would have permitted the
Secretary of Agriculture to make FHA
economic disaster loans.

DANGEROUS DELUSION ON NATO

Mr. HARVEY of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Finp-
LEY] may extend his remarks at this
point in the ReEcorp and include extra-
neous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr, Speaker, Secre-
tary McNamara apparently is suffering
under the dangerous delusion that the
present NATO structure is strong and
durable.

The fact is NATO is built on sand, and
the sand shifts with each wind that
blows. The free-world alliance is today
weaker than at any time since World
War II.

Mr. McNamara would be wise to con-
centrate on building solid unity in NATO,
instead of emphasizing a detente with
the Soviet Union. 2

Irefer to Secretary McNamara’s warn-
ing published today that the West should
stop “deluding” itself with ‘“obsolete
images” that the United States has over-
whelming nuclear power and Russia
overwhelming armies.

Mr. McNamara's appraisal of the rela-
tive strength of NATO and Russia is
grossly misleading. NATO today is a
rapidly deteriorating paper alliance. Its
military might is impressive only when
the parts are added together, as they
were by Mr. McNamara.

But the parts are not truly unified.
They are united only on paper, and in a
showdown each member of NATO—our-
selves included—will follow the course of
action which at the moment seems to be
most expedient. !

We cannot be certain, under the pres-
ent NATO framework, that the 15 na-
tions would act together if Khrushchev
pushes the button. By contrast, Rus-
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sian military forces are unified and dis-
ciplined under a single command which
is not subject to veto or change at the
local level.

In nuclear power, we cling to the ridic-
ulous policy of secrecy in dealing with
our NATO allies. We deny to the na-
tions to whom we must look if a show-
down comes the know-how and weapons
which we know the enemy already
poOssesses,

As a minimal first step toward
strengthening NATO, we should abandon
this obsolete policy and share weapons
and know-how  with our allies. Right
this moment, without further delay, we
should provide them with tactical nu-
clear weapons.

This action would give our allies assur-
ance that at least some of our nuclear
power would be at their command in case
of trouble.

Under present circumstances, they
may properly wonder if we actually
would defend their cities with our nu-
clear power. After all, they can point
with alarm and concern to our weak
followthrough in Cuba and Berlin, our
withdrawal of missiles from Italy and
Turkey, and our avid promotion of a
nuclear test ban agreement with Russia.

NATO nuclear power is actually U.S.
nuclear power and our nonnuclear
friends in NATO know it. The other 14
NATO nations have no way to commit
or control any part of this nuclear power.
We treat them as if they were irrespon-
sible children.

They are at the mercy of our own un-
certain national policy and to a lesser
degree, we are at the mercy of theirs.

We should replace the shifting sand
under NATO with a solid foundation
that will stand the test of time.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. HARVEY of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Brom-
WELL] may extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and include extra-
neous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BROMWELL. Mr. Speaker, on
yesterday, November 19, I was unavoid-
ably absent from the House at the time
of rolleall No. 207 which was on the pub-
lic works appropriation. Had I been
present I would have voted “aye.”

A BILL TO PROHIBIT THE IMPROPER
USE OF CONGRESSIONAL STA-
TIONERY

Mr. HARVEY of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Tarr]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Speaker, today I in-
troduced a bill which would prohibit the
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improper use of congressional station-
ery. Recently there has been a great
deal of discussion about so-called “con-
flict of interest” in regard to our public
servants. However, there are instances
when perhaps the service offered is not
in the least improper, yet the means used,
in the case of congressional stationery in
particular, carries with it certain im-
plication of influence which, in itself,
can be improper.

It was recently brought to my atten-
tion that former Congressmen have
sometimes offered their services to busi-
ness firms in regard to their dealings
with various Government departments
and agencies and in doing so used their
old official stationery which carries the
letterhead of “Congress of the United
States,” “House of Representatives,” or
“Senate of the United States.” It seems
to me that this infers a possibility of
influence which an ex-Congressman or
Senator should not use.

Therefore, my bill prohibits the use of
any envelope, letter paper, or other sta-
tionery printed with the name of the
“Congress of the United States” or “Sen-
ate of the United States” in the solicita-
tion of services for remuneration of any
person in connection with any business
with or claim against the Congress of the
United States or any court, office, de-
partment, or agency of the United States.
Violation of this would incur a fine of not
more than $500, or imprisonment of not
more than 6 months, or both.

This bill may only be a small step, but
it could be an important one for we must
all be concerned with keeping the dignity
and integrity of the Congress of the
United States at a high level.

While this bill which I am introducing
today is not a conflict-of-interest bill as
such, I feel strongly that the Congress
should face up to its responsibilities in
this field and enact some meaningful
legislation.

Last August I introduced a bill, House
Resolution 498, which would set up a
Committee on Standards in the House of
Representatives. This committee would
receive in confidence complete financial
statements from every Member of Con-
gress. If the committee determined that
there might be a conflict of interest be-
tween the Member’s public duties and his
private interests, he would be called be-
fore the committee to make an explana-
tion. If the committee thereafter found
that the conflict had not been explained
or resolved, it would make a report to the
House containing such financial infor-
mation about the Member as the com-
mittee found results in the conflict of
interest. The report might include other
information filed with the committee
concerning the Member as the committee
determined to be in the public interest.
This information could be considered by
the House in determining the qualifica-
tions of the Member to be seated.

A committee along the lines I have
proposed would be an effective safeguard
against conflict-of-interest problems, but
the possible pressures and demagogic
temptations of general public disclosure
would largely be avoided. The Congress
should study, and then act affirmatively
on this legislation.




IN SUPPORT OF H.R. 9140, 1964 PUB-
LIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS BILL

Mr. HARVEY of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr, SHRI-
veEr] may extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and include extra-
neous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, the con-
gervation and development of this Na-
tion’s natural resources is of the greatest
importance to all citizens of the United
States. I want tocommend the members
of the Committee on Appropriations and
the Public Works Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations for their diligence and la-
borious effort to bring H.R. 9140 up for
our consideration in the House.

The Kansas programs which are in-
cluded in this bill have evolved through
a careful deliberative process starting at
the loeal level, advancing to our Kansas
State Water Resources Board, the Ean-
sas Legislative Council, and the Gover-
nor, and finally into the legislative proc-
ess here in Washington. In Kansas we
have a deep interest, motivated by ex-
perience, to join hands with the Federal
Government in the conservation and de-
velopment of water resources and the
planning of protection against disastrous

The 1964 public works appropriations
legislation includes $3.8 million for con-
tinued construction of the Cheney divi-
sion, Wichita project, Kansas. This
project is a joint development of the
Bureau of Reclamation and the city of
Wichita. The reservoir project, which is
in my congressional district, was author-
ized by the 86th Congress and first con-
struction funds were appropriated during
the 87th Congress. Construction work
is progressing and I have been pleased
to learn that the costs are running some-
what less than first estimated.

The full realization of the Cheney di-
vision Wichita project is essential to the
future economic development of the
Wichita metropolitan area. It repre-
sents the key fo the solution of a wafer
shortage which extends over a decade.

This legislation also includes an ap-
propriation of $1 million for initiation
of eonstruction of the Marion Dam and
Reservoir on the Cottonwood River by
the Corps of Engineers. This project
was authorized for construction by the
maod Control Act approved May 17,

1950. Preconstruction planning for the
Marion Reservoir was initiated in fiscal
year 1960.

Orderly construction should continue
on the Council Grove Reservoir and Dam
with the appropriation of $1,800,000 in
fiscal 1964. Construction is underway
and completion is scheduled in 1965.

Mr. Speaker, I support HR. 9140 be-
cause it represents a necessary and im-
portant investment in the development
and conservation of natural resources
throughout the Nation.

TFX INVESTIGATION

Mr., HARVEY of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
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the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
Brock] may extend his remarks at this
point in the ReEcorp and include extra-
neous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Isthere
objection to the request of the gent.lﬂnan
from Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Speaker, the Sen-
ate Investigations Committee has started
public hearings into the Government
policy decision to award a $6.5 billion
TFX warplane contract to the General
Dynamics Corp. when a competitor,
Boeing Aircraft Co., placed a bid $415
million lower. Secretary of Navy Fred
Korth has already resigned under
charges of conflict of interest concern-
ing questionable use of his position to
further his banking interests.

Deputy Secretary of Defense Roswell
Gilpatric is testifying before the con-
gressional investigations committee. He
was a partner in a New York law firm,
prior to his Defense appointment, which
is reported to have received in excess of
a quarter of a million dollars in legal
fees from General Dynamies, and Mr.
Gilpatric was, I understand, in charge
of this particular account. A partner
of the law firm has been made a member
of General Dynamics’ board of directors.

Whether Mr. Gilpatric was involved
in a conflict of interest regarding the
TFX contract may be determined by
the special Senate probe. However, both
Gilpatric and Korth actively participated
in the Defense Department's overruling
the unanimo=s decision of the top lead-
ers of the uniformed services that on
the merits the award should go to Boeing.

The public is entitled to know all the
facts regarding these conflict of interest
charges. Members of Congress should
focus attention on the decisionmaking
process, itself, to consider what future
legislation may be needed to improve
policymaking in the Federal Govern-
ment. I commend the Senate for ifs
attempt to provide the American people
with sufficient information in regard to
this case and hope all Members will give
their full attention to these important
hearings.

OCCASION OF THE 45TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF LATVIAN INDEPENDENCE

Mr. HARVEY of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from New York [Mr. Os-
TERTAG] may extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and include extra-
neous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. OSTERTAG. Mr. Speaker, No-
vember 18 marked the 45th aniversary of
Latvian independence. It was on No-
vember 18, 1918, following the armistice
of World War I, that the patriots of
Latvia proclaimed their independence
from Russia. For 22 years, Latvia
flourished as a vigorous, independent
nation, until it was once again overrun
and suppressed by the Red army of the
Soviet Union on June 17, 1940, Few
people of the world experienced greater
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brutality and oppression than the Lat-
vians during World War IL

Despite the horror of those years and
the Soviet oppression since that time, the
people of Latvia have maintained their
desire and longing for freedom and inde-
pendence. More than 100,000 Latvians
left their homeland during World War II
to escape to the West. Inthe two decades
since then, Latvians in our country and
other nations of the world have con-
tinued to celebrate their national holiday
of independence even though their
brothers at home are no longer free to
do so. It was my privilege to participate
in these observances this year here in
Washington,

Our country has never recognized the
Soviet Union’s subjugation of Latvia and
its sister Baltic republics. We continue
to recognize, instead, representatives of
the last free governments of these Baltic
states, and our Nation is dedicated to a
policy of free elections for the people of
the Baltic states to determine their own
form of government. So long as these
and other captive nations are held by
Communist Russia against the will of the
people, it will be impossible to achieve
a lasting peace in Europe. Self-deter-
mination for all these captive nations
must remain the policy of the United
States.

We pledge our continued support for
the freedom-loving people of Latvia. We
admire their courage and dedication to
their ideals, and we will continue to work
for the extension of freedom and liberty
to all the captive peoples.

THE FOREIGN AID CONTROVERSY

Mr. HARVEY of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from California (Mr. DEL
Crawson] may extend his remarks at
this point in the Recorp and include
extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DEL. CLAWSON. Mr. Speaker,
the November 13 issue of the Daily Sig-
nal, Huntington Park, Calif., ecarried an
editorial entitled “The Foreign Aid Con-
troversy.” I wish to commend this
thoroughly objective and dispassionate
appraisal of this country’s foreign aid
effort to the attention of my colleagues.
The editorial, I believe, accurately re-
fleets the overwhelming sentiment
among people of the 23d District of Cali-
fornia. The editorial follows:

THE ForEIGN AID CONTROVERSY

Let's for the moment ignore the panic-but-
ton approach to the forelgn aid program
taken by the Eennedy administration and
take instead a reasonable, realistic look at
some of the things Congress has done to it.

Have the recent acts of the Senate (and
the House) in paring about $1 billion from
the President’s $4.5 billion request really
been so drastic? We think not.

We are convinced, as a matter of fact, that
Congress has moved as it has as a direct re-
sult of the fallure of the Eennedy admin-
istration—and those which have gone before
it—to use the foreign aid program with even
a reasonable degree of judiclousness.

For example, even the normally liberal
Senators who are leading the fight for the
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reductions cannot buy an administration
recommendation to give Nasser of Egypt
funds to support troops he refuses to with-
draw from Yemen.

Neither can they agree to continue aid to
Sukarno of Indonesia to finance his sworn
aim of destroying the new state of Malaysia.

FRITTERED AWAY

And how can even the most foreign aid
minded Senator bring himself to vote to con-
tinue aid to President Goulart of Brazil when
he has done nothing to keep it from being
frittered away in uncontrolled inflation.

We are told by the administration and its
supporters that for less than 1 percent of our
gross national product we are helping main-
tain 3.5 million allied soldiers at the periph-
ery of communism at one-tenth the cost of a
comparable American force.

But how many of these soldiers are in
Communist-dominated Poland? In Yugo-
slavia? How have we hurt this phase of the
program by paring our aid to these tools of
the enemy?

There is no evidence that the countless
millions of dollars we have poured into Po-
land and Yugoslavia have accomplished one
whit insofar as gaining us the support of
Premier Gomulka or President Tito.

NO OTHER CHOICE

‘We certainly do not advocate that our for-
eign aid program be terminated. It is time,
however, that we stop pouring out dollars in
the mistaken belief that the good they do is
in direct ratio to the number dispensed.

If the executive branch of the Government,
which rightly is charged with the conduct
of this Nation's foreign policy, must persist
in such an unrealistic approach there seems
to be little for the legislative branch to do
but to tighten the reins in the only method at
its disposal—paring back on the funds.

STATEMENT BY J. EDGAR HOOVER

Mr. HARVEY of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Becker] may extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and include extra-
neous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, I consid-
er it highly important fo call to the at-
tention of Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives a statement by Mr. J. Edgar
Hoover, Director of the Federal Bureau
of Investigation, in a New York speech
last Saturday night. Mr. Hoover said:

During the past 2 years, Communist
spokesmen have appeared on nearly 100
campuses from coast to coast. Their pur-
pose: To create confusion, raise questions
and spread doubt among our young people
concerning the American way of life.

If thelr constitutional right to free speech
allows them to use the public school forum
to promote the secular creed of Marxism-
Leninism which openly and avowedly denies
God, does their constitutional freedom of
religion also prohibit the rest of us from
using the same public school forum to ex-
press our faith that God does exist?

Mr. Speaker, every day Members of the
House are telling me their mail has in-
creased to major proportions urging they
sign Discharge Petition No. 3.

Some Members say they are receiving
more mail now on this subject than on
any other issue before the Congress.
They wonder why.
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They are receiving this malil, Mr.
Speaker, because of the increasing ef-
forts of millions—an overwhelming ma-
jority of the American people—who
agree with Mr. Hoover and others that
prayer and Bible reading must be re-
turned to the public schools—that our
public manifestations of our reliance
upon Almighty God must be preserved.

Let me say that discharge petition No.
3 is at the halfway point. As of yester-
day afternoon, it bore 108 signatures;
218 are required. The last week has seen
a tremendous increase in the rate of
signatures.

The American people are really getting
busy—they are letting their Representa-
tives know how they feel about prayer
and Bible reading in public schools and
the protection of the heretofore accepted
public manifestations of our reliance
upon Almighty God.

In this connection, I insert at this
point a letter from an 87-year-old woman
who has sent to me a petition signed by
250 of her neighbors—signatures she ob-
tained by walking every step of the way.
She is sorry, she says, she cannot drive,
at her advanced age, because she would
like to obtain more signatures.

The text of the letter, from Elizabeth
G. Hardy, 6814 Westmoreland Avenue,
Takoma Park, Md., follows:

Taxoma Parx, Mb.,
ovember 11, 1963.
Representative FRANK J. BECKER,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

HonNoraBLE Sir: When I took the enclosed
petition around and heard some of the sign-
ers say that the only religious training they
got when they were young was from their
teachers at school, I felt grateful that I am
still strong enough to do this. I do not drive
a car. By God’s help I have walked from
door to door. I am 87 years old. I am afraid
to go at night so I missed most of the men
and women who work. I covered a small
territory. I am sending 250 signers.

I found very few unwilling to sign—most
seemed pleased to sign, considered it a privi-
lege. Those who did not sign sald they sent
their children to their own church schools,
mostly Cathollc, some Adventists.

I feel sure that if each could speak for
himself that an overwhelming majority
would vote to put prayer and Bible reading
back into our schools.

I do not believe that our Founding Fathers
meant that there was to be no religion in
the schools but that there was to be no estab-
lished State faith, as is the case in England.

It seems to me a great shame on America
that an atheist can get God out of our
schools. We owe every blessing we have to
God, even our breath, Why should it be so
decided after all these years by the few men
who are the Supreme Court?

I heard on a broadcast between a man and
a Unitarian preacher that they were going
to try to get “In God We Trust” off of our
coins.

Will you please, please use all of your in-
fluence to get prayer and Bible reading back
into our schools?

May God be with you,
ErizaBeTH G. HaRDY.

I have instructed my staff to forward
her petition to her own Congressman.

GEN. DAVID M. SHOUP

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. DAGUE] may
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extend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DAGUE. Mr. Speaker, in a re-
public of sovereign states such as ours
precedents are usually based on formal
determinations set forth in constitutions
and rules of order. On the other hand,
the prestige of this Congress, and indeed
of the Nation, draws to an astounding de-
gree upon the traditions that tie us so
closely with the great men who have pre-
ceded us along this historic trail. By
these tokens, then, we have a right to
conclude that government will remain
sound and effective only so long as those
who serve it are honest and dedicated to
the highest calling of their profession.

Second only to this privilege of serving
in the Congress of the United States is
that which came to me some 40-odd
vears ago when I enlisted in the U.S.
Marine Corps in World War I. In that
short experience I became indoctrinated
with the firm conviction that the U.S.
Marines are the finest fighting men in the
world and throughout the intervening
years I have come to appreciate that this
esprit and pride stem largely from the
devoted service tendered by those who
have led the corps as its Commandant.
In the forefront of that small but select
group of distinguished military leaders
stands the incumbent Commandant,
Gen. David M. Shoup, and all that I have
said about tradition and honor under-
girding the prestige of the Nation applies
to the enduring contribution made by
this heroic and dedicated public servant.

As a humble private first class it was
always my lot to quake in the presence
of newly minted lieutenants—to say
nothing of generals, of whom the Marine
Corps of my day had comparatively few.
As a result it has been a heartwarming
revelation to encounter in General Shoup
a down-to-earth professional soldier who
early in his career shed all of the pomp
and pretense so often associated with
high rank. In him we find a man’s man,
a Marine’s marine, a strategist at the top
of his profession, but whose formative
years were those of a country boy like
myself. Admittedly, these are attractive
qualifications but what drew me closest
to this great American is his deep reli-
gious faith and his infectious good hu-
mor. Salty of speech, surely, as befits
someone engaged in the roughest busi-
ness in the world, but with it all a gen-
tleman of great kindness with a respect
for the other fellow, be he a member
of his command, a trusted ally, or an
honorable foe.

If there is an accolade of higher pri-
ority than our Congressional Medal of
Honor I have never heard of it and the
impressive factor in the makeup of all
those who have received this highest dec-
oration is the matter-of-fact manner in
which they went about the tasks that led
to the citation for “bravery in the face of
danger above and beyond the call of
duty.” Col. David M. Shoup leading his
Marines ashore on Tarawa on that bloody
day in November of 1943 had only two
things in mind; namely, to dislodge a
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tenacious enemy and in the process to
conserve his beloved troops as much as
possible. That he did both attests to his
“selfless devotion to duty” and brought
to & victorious conclusion one of the
bloodiest amphibious battles in all of
history. It also elevated his name to the
highest level in our Nation's galaxy of
heroes and enshrined his name in the
hearts of a grateful Nation.

As one who has insisted, perhaps ad
nauseam, on a sound fiscal policy and the
conservation of our financial and eco-
nomie resources, I must not overlook one
quotation attributed to this forthright
leader. Referring to fiscal matters he
had this to say:

I have frequently pointed out our duty to
get full value of every dollar we receive from
the public. Use the dollar wisely—Insure
that every dollar does full duty.

There, I submit, is a statement of
policy you would expect from a penny-
pinching Hoosier and I can tell you that
it elevates him to a special place of es-
teem in the hearts of the frugal Quakers
and Pennsylvania Dutch I am privileged
to represent.

General Shoup, we are better citizens
today and we have a better appreciation
of dedicated public service because of
our brief association with you. It is our
fondest hope that a way will be found
whereby your exceptional talents may
continue to be made available to a Nation
you have already served with such dis-
tinction. But as a good friend deeply
concerned for your welfare and happiness
I hope that you and your beloved help-
mate will find a bit of respite from official
obligations in the more relaxed atmos-
phere of a well-earned retirement,

THE MAGNIFICENT MARINE

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from California [Mr. ROOSEVELT] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ROOSEVELT, Mr. Speaker, sel-
dom have I addressed this chamber with
more pride than I do today, as I rise to
pay tribute to the 22d Commandant of
the U.S. Marine Corps, Gen. David Mon-
roe Shoup.

David M. Shoup was born December
30, 1904. On December 31, 1963, just 59
years later, he will retire as one of the
most illustrious and most heroic in a
long line of great marines. What hap-
pened to this man, and how he affected
military history in those short 59 years
is phenomenal. A brief glimpse into the
life of this man will tell us a great deal.

The date is November 20, 1943—just
20 years ago. The commanders in the
Pacific have known for some time the
direction the war must take if there is
to be an American victory. It is decided
that the capture of the Makin, Tarawa
and Apamama Atolls in the Gilberts is
absolutely necessary to capture the Mar-
shalls which in turn was absolutly nec-
essary to win the war, The men of the
2d U.S. Marine Division, who had been
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at Guadalcanal and who were recuper-
ating from their battles, were designated
to take Tarawa, the center of Japanese
strength.

On November 20 the marines landed at
Tarawa commanded by David Shoup.
By November 23 the U.S. Marines had
added another chapter in their glorious
record, and the Marines had their 25th

Medal of Honor winner, David Shoup. .

In spite of a leg injury and severe shock
received in the early stages of the land-
ing, David Shoup kept his men rallied
for more than 3 days of the most san-
guinary fighting of the Pacific war.

Mr. Speaker, as a former marine raid-
er, I know from personal experience that
whenever marines and former marines
gather, the job the men of the 2d Marine
Division and their commander did at
Tarawa is still recalled with awe and
pride. This is but one brief chapter
in the life of this fine man. He has
excelled equally in every job he has un-
dertaken.

It is with enormous pride that I join
s0 many Americans in saying “Well done,
General Shoup, and thank you.” ¥You
have served yourself, your country, your
corps and your family well. I know you
will wear our pride and our respect for
you as gracefully as you have worn the
uniform of a U.S. Marine.

GEN. DAVID M. SHOUP—A TRIBUTE

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorb.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, it gives
me great pleasure to join with my col-
leagues in honoring General Shoup to-
day. He has had a distinguished career
in the Marine Corps spanning more than
37 years. During this period, he has
compiled an outstanding record which
resulted in his rise from the rank of
second lieutenant to Commandant.

It is particularly appropriate that we
honor General Shoup today, for it is the
20th anniversary of the Battle of Tarawa
Atoll in which he won the Nation's
highest award, the Medal of Honor.

Tarawa was heavily fortified. A Jap-
anese admiral boasted that a million ma-
rines could not take the island in a hun-
dred years.

The marines landed on November 20,
1943. The fighting was bloody and bit-
ter. The outcome was in doubt when
Colonel Shoup took command of the
troops and by his individual gallantry
led them to victory.

His citation reads in part:

Although severely shocked by an exploding
shell soon after landing at the pler, and

suffering from a serious, painful leg wound
which had become infected, Colonel Shoup
fearlessly exposed himself to the terrific re-
lentless artillery, machinegun, and rifle fire
from hostile shore emplacements and, rally-
ing his hesitant troops by his own inspiring
heroism, gallantly led them across the fring-
ing reefs to charge the heavily fortified island
and reinforced our hard-pressed, thinly held
lines. Upon arrival at the shore, he assumed
command of all landed troops and, working
without rest under constant withering enemy
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fire during the next 2 days conducted smash-
ing attacks against unbellevably strong and
fanatically defended Japanese positions de-
spite innumerable obstacles and heavy
casualties.

By his brilliant leadership, daring tactics,
and selfless devotion to duty, Colonel Shoup
was largely responsible for the final, decisive
defeat of the enemy and his indomitable
fighting spirit reflects great credit upon the
U.8. naval service,

General Shoup also twice received the
Legion of Merit with Combat “V” and
two Purple Hearts for his efforts in the
war.

After the war, General Shoup served
in a number of administrative posts.
His superior performance in these as-
signments led to his promotion to briga-
dier general in 1953,

I am proud to say that during 1958
and 1959, General Shoup commanded
the unit in which I once served, the 3d
Marine Division.

On August 14, 1959, President Eisen-
hower nominated General Shoup to be
the 22d Commandant of the Marine
Corps. He assumed this post on Jan-
uary 1, 1960,

During his tenure as Commandant,
General Shoup has maintained the tra-
dition of the Marines as the best frained
and equipped fighting men in the Armed
Forces. In addition, General Shoup has
stressed the moral and ethical responsi-
bility of each marine. He recognizes
that the cold war is largely a struggle
for men’s minds. Accordingly, each ma-
rine, as an ambassador of the United
States, must display truth, honor, and
steadfastness to the prineciples of our
democracy.

In one address, General Shoup stated
the watchword of his term as Com-
mandant:

Each of us should strive to make sure the

Marine Corps will be better because we've
been marines.

Throughout his career, General Shoup
has dedicated himself to this goal. His
words and deeds have been an example
and an inspiration to every marine. He
has made the motto of the corps,
“Semper Fidelis,” his personal eredo.
Throughout his career, he has been “al-
ways faithful” to the highest ideals of
the Marine Corps.

General Shoup will retire as Com-
mandant next year, but President Ken-
nedy has assured the Nation that Gen-
eral Shoup will continue to serve his
country. In these perilous times, we
need men with his character and ability.
So today, while we congratulate General
Shoup on a brilliant career in the Marine
Corps, we look forward to his continuing
service to the Nation in years ahead.

THE CHICAGO BOARD OF TRADE

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr, CooLEY] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr,. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, the Chi-
cago Board of Trade is performing a
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great and important public service in a
nationwide advertising campaign in be-
half of the American farmer and also in
the interest of the consumers of farm
commodities. I take this opportunity to
congratulate and commend the Chicago
Board of Trade upon the unselfish spirit
which prompted this campaign to bring
true and accurate information to the
public concerning the importance of
agriculture in the daily lives of all of
our people. The very able president of
the Chicago Board of Trade, Mr. Robert
C. Liebenow, has on many occasions
demonstrated his great interest in both
the producers and consumers of our Na-
tion. Certainly those of us who are in-
tensely interested in the welfare of our
farmers are grateful to Mr. Liebenow
and his associates.

Advertisements which have appeared
in the Washington Post and the Eve-
ning Star, in the Wall Street Journal,
Newsweek, U.S. News & World Report,
and in other national newspapers and
magazines are vital parts of a well-
planned program. The advertisements
contrast the efficiency of American agri-
culture with the weakness of Communist
agriculture in both Russia and China, a
most important factor in world affairs.
They also prove that food is a bargain
in America, due to the productivity of
our farmers. In the advertisements
other pertinent facts about farming are
emphasized.

The board states that the advertise-
ments are printed:

In the interest of a better understanding
of the American farmer and his dynamic role
in helping to provide an ever-increasing
standard of living and in contributing im-
portantly to our national security.

Here are two brief quotations from
one of the recent advertisements:

Each Chinese farmer feeds himself and
two other persons
Each Russian
six other persons.
Each American farmer feeds himself and 29

other persons.

Over 7 million persons are employed di-
rectly in agriculture, more than the com-
bined workers in the automobile industry,
transportation, public utilities, and steel
Every year farmers spend more than $40 bil-
lion to produce crops and livestock and to
buy food, clothing, furniture, drugs, and
other articles of everyday living.

The Kellogg Co. of Battle Creek, Mich.,
one of the leading food firms, also has
had an advertising program of wide
scope which has emphasized the relative
cheapness of American food, with due
credit given to our farmers. I think this
progressive company is to be congratu-
lated also.

For many years I have tried, and many
others have tried, to impress upon the
American people the amazing produc-
tivity of American agriculture and its
significance in terms of national security
and cheaper food. A lot of money has
been spent on Federal farm programs
but, all in all, they constitute one of our
best investments. Unfortunately, atten-
tion, all too often, has been concentrated
on controversies about phases of the pro-
grams, and on their cost without regard
to the benefits. Consequently, many
persons, and in particular city people,

'Iarmer feeds himself and
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have erroneous impressions about agri-
culture.

The board of trade and the Kellogg
advertising programs will help in a badly
needed campaign of public education.
I am hopeful that other industries and
firms will follow their example.

HOME RULE FOR WASHINGTON

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. MULTER] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, the fol-
lowing is testimony I presented today
to the House Districet of Columbia Com-
mittee supporting home rule for Wash-
ington:

STATEMENT oF HoN. ABRAHAM J. MULTER BE-
FORE THE Housg COMMITTEE ON THE Dis-
TRICT OF COLUMEIA, IN Favor oF H.R. 5794,
NovemBer 20, 1963
Mr. Chairman, I very much appreciate

the opportunity to appear today and testify
in favor of my bill, HR. 5794, which would
provide an elected mayor, city council, and
nonvoting delegate to the House of Repre-
sentatives, for the District of Columbia.

During the early days of our Republic
there was never any question but that the
residents of the District of Columbila, over
which Congress—by constitutional man-
date—was to have exclusive legislative juris-
diction, would at the same time have the
right to elect & local government. It is
clearly stated in the Federalist Papers, and I
quote James Madison, in Federalist Paper
No. 43:

“As the inhabitants will find sufficient in-
ducements of interest to become willing
parties at the cession; as they have had
their volce in the election of the Govern-
ment which is to exercise authority over
them; as a municipal legislature for local
purposes, derived from their own suffrages,
will, of course, be allowed them."

The Founding Fathers assumed that no
Congress would, under the Constitution,
deny citizens living in the Federal district
the ordinary and widely respected rights of
self-goverrment.

On April 8, 1963, President John F. Ken-
nedy said, in transmitting his home rule
message to the Congress:

“We should no longer delay in restoring to
the people of the District of Columbia a
fundamental right enjoyed as a matter of
course by all other Americans—the right to
self-government by the elective process.”

Mr. Chalrman, until 18756 no one seems to
have questioned the right of the citizens of
the District of Columbia to home rule. We
talk a good deal about the fact that our Gov-
ernment is based upon consent; we are al-
ways reminding others that freedom is the
right to choose. Yet, Mr., Chairman, we
have denied the right to choose to a sub-
stantial number of our citizens living in the
Nation’s Capital City where everyone from
everywhere can see them. They are not
a small group of politically deprived indi-
viduals living in an obscure community
somewhere deep in the recesses of one of
our less populated regions. They are right
here in the Capital of the world where the
leadership in the struggle for freedom and
democracy issues its decisions affecting all
of the citizens of the world.

The political status of the residents of the
District of Columbila has Iincreasingly be-
come an embarrassment to us. We must find
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a means of granting to Washington’s citi-
zens the same rights enjoyed by all our
other citizens.

I would like for a moment to speak of
the constitutional issue which is so often
ralsed by the opponents of home rule. The
argument is that since Congress, under the
Constitution, is to exercise exclusive legis-
lative control over the District of Columbia
in all eases whatsoever, that the Congress
therefore cannot delegate this authority.

Are we then to believe that each of those
Congresses which sat between 1802 and 1875
viclated the Constitution by permitting local
self-government? Are we then to believe
that this Congress is violating the Consti-
tution?

For if the language in the Constitution
means precisely what it says, then, indeed,
we are in violation of the Constitution, since
everything that the District Commissioners
or that the Public Utilities Commission does,
it does because Congress delegates to them
the power to do it.

Ever since I came to Congress I have been
an ardent supporter, and I might say in the
forefront of the fight for, home rule in the
District of Columbia., During the present
Congress, I have introduced no less than
five home rule bills—H.R. 501, H.R. 502, H.R.
503, H.R. 504, and HR. 5794—about which I
speak today. These bills contain the various
proposals which have been urged for home
rule in Washington. They vary in detail and
include a varying number of rights to be
delegated to W ians, but they all
adhere to the principle that American citi-
zens have the right to local self-government.

I will support any one of these bills or
any other proposal which will give the
people of Washington a foot in the door. To
use another old cliche "half a loaf is better
than none.”

I strongly urge that this committee re-
port out to the House a bill returning to
them their rights as American citizens at
the earliest possible tilme. Thank you.

PEOPLE-TO-PEOPLE PROGRAM

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. FasceLL] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr, FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, just re-
cently on a trip to my district, I had
the pleasure and opportunity to visit
with a group representing the people-to-
people programs of Cartagena, Colombia,
and Coral Gables, Fla. This twin-city
program, I am proud to say, was the
first in the United States.

I was deeply impressed by the spirit
and enthusiasm exhibited by the group
and, in my estimation, no further proof
is needed that the program is working
in high gear. Each meeting brings bet-
ter understanding, a broader base for
communication, more interest in each
other’s lives, activities, and problems and
an increasing desire fo continue the close
relationship.

The people-to-people program’s pri-
mary purpose is to encourage private
citizens to interest themselves in the
problems of peoples throughout the
world and to join in the mutual struggle
against oppression, poverty, fear, and
distrust by forming lasting bonds of
friendship to further the social, eco-
nomic, and cultural life.
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The achievements of the Florida pro-
gram are effectively summarized in the
following résumé by Robert E. Kingsley,
vice president of the civic committee of
the people-to-people program for the
Southeastern United States.

THE PEOPLE-TO-PEOPLE PROGRAM IN SOUTH
FLoORIDA r

From its initlation in this area some 5
years ago, the people-to-people program in
south Florida has gained momentum in many
constructive channels. Already Latin Amer-
ica-oriented by reason of being the virtual
“Gateway of the Americas,” our citizens
have tended to undertake activities primar-
ily in this hemisphere to promote mutual
‘understanding and friendship and to render
assistance at the community level, paral-
leling the broader efforts of their Govern-
ment on an international scope.

By offering stimulation and guldance and
by sharing experience, one community to an-
other, there has been a steady growth in
the people-to-people program which by the
middle of this year had produced sister city
relationships between 10 Florida communi-
ties and their Latin American counterparts,
plus 4 more, established with cities in
other parts of the free world.

The plan of operation is designed to draw
citizens from all walks of life into active
participation, creating a resource of varied
clvie, business and professional talents.

From the initial two-way visits between
sister cities, there has developed a broad
range of undertakings. In the field of edu-
cation, Coral Gables supported the exchange
of graduate fellowships between the Uni-
versities of Miami and Cartagena and for the
summer, arranged 2-week exchanges of uni-
versity students to provide a common ground
upon which the young people of both com-
munities might exchange ideas and view-
points, learn to know each other and form
lasting friendships based upon mutual trust
and respect. Each community contributed
to its sister hundreds of books on its his-
tory, culture, and way of life, for distribu-
tion to primary and secondary schools,

Cultural centers have been established
and plazas have been dedicated in each
community to its sister city. In the case
of Coral Gables, its “Cartagena FPlaza™ uti-
lized as motif a replica which it provided
of the famous “Old Shoes” of Cartagena,
made famous in a poem by one of its great
writers.

The people-to-people committees of these
two cltles were instrumental in getting our
State Department to create a binational cul-
tural center in Cartagena.

The attribute of benevolence in people
has expressed itself through sharing with
the less fortunate such things as vehicles,
wheelchairs, artificial limbs, crutches, food
and clothing.

The typical social and professional groups
exlstent in most communities have responded
individually to this challenge to promote a
better way of life for all through people-
effort.

Medical doctors and groups of dentists
have made trips to sister communities, of-
fering instruction and demonstration of new
methods and techniques, taking with them
thousands of dollars worth of instruments,
equipment, and medicines which they had
procured for that purpose.

Sports clubs have arranged exchange visits
of teams, Little League ball clubs and other
popular events.

This great source, the productivity of peo-
ple, has begun to be tapped. And through-
out the development of the south Florida
people-to-peopleé program, valued and prac-
tical guidance and assistance have been
forthcoming from the officers of our own
governmental and civic entities such as
Mark Bortman, chairman of the civic com-
mittee of the national people-to-people pro-
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gram; the U.S, Information Agency's Office of
Private Cooperation; the American Municipal
Association; and our own legislative repre-
sentatives.

Each community has received the dedi-
cated energies, time and experience of its
civic leaders, through whose unselfish devo-
tion, with the support and participation ot
each member, these committees are respond-
ing constructively to the challenge of our
President to show “what you can do for your
country.” The Florida communities which
have established sister city relationships
are: Clearwater, Coral Gables, Fort Lauder-
dale, Hialeah, Hollywood, Homestead, Miamli,
Miami Beach, Orlando, Pensacola, Royal
Palm Beach, Sarasota, St. Petersburg and
Tampa.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. ConnineHAM (at the request of
Mr. HaLrLeck), for today, on account of
official business.

Mr. OrLseEN of Montana (at the request
of Mr. BoGas), for November 21 through
December 2, on account of official busi-
ness.

Mr. Hacan of Georgia, for Monday and
Tuesday next, on account of official
business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. FeEiguaAN, for 5 minutes, today, and
to revise and extend his remarks.

Mr. ByrneEs of Wisconsin, for 1 hour,
on tomorrow November 21, on the mat-
ter of the Mortgage Guaranty Insurance
Co.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

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

Mr. DEnTON and to include an article.

Mr. Gross to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter
in the body of the ReEcorp on S. 777.

Mr. CepErBERG (at the request of Mr.
HarveY of Michigan) during debate on S.
777 and to include extraneous matter.

Mr, FurTon of Pennsylvania.

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

Mr. MORSE.

Mr. BROCK.

Mr. ROBISON.

Mr. NELSEN.

Mr. MACGREGOR.

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

Mr. HEALEY.

Mr., FASCELL.

Mr. MurprHY of New York.

Mr. MONAGAN.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION
REFERRED

A joint resolution of the Senate of the
following title was taken from the Speak-

November 20

er's table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

8.J. Res. 129, Joint resolution to amend
section 702 of the Housing Act of 1954 to
increase the amount avallable to the Hous-
ing and Home Finance Administrator for
advances for planned public works; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 5 o'clock and 14 minutes p.m.) the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, November 21, 1963, at 12 o’clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker's table and referred as follows:

1380. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting an
index to our reports issued to the Congress,
its committees, and Members during the fis-
cal years 1956 through 1963, as the result
of our audits of varlous activities conducted
by the Department of Defense and its compa-
nent services; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

1381. A letter from the Chalrman, Federal
Communications Commission, transmitting
a copy of the report on backlog of pending
applications and hearing cases in the Fed-
eral Communications Commission as of Sep-
tember 30, 1863, pursuant to Public Law 554,
82d Congress; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

1382. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a draft of a proposed
bill entitled *“a bill to amend the Flood
Control Act of 1962 with respect to the Brad-
ley Lake project, Alaska”; to the Committee
on Public Works.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. HOLIFIELD: Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy. H.R. 8971, A bill to amend
Public Law 88-72 to Increase the authoriza-
tion for appropriations to the Atomic Energy
Commission in accordance with section 261
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, and for other purposes; without
amendment (Rept. No. 911). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. BISK: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 569. Resolution for consideration
of 8. 254, an act to provide for the acquisi-
tion of certain property in square 758 in
the District of Columbia, as an addition to
the grounds of the U.S. Supreme Court Build-
ing; without amendment (Rept. No. 912).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr, THORNBERRY: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 570. Resolution for con-
sideration of H.R. 3742, a bill to amend
the provisions of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act of 1938, as amended, relating to
the transfer of producer rice acreage allot-
ments; without amendment (Rept. No, 913).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R.T152. A bill to enforce the constitu-
tional right to vote, to confer jurisdiction
upon the district courts of the United States
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to provide injunctive relief against discrimi-
nation in public accommodations, to author-
ize the Attorney General to Institute suits
to protect constitutional rights in education,
to establish a Community Relations Service,
to extend for 4 years the Commission on Civil
Rights, to prevent discrimination in federally
assisted programs, to establish a Commission
on Equal Employment Opportunity, and for
other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No.
914). Referred 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. ANDREWS of North Dakota:

HR.9173. A bill for the relief of the Een-
sal School District, North Dakota; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.9174. A bill to amend the Tariff Act
of 1930 to impose additional duties on cat-
tle, beef, and veal imported each year in ex-
cess of the annual quotas; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr, BECKEWORTH:

H.R.9175. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 and the Social Secu-
rity Act to eliminate those provisions which
restrict the right of a spouse or survivor to
receive full benefits simultaneously under
both acts; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. COOLEY:

HR.9176. A bill to clarify the authority
of the Secretary of Agriculture to prescribe
contract violations which warrant termina-
tion of soil bank contracts and the authority
of State Agricultural Stabilization and Con-
servation Committees to Impose civil penal-
ties required by section 123 of the Soil Bank
Act; to the Committee on Agriculture.

HR.9177. A bill to amend the Commodity
Exchange Act, as amended; to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

HRE.9178. A bill to amend section 8 (b)
of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot-
ment Act, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

H.R. 9179, A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to accept the transfer of
certain national forest lands in Cocke
County, Tenn., for purposes of the Foot-
hills Parkway, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

HR.9180. A bill to amend the act of
August 28, 1950, enabling the Secretary of
Agriculture to furnish, upon a reimbursable
basis, certain inspection services involving
overtime work; to the Committee on Agri-
culture,

H.R.9181. A bill to establish penalties for
misuse of feed made avallable for relieving
distress or preservation and malntenance of
foundation herds; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. GRABOWSEI:

H.R.9182. A bill to amend title VII of the
Public Health Service Act so as to extend to
qualified schools of optometry and students
of optometry those provisions thereof relat-
ing to student loan programs; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. HAGEN of California:

H.R.9183. A bill to amend the provisions
of section 15 of the Shipping Act, 1916, to
provide for the exemption of certain terminal
leases from penalties; to the Cnmmittee on
Merchant Marine and Pisheries.

By Mr, HALPERN:

H.R.9184. A bill to amend chapter 15 of
title 88, United States Code, to revise the
pension program for World War I, World
War II; and Eorean conflict veterans, and for
other purposes; o the Committee on Vet~
erans’ Affairs.
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By Mrs. KEE:

H.R.9185. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Codes of 1939 and 1954 with respect
to the apportionment of the depletion al-
lowance between parties to contracts for the
extraction of minerals or the severance of
timber; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. McINTIRE:

H.R.9186. A bill to amend the Consoli-
dated Farmers Home Administration Act of
1961 to authorize the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to make economic disaster loans; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. MURFHY of New York:

H.R.9187. A bill to prohibit the exporta-
tion of the flag of the United States in cer-
taln instances; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. O'HARA of Michigan:

HR.9188. A bill to amend the provisions
of section 15 of the Shipping Act, 1916, to
provide for the exemption of certain terminal
leases from penalties; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. STRATTON:
H.R.9189. A Dbill to amend the Agricul-
tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937 with
t to the procedure for amending or-
ders; to the Committee on Agriculture.
By Mr. TAFT:

H.R. 9190, A bill to prohibit certain im-
proper uses of official stationery; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, FALLON:

HR.9191. A bill to amend the St. Law-
rence Beaway Act to provide that the St,
Lawrence Seaway Development Corp., ghall
not engage in publicity or promotional ac-
tivitles such as free or paid advertising;
solicitation of cargoes; publication of ocean,
rall, port, or motor carrier rate or service
comparisons; or other activities that are
actually or potentially disruptive to the flow
of waterborne trade among ports in the
United States; to the Committee on Public
Works.

By Mr. DIGGS:

H.R.9152. A bill to regulate the business
of debt adjusting in the District of Columbia
other than as an incident to the practice of
law; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

By Mr. LATTA:

H.R.9183. A bill to prohibit any guarantee
by the Export-Import Bank or any other
agency of the Government of payment of
obligations of Communist countries; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. ROOSEVELT:

HR.9194. A bill to authorize the payment
of certaln claims for structural or other
major defects in homes covered by Federal
Housing Administration insured mortgages,
and to require indemnification bonds in the
case of certain new construction under Fed-
eral Housing Administration insured mort-
gages; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

HR.9195. A bill to amend the Clayton
Act by making sectlon 3 of the Robinson-
Patman Act a part of the Clayton Act, in
order to provide for governmental and pri-
vate civil proceedings for violations of section
3 of the Robinson-Patman Aect; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. EDWARDS:

HR.91986. A bill to establish a National
Economic Conversion Commission, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA:

H.R.9197. A bill to amend the act of Au-
gust 28, 1950, enabling the Secretary of Agri-
culture to furnish, upon a reimbursable
basis, certain inspection services involving
overtime work; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. C 2
H.R.9198. A bill to amend section 610 of
the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 to pro-
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hibit the serving of alcoholic beverages to

airline passengers while in flight; to the Com-

mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.
By Mr. VAN PELT:

H.J. Res. 806. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to 1ssue annually a proclama-
tion designating the first week in March of
each year as “Save Your Vision Week”; to
the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee:

H.J. Res. 807. Joint resolution to provide
for a study of needed Federal-aid highway
programs for 10 years following the termina-
tion of the present interstate and defense
highway program by requiring the Secretary
of Commerce to make a comprehensive in-
vestigation and study of highway traffic and
needs based upon 20-year projection, and
the changes determined necessary in the
Federal-ald highway systems as a result
thereof, and to report the results of such
study and his recommendations for a 10-year
highway program commencing June 30, 1972,
t:‘g th)ngress; to the Committee on Public

orks.

PRIVATE BILLS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. BENNETT of Florida:

HR.9199. A bill for the rellef of CWO
Stanley L. Harney; to the Committee on the
Judiciary,

By Mr. BOLAND:

H.R.9200. A bill for the relief of Glovanni
Uberti; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. CRAMER (by request) :
HR.9201. A bill for the relief of Capt.
Charles H. Glassett, Jr.; to the Committee

on the Judiciary.
By Mr. DERWINSKEI:

H.R.9202. A bill for the relief of Wlodai~
miesz Cielecki; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. GURNEY:

H.R.9203. A bill for the relief of St. Anas-
tasla’s Church, Fort Pilerce, Fla.; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr, MILLER of New York:

HR.9204. A Dbill Tor the relief of Miss
Jessie E, Benton; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. O'NEILL:

H.R.9205. A bill for the rellef of Lina
Silva; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

H.R.9208. A bill for the relief of Ibrihim
Zeytinoglu, Zeynep Zeytinoglu, and Fusun
Zeytinoglu; to the Committee on the Judi-

H.R.9207. A bill for the relief of Julio

‘Wong; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. STRATTON:

H.R.9208. A bill for the relief of Frances
F. Kasmark, Madeline A. Young, and Mil-
dred O. Sacharceski; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. TALCOTT (by request) :

H.R.9209. A bill to authorize Col. John F.
Wadman, U.S. Air Force, retired, to accept
the award of the Croix de Guerre with Palm,
and to wear and display the insignia thereof;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

PETITIONS, ETC.

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

459. By Mr. RYAN of New York: Petition
of the Puerto Rican Political Women Asso-
ciation, Inc., on behalf of 144 individuals to
increase the income tax tion
from $600 to $1,000; to the Committee on
‘Ways and Means.
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460. By the SPEAKER: Petitlon of Willlam
E. Townsley, secretary, board of directors,
Jefferson County Bar Association, Beau-
mont, Tex., relative to supporting

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

increases In salaries for designated legisla-
tive, judiclal, and executive officials as con-
tained in the Udall-Broyhill bill now pend-
ing in the U.S. House of Representatives,

November 20

and urging favorable consideration of any
legislation which would effectuate such
salary increases; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Accomplishments of the ARA in the
Evansville, Ind., Area

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

OF

HON. WINFIELD K. DENTON

OF INDIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, November 20, 1963

Mr. DENTON. Mr. Speaker, if called
upon to do so, I could fill many pages
of the ConGrESsSIONAL RECORD in describ-
ing the accomplishments of the Area Re-
development Administration in my part
of Indiana. I want to be brief, however,
and point out only three of the many ac-
complishments this agency has made in
my district,

The first thing that ought to be pointed
out is the fact that the city of Evans-
ville, one of the largest cities in the Na-
tion to be placed on the ARA list of de-
pressed areas, is no longer on that list.
No one single factor is responsible ex-
clusively for the radical improvement in
Evansville’s unemployment rate chang-
ing from more than 10 percent a few
years ago to about 3 percent today. But
the people of that city have given some
of the credit to ARA. Listen to what
the president of Evansville’s Puture, Inc.,
a nonprofit organization for community
development wrote to ARA last July:

While we have undertaken the rehabili-
tation of our community in the spirit and
determination of self-help, the assistance
which we received from your Administra-
tion was important and vital to our prog-
Tess.

The mayor of Evansville, Frank Mec-
Donald, in another statement, dated July
29, 1963, told ARA that his city is now
on the road to real progress. He said:

However, this progress would not have
been possible insofar as the construction of
needed basic facilities, which in turn pro-
vided us the opportunity to galn new in-
dustry and new  jobs, without the assist-
ance of ARA, and your kind conslderation,

From my direct association with the
staff of ARA, I know that their first and
foremost goal is to repeat the Evansville
story. That is, to eliminate depressed
areas from their list. I also know that
in Evansville and elsewhere in my dis-
trict, before ARA came into being, I
found much unemployment. Seven of
the eleven counties in my district were
so-called distressed areas. Today, I find
new hope, new determination, and posi-
tive action.

The families of New Providence, Ind.,
also know what I mean by these words.
In April of last year, the Borden Cabinet
Co., located at New Providence, was to-
tally destroyed by a fire. That fire not
only destroyed the physical plant of the
building but it eliminated in one blow

nearly 200 jobs—virtually the entire em-
ployment of the town.

As a result of ARA action, however,
the town immediately received a grant
for a new water system which would help
prevent recurrence of the great fire loss,
and the company obtained a loan to re-
build the plant, thereby not only provid-
ing continued employment for the origi-
nal workers but also adding an addi-
tional 45 new workers. And all of this
was accomplished within 90 days after
the disastrous April 6 fire.

This type of program kindled the
adrenal glands of other communities
in Clark County and today several other
projects have been instituted. These
additional job-creating enterprises have
either been approved or are awaiting
final action by the ARA at this time.

In another part of my district, in
Corydon, in Harrison County, the citi-
zens and the businessmen of that com-
munity saw the product of a persistent
effort to make a vague industrial project
into a concrete enterprise through the
ARA’'s application of the advice and
counsel of several Federal, State, and
local agencies. After several weeks of
analysis and recommendations about
supply, market, and management orga-
nization, ARA was able to approve a loan
application for the Indiana Glass Sand
Corp., to develop deposits near Corydon
at Elizabeth, Ind. Here is a perfect ex-
ample of a community knowing for years
that its area contained adequate sand
deposits, but being unable to exploit the
potential in its own backyard.

Without ARA’s existence, no orga-
nized effort would have been made to ini-
tiate this project and to see it through
all of the tedious, but necessary steps so
often required in the field of economic
development. Today, as a result of such
persistent efforts by all concerned, Cory-
don now has a glass sand company di-
rectly employing about 30 people and a
nucleus around which other plants need-
ing this type of sand can be created.

Second Anniversary of Jacques Loewe
Foundation

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
o

HON. JOHN M. MURPHY

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, November 20, 1963

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, under the leave to extend my
remarks in the Recorp, I would like to
salute the Jacques Loewe Foundation in
Brooklyn on the occasion of its second
anniversary.

We are all mindful of the enormous
role played in health care by large hos-
pitals which not only care for patients,
but also maintain extensive training and
research facilities. While we must not
underestimate the importance of these
institutions, too often we tend to overlook
the contributions of small, voluntary,
neighborhod hospitals.

This month, the nonprofit hospital of
the Jacques Loewe Foundation, Brook-
lyn, celebrates its second anniversary
under the auspices of the Loewe
Foundation, a distinguished medical re-
search organization. Over the past 2
years, this fine hospital has served resi-
dents of the Flatbush section of the
borough in truly admirable fashion.

The hospital has steadfastly adhered
to its pledge to provide “round the clock”
emergency medical service, for it is
keenly aware of the fact that about 800,-
000 people live in the immediate service
area of the hospital, but there are less
than 1,000 care beds available to them.

Since it was acquired by the Loewe
Foundation, the hospital, under the ex-
pert direction of Administrator Robert
Forhman, has seen a steady upward
climb in its census in almost every area
of activity. In all its efforts the hospital
has maintained the highest possible
health standards.

In the coming year, a member of every
second family in Brooklyn will be hos-
pitalized because of injury or sickness.
The hospital of the Jacques Loewe
Foundation therefore recognizes the need
to expand and modernize its facilities in
order to better serve the community.

Mr. Forhman, an astute and knowl-
edgeable administrator, firmly believes
that a friendly, personal touch is as vital
to a patient’s recovery as any other
therapy or medication. This approach
has therefore characterized the efforts
of the entire hospital staff, and, I believe,
the institution is to be saluted on its
second anniversary for the eminent place
it has earned in Brooklyn'’s hospital com-
munity.

Copperhill is Tennessee

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
HON. W. E. (BILL) BROCK

OF TENNESSEE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, November 20, 1963

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Speaker, the State
of Georgia is filing a suit before the
U.S, Supreme Court making an unwar-
ranted claim to Tennessee territory. I
take this opportunity to put Tennessee
on record as ready, willing; and able to
maintain the right of our citizens to con-
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