24006

By Mr. HORAN:

H.R.9412. A bill to amend the Tariff Act
of 1930 to impose additional duties on cattle,
beef, and veal imported each year in excess
of annual quotas; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. PATMAN:

H.R.9413, A bill to provide for the coinage
of 50-cent pleces bearing the likeness of John
Fitzgerald Eennedy; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. RYAN of New York:

H.R.9414. A bill to amend the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954 to provide that hearings
on applications for construetion permits for
certain facilities must be held at or near
the places where such facilities are to be
located; to the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy.

By Mr. WICKERSHAM:

H.R.9415. A bill to provide for the coin-
age of 50-cent pleces bearing the likeness of
John Fitzgerald Eennedy; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. BROCK:

H.R.9416. A bill to authorize the coinage
of 50-cent pieces in commemoration of the
100th anniversary of the founding of the
Knights of Pythias; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. BRADEMAS :

H.R.9417. A bill to provide for the coin-
age of 50-cent pleces bearing the likeness of
John Fitzgerald Eennedy; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. EORNEGAY:

H.R.9418. A bill to provide for the coin-
age of 50-cent pleces bearing the likeness of
John Fitzgerald Kennedy; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. SPRINGER::

H.R.9419. A bill to provide for the regu-
lation of selling securities in the District
of Columbia and for the licensing of persons
engaged therein, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. CORMAN:

H.J. Res. 855. Joint resolution authorizing
and directing the National Institutes of
Health to undertake a fair, impartial, and
controlled test of Kreblozen; and directing
the Food and Drug Administration to with-
hold action on any new drug application
before it on Erebiozen until the completion
of such test; and authorizing to be appro-
priated to the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare the sum of $250,000; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. DENT:

H.J. Res. 856. Joint resolution imposing an
embargo on articles manufactured outside
the United States by the Studebaker Corp.;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DORN:

H.J. Res. 857. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. GARY:

H.J. Res. 858. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
TUnited States providing that Congress shall
fill any vacancy occurring in the office of the
Vice President; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. EEOGH:

H.J, Res. 859. Joint resolution to direct the
Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial Com-
mission to consider possible changes in the
winning design for the proposed memorial or
the selection of a mnew design for such
memorial; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration.

By Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI:

H.J. Res. 860. Joint resolution authorizing
and directing the National Institutes of
Health to undertake a fair, impartial, and
controlled test of Kreblozen; and directing
the Food and Drug Administration to with-
hold action on any new drug application be-
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fore it on Kreblozen until the completion of
such test; and authorizing to be appropri-
ated to the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare the sum of $250,000; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce,

By Mr. SNYDER:

H.J. Res. 861. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to preserve and protect refer-
ences to reliance upon God in governmental
matters; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PRICE:

H. Con. Res. 244. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that the
President should instruct the U.S. mission
to the United Nations to bring the Baltic
States question before that body with a view
to obtaining the withdrawal of Soviet troops
from Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia; the re-
turn of exiles from these nations from slave-
labor camps in the Soviet Union; and the
conduct of free elections in these nations;
to the Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. FARBSTEIN:

H. Res. 584. Resolution to authorize the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce to conduct an investigation and study
of the sale of lethal firearms In interstate
and foreign commerce; to the Committee on
Rules.

By Mr. GUBSER:

H. Res. 585. Resolution to authorize the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce to conduct an investigation and study
with respect to the “fairness doctrine,” ap-
plicable to radio and television broadeast
licensees, of the Federal Communications
Commission; to the Committee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. CRAMER:

H.R. 9420. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Joyce
Marjorie Howell (nee Chin); to the Commit-
tee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. DADDARIO:

H.R.9421. A bill for the relief of Dorota

Zytka; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. YOUNGER:

H.R.9422. A bill for the relief of Bruna

Venturi; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

506. Mrs, FRANCES P. BOLTON presented
a petition of Rabbi Jacob Shtull, spiritual
leader, Men's Club of the Mayfield Temple,
Cleveland Heights, Ohio, relative to the per-
secution of the Jewish people in the Soviet
Union, which was referred to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

SENATE

Tuespay, DECEMBER 10, 1963

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
and was called to order by the Acting
President pro tempore, Hon. Leg MEgT~
CcALF, a Senator from the State of Mon-
tana.

Hon. Warrace F. BENNETT, a Senator
from the State of Utah, and a member
of the General Board of Sunday Schools,
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints, offered the following prayer:

Our Father in heaven, my colleagues
and I approach Thee, carrying the re-
sponsibilities for making laws for the
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people we serve. In our capacity aslaw-
makers, we that Thou hast set
for us the perfect example, because Thou
art the source of all perfect law. We
pray that we may never forget our re-
sponsibility to make the laws we frame
here conform with the spirit of the laws
which have underlain all human prog-
ress and all human values since the day
of creation.

Since Thou didst create the earth first
spiritually, before it was made physi-
cally, help us to realize that before we
can make laws in actuality, we must first
create them spiritually, and that the
laws we make must be built upon the
sound principles of truth and justice, of
which Thou art the Author and Creator.

Be with us in our deliberations and
enable us to meet these responsibilities,
we pray, in the name of Thy Son, Jesus
Christ. Amen,

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MaNSFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Monday,
December 9, 1963, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

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

COINAGE OF 50-CENT PIECES WITH
THE LIKENESS OF THE LATE
JOHN FITZGERALD EKENNEDY—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
(H. DOC. NO. 181)

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the following
message from the President of the
United States, which, with the accom-
panying bill, was referred to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency:

To the Congress of the United States:

I hereby submit to the Congress a
draft of a proposed bill which would
provide for the coinage of 50-cent pieces
with the likeness of the late John Fitz-
gerald Kennedy. With the adoption of
this proposal each of the five denomina-
tions now being produced by the mint;
that is, 1- through 50-cent pieces, would
have the likeness of a President on the
obverse of the coin.

The consent of the Congress is re-
quired to make this change in view of
the provisions of section 3510 of the Re-
vised Statutes, as amended (31 U.S.C.
276), which provides that no change in
the design of a coin shall be made often-
er than once in 25 years. The present
design was adopted in 1948.

If the legislation is enacted, the Treas-
ury Department plans to use the likeness
of the late President Kennedy which is
being used on a “Presidential series”
medal now being manufactured and sold
at the Philadelphia Mint. The design
of this medal was approved personally
by the late President. Mint artists
would prepare an appropriate reverse for
the coin.
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I strongly recommend the enactment
of this proposed legislation at the ear-
liest possible date in order that the like-
ness of President Eennedy will appear
on the 50-cent coins issued at the begin-
ning of the calendar year 1964.

LYNpoN B. JOHNSON.

THE WHITE HOUSE.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United States
submitting sundry nominations, which
were referred to the appropriate com-
mittees.

(For nominations this day received, see
the end of Senate proceedings.)

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had agreed to the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 9291) to provide
office space, supplies, equipment, and
franking privileges for Mrs. Jacqueline
Bouvier Kennedy, to authorize appropri-
ations for the payment of expenses inei-
dent to the death and burial of former
President John Fitzgerald Kennedy, and
for other purposes, with an amendment,
in which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

On the request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and
by unanimous consent, it was ordered
that there be a morning hour, with state-
ments therein limited to 3 minutes.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. MaNsFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the Committee on
Rules and Administration was author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate today.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcommit-
tee on Internal Security of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
today.

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

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the following
letters, which were referred as indi-
cated:

REPORT OF MIGRATORY BIRD CONSERVATION
CoMMISSION

A letter from the Chalrman, Migratory
Bird Conservation Commission, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report of that Commission,
for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1963 (with
an accompanying report); to the Committee
on Commerce.
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AMENDMENT OF Housing Acr or 1954, To
Maxe INDIAN RESERVATIONS ELIGIBLE FOR
ABSISTANCE THEREUNDER
A letter from the Assistant Secretary of

the Interior, transmitting a draft of pro-

posed legislation to amend section 701 of
the Housing Act of 1954 to make Indian
reservations eligible for assistance there-
under (with an accompanying paper); to the

Committee on Banking and Currency.

RePORTS ON TORT CrAiMs PAID BY DEPART-
MENT OF THE ARMY AND Cramds SETTLED
Unpee MiITARY PERSONNEL CLAIMS ACT

A letter from the Secretary of the Army,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
tort claims paid by that Department, during
fiscal year 1963, and a report on claims settled
under the Military Personnel Claims Act,
during fiscal year 1963 (with accompanying
reports); to the Committee on the Judiciary.
ADJUSTMENT OF IMMIGRATION [BSTATUS OF

CERTAIN ALIENS

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, Department
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law,
copies of orders entered in behalf of certain
aliens relating to adjustment of their immi-
gration status (with accompanying papers);
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITION

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro fem-
pore laid before the Senate a resolution
adopted by the East Cleveland, Ohio, City
Commission, favoring the enactment of
civil rights legislation, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. MONRONEY, from the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service, without
amendment:

H.R.5179. An act to authorize the Post-
master General to enter into agreements
for the transportation of mall by passenger
common carriers by motor vehicle, and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 766); and

H.R.6778. An act to amend title 39, United
States Code, to increase from 10 to 20 miles
the area within which the Postmaster Gen-
eral may establish stations, substations, or
branches of post offices, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No, 7567).

By Mr. ANDERSON, from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, with an
amendment:

8. 1634. A bill to protect the domestic econ-
omy, to promote the general welfare, and to
assist in the national defense by stabilizing
the domestic lead and zine industry, and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 768).

Under the order of the Senate of May 14,
1963, the above bill was referred to the
Committee on Finance,

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee
on Foreign Relations, without amendment:

HR.9009. An act to amend further the
Peace Corps Act, as amended (Rept. No. 769).

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

8. 2811. A bill to provide for the prepara-
tion and printing of compilations of mate-
rials relating to annual national high school
and college debate topics (Rept. No. 763);

HR. 8761. An act to amend the act of
March 2, 1931, to provide that certain pro-

of the AMVETS (American Veterans
of World War II), shall be printed as a House
t"lgg;.tment. and for other purposes (Rept. No.
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8. Con, Res. 67. Concurrent resolution to
print for the use of the Committee on Public
Works certain information on water pollu-
tion control (Rept. No. 762);

H. Con. Res. 230. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the printing of 5,000 copies of the
study, “Tax-Exempt Foundations and Chari-
table Trusts: Their Impact on Our Econ-
omy——Second Installment,” for the use of the
Select Committee on Small Business (Rept.
No. 764);

H. Con. Res, 231, Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the printing of 5,000 coples of the
study, “Tax-Exempt Foundations and Chari-
table Trusts: Their Impact on Our Econ-
omy,” for the use of the Select Committee
on Small Business (Rept. No. T65);

H., Con. Res. 237. Concurrent resolution
providing for the printing of additional
copies of certain opinions of the Supreme
Court of the United States in cases involving
the offering of prayers and reading from the
Bible in public schools (Rept. No. 766); and

S. Res, 230. Resolution authorizing the
printing as a Senate document of the eulogies
to the late President John P, Kennedy deliv-
ered in the rotunda of the Capitol on Novem-
ber 24, 1963 (Rept. No. 761).

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from
the Committee on Rules and Administration,
with an additional amendment:

8. Res. 217. Resolution to authorize a study
of & national system of scenic highways
(Rept. No. 760).

SAMUEL T. MOORE—REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from
the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration, reported an original resolution
(S. Res. 233); which was placed on the
calendar, as follows:

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate
hereby is authorized and directed to pay,
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to
Samuel T, Moore, father of Harmon A. Moore,
an employee of the Architect of the Capitol
assigned to duty in the Senate Office Build-
ings at the time of his death, a sum equal
to six months’ compensation at the rate he
was recelving by law at the time of his
death, sald sum to be considered inclusive
of funeral expenses and all other allowances.

KATIE L. DISNEY—REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from
the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration, reported an original resolution
(S. Res. 234) ; which was placed on the
calendar, as follows:

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate
hereby s authorized and directed to pay,
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to
Katie L. Disney, widow of Francis L. Disney,
an employee of the Senate at the time of
his death, a sum equal to seven months’
compensation at the rate he was receiving
by law at the time of his death, sald sum
to be considered inclusive of funeral ex-
penses and all other allowances.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A
COMMITTEE
As in executive session,
The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:
By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee

on Post Office and Civil Service:
Fifty-three postmaster nominations.
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BILLS INTRODUCED

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

By Mr. METCALF:

5.2373. A bill to amend the Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949
to permit the donation of surplus personal
property to State institutions charged with
the care, training, and education of minor
children; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

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

By Mr. CANNON:

S.2374. A bill for the rellef of Milagros
Aragon Neri; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. MOSS:

S.2375. A bill to provide for the acquisi-
tlon of certain land in advance of construc-
tion of the Jordanelle Dam and Reservoir por-
tion of the Central Utah project; to the
Committee on Interlor and Insular Affalrs.

RESOLUTIONS
SAMUEL T. MOORE

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from
the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion, reported an original resolution (S.
Res. 233) to pay a gratuity to Samuel T.
Moore, which was placed on the calendar.

KATIE L. DISNEY

Mr. JORDAN, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration, reported an
original resolution (S. Res. 234) to pay
a gratuity to Katie L. Disney, which was
placed on the calendar.

DONATION OF FEDERAL SURPLUS
PROPERTY TO STATE INSTITU-
TIONS CHARGED WITH THE CARE
AND EDUCATION OF MINOR CHIL~
DREN

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to amend the Federal Property and Ad-
ministrative Services Act of 1949 to per-
mit the donation of Federal surplus prop-
erty to State institutions charged with
the care, training, and education of
minor children.

The need for this legislation was
brought to my attention by the Montana
State superintendent of public instruc-
tion. It appears that until recently the
surplus property section of the State
superintendent’s office was making sur-
plus property available without any
restrictions to the Montana Children’s
Center, an institution established for the
support and care of orphans, foundlings,
and destitute children resident within
the State of Montana.

In October of this year, the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
informed the State superintendent of
public instruction that since the Mon-
tana Children’s Center was not set up
and established primarily as a school,
all future donations to the children’s
center shall be limited strictly to items
for the exclusive use in classrooms, shops,
and laboratories of the school. This
ruling precludes the donation of equip-
ment for the domiciliary care of children
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and prevents the donation of grounds
equipment and other maintenance items.

My bill would permit the donation of
surplus property to the Montana Chil-
dren’s Center, and the similar institu-
tions across the eountry, for any pur-
pose connected with the operation of
the institution.

Bills similar to this have been intro-
duced in the past. One of the objections
of the Government agencies which stud-
jed these bills was that extending the
available surplus property to other in-
stitutions, and other areas of operation
within eligible institutions, would divert
what property is available from the al-
ready included agencies of education,
health and civil defense, and result in the
reestablishment of a priority system as
existed under the Surplus Property Act
of 1944,

Why this segregation? Back in our
country, if you have a barn full of hay
and starving cattle, you feed the hay.
We have millions of dollars worth of
idle surplus property lying around in
Government warehouses. Why not util-
ize this property in any way and every
way we can, rather than sell it for a
fraction of its original cost to dealers
in surplus property. I believe that we
should consider all those groups or uses
which are worthy to receive aid, rather
than only some of them. If priorities
must be established, let them be estab-
lished. At least then we will be making
the best possible utilization of a usable
and needed resource.

State institutions charged with the
care of minor children are an important
part of our social and educational sys-
tem. But they are all seriously affected
by the increasing costs of equipment and
operation. The receipt of Federal surplus
property would permit them to devote
more of their overall budget to more im-
portant and pressing needs.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill may be printed at this
point in the REcorb.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Bayn in the chair). The bill will be
received and appropriately referred; and,
without objection, the bill will be printed
in the REcORD.

The bill (8. 2373) to amend the Fed-
eral Property and Administrative Serv-
ices Act of 1949 to permit the donation
of surplus personal property to State
institutions charged with the care,
training, and education of minor chil-
dren, introduced by Mr. METCALF, Was
received, read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on Government Opera~
tions, and ordered to be printed in the
Recorb, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
paragraph (3) of section 203(]) of the Ped-
eral Property and Adminlstrative Services
Act of 1949, as amended (40 U.B.C. 484(])),
is amended by inserting in clause (A)
thereof, Iimmediately after the words
“schools for the physically handicapped,”,
the words “agencies or institutions for the
custodial care, training, and education of
minor children,”.

(b) Section 203(]) of such Act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new paragraph:
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“(8) The term of education’,
as used In this subsection, includes the
operation and maintenance of any tax-sup-
ported agency or institution of any State
charged by the law of such State with the
duty of providing custodial care, training,
and education for minor children.”

(c) The amendments made by this Act
shall take effect on the first day of the sec-
ond month beginning after the date of en-
actment of this Act.

REDUCTION OF INDIVIDUAL AND
CORPORATE INCOME TAXES—
AMENDMENTS

Mr. SMATHERS submitted eight
amendments (Nos. 351, 352, 353, 354, 355,
356, 357, and 358), intended to be pro-
posed by him, to the bill (H.R. 8363) to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 to reduce individual and corporate
income taxes, to make certain structural
changes with respect to the income tax,
and for other purposes, which were re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance and
ordered to be printed.

AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY
ACT RELATING TO THE BLIND

Mr. HARTEE. Mr. President, the next
time it is printed, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the name of the junior Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. McINTYRE] be
added as a cosponsor of S. 2181, a bill I
introduced on September 25, 1963, to
amend the Social Security Act relating
to aid to the blind.

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

ESTABLISHMENT OF A EKENNEDY
CULTURAL CENTER IN WASHING-
TON, D.C.—ADDITIONAL COSPON-
SOR OF BILL

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that, at its next
printing, my name may be added as a co-
sponsor of the bill, S. 2341, to authorize
the appropriation of $5 million to carry
out the purposes of the National Cul-
tural Center Act and to designate the
National Cultural Center authorized to
be constructed by such act, as the John
Fitzgerald Kennedy Memorial Center.

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

RENAMING OF NATIONAL CULTUR-
AL CENTER AS THE JOHN FITZ-
GERALD EENNEDY MEMORIAL
CENTER—ADDITIONAL COSPON-
SORS OF JOINT RESOLUTION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the names
of the senior Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. McCrELLAN] and the junior Senator
from Mississippi [Mr, STtEnN1s] be add-
ed as cosponsors of Senate Joint Reso-
lution 136, to provide for renaming the
National Cultural Center as the John
Fitzgerald EKennedy Memorial Center,
and authorizing an appropriation there-
for, at the next printing of the joint
resolution.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
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LIKENESS OF THE LATE PRESIDENT,

DOLLARS—ADDITIONAL COSPON-
SORS OF BILL

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of December 3, 1963, the names of
Mr. CaurcH and Mr. PELL were added as
additional cosponsors of the bill (8. 2355)
to provide that standard silver dollars
shall hereafter bear on one side a like-
ness of our late President, John Fitz-
gerald Kennedy, introduced by Mr. Can-
wNoN on December 3, 1963.

INCREASED IMPORTS OF LIVE-
STOCK, MEAT, AND MEAT
PRODUCTS

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I rise to
call the attention of the Senate to a very
serlous situation now existing in Ameri-
can agriculture. One of the major fac-
tors causing distress and loss of income
to the American agricultural commu-
nity is the enormous amount of livestock,
meat, and meat products imported from
abroad. The adverse effects of these
imports are not confined to the farmers,
although they, of course, are most di-
rectly concerned. The effects are felt
as well by other, nonagricultural areas,
and have their impact upon the national
economy.

Importation of these products has in-
creased tremendously year after year
since about 1957. It has reached pro-
portions where the imports are determin-
ing the market price paid to our farmers
for their cattle and hogs and sheep.

It has heen pointed out that today
approximately 11 percent of the beef
consumed in the United States is im-
ported. This is an astounding fact
when we consider all of the agriculture
surpluses we have in this country. The
taxpayers are paying huge sums in the
interest of agriculture. Farmers are
cutting down production; yet imports
flow into this country, apparently with-
out any really effective restriction.

Press reports indicate that from Jan-
uary through August of this year, more
than 1 billion pounds of beef and veal
were sold in the United States by foreign
interests. This was an increase of 22
percent over the imports in the previous

year.

The imports are not limited to beef.
They include also pork, pork products,
and lamb. We also import far too many
live animals into this country.

This import situation is against the
best interests of the individual farmer,
of our economy in general, and of the
U.S. Government. We should not be en-
couraging imports of commodities of
which we have a surplus.

It has been conservatively estimated
that in 1962 our imports of these prod-
ucts displaced the production of approxi-
mately 55 million acres of farmland in
the United States. In 1963 the figure
will be much higher. It is unthinkable
that at a time when we are compelling
the farmers of America to reduce pro-
duction, production on millions and mil-
lions of acres is being displaced by
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reason of enormous purchases of for-
eign livestock, meat, and meat products.

I am told that choice-fed cattle bring
about 25 percent less than they did a
year ago in the livestock markets of
Omaha, Kansas City, and Chicago.
Many individual farmer-feeders report
they are losing from $80 to $85 per head
on cattle they have been feeding.

‘The losses are not confined to farmers
engaged in raising and feeding cattle,
hogs, and sheep. They are felt as well
by producers of grains, hay, sorghums,
and other feeds.

The question has been raised as to
whether favoritism and influence may
have been used in our import programs,
perhaps aggravating an already difficult
situation. The little nation of Haiti, for
example, which cannot feed its own peo-
ple adequately, exported to the United
States last year some 2.7 million pounds
of meat.

As a member of the Committee on
Finance, I was pleased, Mr. President,
that the commitiee reported a resolu-
tion requesting the Tariff Commission to
make a study of the meat imports ques-
tion and to report to the committee not
later than next June 30. I favored that
resolution, but it is not enough. We
need action, and we need it now.

The Department of Agriculture should
use all the power vested in it to lessen
the importation of livestock and meat.
In addition, Congress should enact re-
medial legislation. I have a bill de-
signed to curb these imports.

I urge immediate and favorable con-
sideration of the bill I have introduced,
8. 1126. I introduced it on March 19,
1963. This bill would place an addi-
tional duty or tariff of 25 percent ad
valorem upon imports of livestock, meat,
and meat products that are in excess
of the 1957 level.

This is a reasonable proposal. We
are not suggesting that all trade be
shut off. Imports were sufficient in 1957;
but since that time the imports have
gone up and up and up. The situation
has become grave, and demands im-
mediate attention.

The economic effects of unreasonable
importations of livestock, meat, and
meat products are having their impact
upon farmers in every State of the
Union. They are not only causing farm-
ers to suffer losses; they are also
stifling the economy of every agricul-
tural community and every city and
town which depends upon agriculture
for any part of its business life. Most
of them in my part of the country de-
pend upon agriculture very heavily,
some of them almost entirely. Action
by the U.S. Government to curb these
excessive imports would be of great as-
sistance to the farmers of America, to
whom we all look to provide the very
stuff of life itself.

When those producers of food and
fiber suffer, we all suffer in one way or
another. In the industrial sections of
the Nation, the farmers’ economic pinch
also can be sensed when we realize that
those farmers are foregoing purchases
of trucks and machinery used on the
farms. They simply cannot afford to
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replace wornout machines or invest in
additional equipment when they know
they are going to lose money on their
production. This eontributes to un-
employment in the industrial centers,
and does nothing to relieve the problems
in the so-called economically depressed
areas. It may be noted in passing that
not all of the economic depression exists
in the urban sections; we have such
experiences in the rural sections of the
country, too, and excessive meat im-
ports are one of the reasons.

I urge the Congress to act without
further delay.

STATE RIGHT-TO-WORK LAWS

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, the Su-
preme Court has made a ruling concern-
ing the State right-to-work laws.
Regardless of whether we agree or dis-
agree with right-to-work laws, this de-
cision must be regarded as of great im-
portance, because it declares that the
States have a right to act in this area;
it validates State right-to-work laws.

I wish to have printed in the REcorbp,
in connection with my remarks, an edi-
torial on this decision, from the Arizona
Republic, of Phoenix, Ariz., dated Sep-
tember 20, 1963; also an editorial from
gheglgew York Daily News of December

, 1963.

There being no objection, the editorials
were ordered to be printed in the REec-
orD, as follows:

[From the Arizona Republic, Sept. 20, 1963]
PROFITABLE FREEDOM

One of the false arguments against free-
dom of choice for the wage earner, as exems-
plified in right-to-work laws now in force
in 20 States, long has been that such freedom
undermines the wage structure to the ex-
tent that the worker, unprotected by en-
forced union membership, invariably winds
up making less money than if he pald for his
job by paying union dues.

This is a fallacy long maintained by pro-
fessional unionists and those of their ideo-
logical i1k who fight right-to-work legislation
of any variety in a determined effort to give
the worker no choice whatsoever between
unemployment and subjection to member-
ship or whatever else the union in his place
of employment demands. That it is a fallacy
has been demonstrated time and again in
those States where right-to-work laws make
it possible for freedom of choice to coexist
peacefully right alongside strongly organized
unions. The current issue of U.S. News &
World Report for instance, shows how the
Nation's job and wage pattern is shifting
in a way to confound arguments advanced
by those who see nothing but ruination in
States where workers have freedom of cholce.

Industrially new Arizona, for one, offers
an example in proof. For Arizona, one of the
first right-to-work States, last year enjoyed
an average hourly wage scale of $2.57, ex-
actly 87 cents an hour more than neighbor-
ing New Mexico, a non-right-to-work State
that has flourished more or less compara-
tively with Arizona in recent years. Ari-
zona's average hourly wage is 33 cents more
than that in Massachusetts, one of those
“high-pay” Eastern States which always has
fought right-to-work. And in Arizona, fac-
tory employment has grown 86.3 percent in
10 years as compared to Massachusetts 6.5-
percent loss in such employment.

Take, for instance, Texas and Oklahoma,
two States that In oil and agriculture are
somewhat alike, and there you find right-to-
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work Texas with a $2.32 average wage scale
as compared to $2.19 for Oklahoma. Or,
while in the West take relatively undevel-
oped Utah which, despite the alleged handi-
caps of right-to-work freedoms, still pays &
cents an hour more than neighboring Colo-
rado.

Consider how industrial doom and starva-
tion for the worker was predicted in Indians
in 1957 when right-to-work legislation was
passed. But b years later, the average hourly
wage was $2.65, 2 matter of 24 cents an hour
above industrial Pennsylvania, and 41 cents
above Massachusetts, the State that so fears
right-to-work because it will bring down
wages. Indiana ranks, too, a matter of 5
cents an hour above neighboring Illinois,
generally considered more prosperous.

And so It goes down the line. Nevada, long
a right-to-work stronghold, last year paid an
average hourly wage of $3.02, the highest of
any State in the Union. KEansas, with a
right-to-work legislation in force 4 years,
paid $2.52, while over the line in Missouri,
where workers joln unions or else, the aver-
age was $2.38.

Those who oppose right-to-work point al-
ways to that solid bloc of Southeastern States
as the horrible example of an underpaid area
to which northern industry has fled. But
right-to-work is credited by most authorities
with bringing the Carolinas and all the
Boutheast to a promising new industrial life.
True, the average hourly wage there is well
below that of most other States as it always
has been in that area. But it gets higher
every year as industry competes for labor
in what was once a workers' wasteland.

All in all it adds up thusly: The 20 right-
to-work States by 1962 had an overall aver-
age hourly wage increase of slightly more
than 3 percent above the overall average for
the other 28 States (figures for Alaska and
Hawall are not avallable) without right-to-
work legislation. So, does it look as though
the workers in those 20 States are being
ground into poverty by ogrelike management
because they are not forced one way or an-
other into union allegiance in order to hold
their jobs? Indeed, it looks as though those
who predict fiscal calamity for both labor
and industry in the right-to-work States had
better rerun their figures.

It all goes to if you want to be
down to earth about it, that freedom in the
long run can profit the pocketbook as much
as the mind.

[From the New York Herald Tribune,
Oct. 20, 1963)

RaymonDp MoLEY REPORTS

The most unusual, not to say incredible,
phenomenon in American politics in more
than one generation s the widespread de-
mand this far before the Republican con-
vention that Senator BarrY GOLDWATER be
chosen as the Republican nominee in 1964.

When there is an Incumbent President ell-
gible for another term, the choice is fore-
ordained. But in the party out of power
many circumstances have determined the
cholce other than popular demand for a
single individual. Some have been nomi-
nated because thelr managers effectively
solicited the pledges of delegates. Some have
been selected because of deadlocks. Others
have been compromises when parties have
been divided. But the demand for GolLp-
WwATER has come from the general public
sentiment that there should be an authentic
alternative to President Eennedy and that
the Arizona Senator represents that sort of
opposition.

There are some GOLDWATER supporters who
are deeply concerned because in some States
the Republican organizations seem wunwill-
ing to commit themselves this early. Certain
individuals In New York, who helped to
create a conservative party in 1962 as a pro-
test against the reelection of Governor
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Rockefeller and Senator Javirs, have been
talking about pushing into Ohio and, de-
spite the ble Republican organiza-
tion there, capturing its delegation for GoLD-
WATER.

In Ohlo toere Is some talk about offering
its Republican Governor, James A. Rhodes,
as a favorite-son candidate. But there is
no such plan now in the minds of Ohlo’s
responsible Republican leaders.

The reasons for the reluctance of Repub-
lican leaders in Ohio to commit themselves
lie in certain very practical political con-
siderations which amateur enthusiasts in
other States should, in their own Interest,
heed and respect.

I use Ohio to illustrate the practical facts
because my information about the situation
there comes from unimpeachable sources.
Ohio has probably the most efficient State
Republican organization in the entire Na-
tion. Ray C. Bliss, chairman of the State
central committee, Is largely responsible for
that organization. In 1960, Ohio gave the
Nixon-Lodge ticket the Iargest majority
which it received anywhere. In 1962, the Re-
publicans swept the State, electing the Gov-
ernor, a majority of the State legislature, and
18 of the State’s 24 Members of the House of
Representatives. This efficient organization
is prepared to win the State for the Repub-
lican ticket in 1964. But it wants no pre-
convention contest.

Its reason for this Is that If GoLpwATER I8
entered in the primary, there may be other
contestants, perhaps Gov. Nelson Rockefeller.
This would Involve an intraparty fight. Such
a fight would consume money and resources
badly needed to win in the election itself.
It would also engender differences within the
party. Since Cleveland and some other
cities are Democratic, the Kennedy ticket will
be very hard to beat. If the State Is lost to
President Kennedy, at least three or four In-
cumbent Republican Members of the House
of Representatives will be defeated. Hence
a contest for the convention delegations
would be a prelude to disaster.

Noting this reluctance of Ohlo leaders to
commit themselves to GOLDWATER, former
Vice President Richard M. Nixon in a maga-
zine Interview recently sald that the fear of
a GOLDWATER in Ohlo is because
the State is opposed to a right-to-work law,
and that while GoLbwaTER is against a Fed-
eral right-to-work law, he does support such
action in States.

This interpretation of the attitude of Ohio
Republican leaders by Nixon is not correct.
The right-to-work issue is not their motive
at all. In 1958, when the Republicans lost
the Ohio election, right-to-work was on the
ballot and or, labor spent §4.5 milllon
to defeat it. This time, if GoLowaTER runs
for President, it would not be a serlous issue
there. The reason for withholding a com-
mitment to GOLDWATER 15 as I have explained
above.

But my information is positive that Goup-
WATER s the preference of an overw
majority of Republicans in Ohio. The most
powerful leaders In the party there favor
GoLpwaTER, and when the showdown comes
next summer the Ohio delegation will in all
probability be for him.

Above all, Ohio people want no interfer-
ence in their political affairs, from New York
or any other State. They have done very
well by themselves and for the Republican
party in the past.

[From the New York Daily News, Dec. 3,
1963]
TAFT-HARTLEY WINS AGAIN
Florida, like 19 other States, has a right-
to-work law—a statute forbidding agree-
ments that workers must belong to labor

unions in order to keep their jobs.
Unions in such States often try to get
around these laws via so-called agency shop
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agreements, under which nonunlon em-
ployees must pay the union the amount of
money it charges its members as dues.

Florida’s right-to-work law bans agency
shop agreements; and the Taft-Hartley
Labor Relations Act permits the States to
have right-to-work laws.

Yesterday, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled
that the Florida courts may enforce the pro-
hibition against agency shops, and that the
National Labor Relations Board does not
have jurisdiction over such cases.

This is a considerable victory for States
rights, whether you approve or dlsapprove
right-to-work laws; and we're glad to note
that the Supreme Court hasn't entirely for-
gotten that the States do have some rights.

OUR POLICY TOWARD CUBA

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. ; those
of us who believe that Castro’s Cuba pre-
sents this Nation today with its most im-
mediate and important international
problem were encouraged and gratified
to learn that President Johnson has
ordered a review and reevaluation of our
policy toward the tragic and unhappy
Cuban situation. I sincerely hope thisg
review will result in a hard, firm, and de-
termined policy which will oust this
Communist menace from the Western
Hemisphere and will assure the freedom-~
loving people of Cuba their God-given
right of self-determination.

It will be recalled that the Prepared-
ness Investigating Subcommittee, of
which I am privileged to be chairman,
earlier this year conducted an extensive
inquiry into the Cuban situation. In a
report which we issued on May 9, it was
stated that the “entire Cuban problem,
both military and political, should be ac-
corded the highest possible priority by
our governmental officials to the end that
the evil threat which the Soviet occupa-
tion of Cuba represents will be elimi-
nated at an early date.”

The same report, in enumerating the
threats and potential threats which the
Soviet presence in Cuba presented to the
Americas, listed the first as follows:

Cuba is an advanced base for subversive,
revolutionary and agitational activities in the
Western Hemisphere and affords the oppor-
tunity to export agents, funds, arms, ammu-
nition, and propaganda throughout Latin

In discussing that report on the floor
of the Senate, I said:

The invasion of the Western Hemisphere
by the forces of godless communism is the
gravest and most serious of all the challenges
and threats confronting the United States.

I went on to say that one conclusion
was certain, and that was that Fidel
Castro—aided, support, and bolstered by
his Soviet masters and their military
might—is in every way possible spurring,
supporting, and abetiing the efforts of
the Communists and other revolutionary
elements to subvert, overthrow, and seize
control of the governments of Latin
America.

While the accuracy and validity of
these statements were really beyond chal-
lenge at the time when they were made,
any lingering doubt that may have ex-
isted as to their truth has certainly been
laid to rest by recent events in Venezuela
and elsewhere in Latin America. It is
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now clear beyond all question that—by
covert aggression, infiltration, guerrilla
warfare, and agitation—Castro, with
Soviet support, is mounting a coordi-
nated and stepped-up effort to subvert
and overthrow existing governments in
this hemisphere and to replace them
with dictatorial regimes modeled in the
Soviet image.

It takes only a casual glance about to
convince us that, with respect to subver-
sive, revolutionary, and agitational ac-
tivities stemming from Cuba, the situa-
tion in Latin America has worsened,
rather than improved, since the subcom-
mittee issued its report.

During November, the pro-Castro ter-
rorists in Venezuela raised their cam-
paign of violence to a fever pitch in their
unsuccessful attempt to sabotage the De-
cember 1 election. This campaign in-
cluded numerous attacks on United
States-owned properties; the kidnaping
of Col. James K. Chenault, deputy chief
of the U.S. Army mission; and the send-
ing of packaged bombs to the chief pres-
idential candidates and a U.S. Embassy
official. On November 28, a 3-ton cache
of terrorist arms, valued at about $350,-
000, was found on a Venezuelan beach.
Incontrovertible evidence has established
that these arms were of Cuban origin.

On Saturday of last week, we all read
that the Communists in Bolivia had cap-
tured, and were holding as hostages,
three U.S. officials and a Peace Corps
volunieer. These American nationals
have not yet been released.

It is unnecessary for me to recite ad-
ditional instances. The occurrences in
Venezuela and elsewhere make it very
clear that our Latin American neigh-
bors face an unrelenting Communist-in-
spired campaign of organized terror.
Under these circumstances, a mild reac-
tion from us will be of little avail. Mere
words will be worse than useless. Posi-
tive action is required, to halt this vio-
lence and subversion. This can best be
done by choking it off at its source—
Castro’s Cuba.

For all of these reasons, Mr. President,
I applaud and endorse President John-
son’s action in directing that our policy
toward Cuba be reviewed. I hope this
review will result in an effective and
vigorous policy to rid this hemisphere
of the menace of communism. We have
given repeated pledges to our neighbors
to the south that they will be protected
against overt or covert aggression and
arm.d intervention from Cuba. Now is
the time to honor and redeem these
pledges.

1 believe, Mr. President, that President
Johnson now has an opportunity to strike
a decisive blow for liberty and represent-
ative government in the Americas. The
action of the Organization of American
States on December 3 in voting to con-
duct an investigation of Venezuela’s
charges perhaps opens the door for the
first time for collective action against
Castro.

As I have said, there is now hard and
incontrovertible evidence of Castro’s in-
volvement in the revolutionary activities
in Venezuela. This and other evidence
would more than justify strong and dras-
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tic action against Castro by the Organi-
zation of American States.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the morning hour limita-
tion, the time available to the Senator
from Mississippi has expired.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for 1 additional minute.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
.. Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I hope
the full weight of the United States will
be marshaled in support of Venezuela in
the OAS, and that the Organization, act-
ing under the various treaties which are
involved, will take vigorous and prompt
action to secure and insure the peace
of this hemisphere. If economic and
diplomatic sanctions are adequate for
this purpose, then well and good. If they
are not, then harder and sterner meas-
ures must be applied.

I support the principle of collective
action; but, whether we act collectively
or are forced to go it alone or almost
alone, the President will have my com-
plete and wholehearted support in any
positive, determined, and resolute action
which he may take to face up to the cold,
hard, and unpleasant facts and to make
clear that we will not countenance, either
in Cuba or elsewhere in the Americas, the
creation or use of any externally sup-
ported military capability which endan-
gers our security or that of the Western
Hemisphere.

COMMUNITY ACTION BY AMERICAN
LEGION IN HEMPSTEAD

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, some
time ago, I inserted in the ReEcorp an in-
spiring story about the generosity of
Long Island labor unions. Construction
workers in and around Hempstead, N.Y.,
had offered their time and their energies
to build a cancer research center and a
cerebral palsy clinic.

It has just come to my attention that
another organization whose work for the
welfare of the community is well
known—the American Legion—has
made a generous contribution to the very
same cerebral palsy patients now using
the new clinic. For 3 years before the
new building was erected, the Hemp-
stead Post No. 390 of the Legion provided
the facilities for the care and treatment
of cerebral palsy victims. They built a
new wing on their $250,000 clubhouse
and turned it over to the Cerebral Palsy
Society rent free for 3 years while the
new home was being built. The Legion-
naires even paid for the gas and elec-
tricity used. At their own expense they
built & ramp so that children could be
moved with greater ease, and they paid
the exenses of round-trip transportation
for a stricken patient from Hempstead to
the new clinic at Roosevelt.

It is indeed edifying to see so many
citizens of this area giving of their time,
energies, and resources with their only
reward—as one Legionnaire put it—"“the
smile of some child we were helping.”
This is the kind of community spirit that
built America. I am proud that Ameri-
can Legion Post No. 390 is in my State.
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NEW YORK FALLS TO FOURTH
PLACE IN DEFENSE WORK

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, the
latest figures released by the Department
of Defense reveal that New York’s share
of defense procurement is declining with
every quarter of the fiscal year. For the
first quarter of 1964; that is the period
from July to September 1963, New
York has dropped from second to
fourth place. That is a drop of 17 per-
cent from the same time last year.

The top 10 States and the percentage
of total defense dollars they received
from July through September 1963 are:

California: $1,346 million—21.1 per-
cent.

vg'ashingbon: $693 million—10.9 per-
cent.

Missouri: $497 million—7.8 percent.

New York: $416 million—6.5 percent.

Texas: $352 million—5.5 percent.

Ohio: $331 million—5.2 percent.

Florida: $306 million—4.8 percent.

Connecticut: $285 million—4.5 percent.

Massachusetts: $187 million—2.9 per-
cent.

Virginia: $164 million—2.6 percent.

Never before in my memory has New
York received a smaller share of defense
work. Last year, for the same quarter,
New York received 7.8 percent as against
6.5 percent now. For the whole fiscal
year 1963 New York received 9.9 percent.
This compares with 10.T percent in fiscal
1962 and 12 percent in fiscal 1961.

Moreover, this quarter that I refer to
shows a larger dollar volume of pro-
curement than any other quarter since
1951. The month of September alone
set a monthly record. Thus even though
we can expect this figure to increase
and average out somewhat higher in fu-
ture months, the outlook is not good.

What is more, statistics released by
the Defense Department show that the
concentration of defense work each year
goes more and more to large firms.
Small firms, those technically defined
as small businesses, are more numerous
in New York than in any other State.
Yet small businesses throughout the
country also received a deelining share
of defense work—only 27.8 percent so
far this year, as compared with 34.5 per-
cent for the first quarter of last fiscal
year. And only 15.8 percent of prime
contracts compared with 17.8 percent for
the same period last year.

The explanation given by the Defense
Department for these figures is that
many of these contracts, awarded early
in the fiscal year, went to airframe, en-
gine, missile, and space systems produc-
ers. These are fields in which the De-
fense Department claims that small busi-
ness has only limited possibilities. But
that explanation is not satisfactory be-
cause many of us believe that small firms
should have a larger and more direct part
in this work; in many instances, this be-
lief is supported by the independent re-
porting of the Comptroller General.

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

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for 2 additional minutes.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. . The Senator from New York is
recognized for 2 additional minutes.

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, we
have recently heard a lot of talk about
cutting defense costs, “paring military
expenses to the bone,” as it has been put.
Yet it is interesting to observe that the
massive trend for closing down installa-
tions—a good many of which seem to be
in New York—and centralizing opera-
tions is not having that effect at all of
saving money. A report just issued by
the General Accounting Office has point-
ed out a good many economies can be
realized through decentralization,
through letting each facility buy the
simple common equipment like nuts and
bolts that it needs, instead of operating
through centralized procurement cen-
ters. This is the exact opposite of the
present trend.

Incidentally, I was pleased to note
that the smallest of these supply costs
were accrued at the Rome Air Materiel
Area in Rome, N.Y., which is responsible
for procuring electronic parts. Also
Roama had the lowest average annual
management cost per supply item of any
procurement center studied.

In short, it seems to me that the type
of centralization which is taking place
more and more in defense work is of
dubious value. It does not always pro-
duce the desired economies, as the
Comptroller General has ably pointed
out. It puts small business at a serious
disadvantage. And it gives rise again
and again to questions of political in-
fluence that, whether proven or not—
and I am not making any such charge—
but nevertheless questions arise that are
damaging to the morale of all concerned.

In my view, Mr. President, the real
source of economy, the real place to start
in cutting defense costs is not by setting
up new monopolistic centers that con-
centrate on negotiated procurements
with large firms, buf rather by increas-
ing the overall competition for defense
dollars. The last available figures still
show that only about 13 percent of de-
fense work is freely and openly bid on.
Although many contracts are negotiated
with more than one firm, about one-half
of the dollar amount is completely non-
competitive. Report after report from
the General Accounting Office has called
for more competition. That is the di-
rection for genuine savings, as well as
fair treatment for all States and
businesses.

BAY EKOW JUNG

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Calendar No. 685, House
bill 1273.

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

The LeGIsLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
1273) for the relief of Bay Kow Jung.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to
I';;:‘w motion of the Senator from Mon-

na.
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The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which was ordered to a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

REINSTATEMENT AND VALIDATION
OF CERTAIN U.S. OIL AND GAS
LEASE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Calendar No. 731,
House bill 1233.

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

The LecrstATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
1233) to provide for the reinstatement
and validation of U.S. oil and gas lease
No. Sacramento 037552-C, and for other
purposes.

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

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which was ordered to a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 751), explaining the purposes of the
bill.

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

PURPOSE OF BILL

The purpose of H.R. 1233, which was spon-
sored by the Honorable B. F. SisK, represent-
ing the 17th California District, 18 to do
equity to a private citizen who in rellance
upon erronecus information from Federal
officials, invested his money, time, and effort
in developing a Federal oil lease which had
in fact been previously terminated by opera-
tion of law. BSpecifically, the measure rein-
states U.S. oll and gas lease Sacramento
0375662-C, extends the time thereof for 2
years from the date of enactment of the bill
and for so long thereafter as oil or gas is
produced in paying quantities, and directs
the Secretary of the Interior to approve the
assignment of the lease subject to statutory
requirements for qualification of the
assignee. The assignee would be required
to pay accrued rental and post proper drilling
bond in the amount required by regulations.

NEED

Oil and gas lease Sacramento 0375562-C
covering a tract of Federal public lands in
the vicinity of Fresno, Calif.,, was issued
effective May 1, 1948, for 6 years, after which
it was extended for 5 years to April 30, 1958,
and so long thereafter as oil or gas is pro-
duced in paying quantities.

There were some intervening partial
assignments after which on April 30, 1958, a
commercial oil well was completed in one
area. As a result of a misunderstanding of
a recent amendment to the Mineral Leasing
Act local representatives of the Department
of the Interior held incorrectly that oil and
gas lease Sacramento 037562-C was consid-
ered to be extended for 2 years from April 30,
1958, instead of the period indicated above;
i.e., for the duration of the production of oil
or gas in paying guantities.

On April 7, 1960, the lease was assigned
to James P. Psaltis who filed it with a request
for approval of the assignment. In the
meantime, Mr. Psaltis initiated drilling oper-
ations and expended in excess of $7,000. He
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continued these drilling operations until
May 9, 1960, when he was informed by the
Geological Survey that the lease had expired
because production had actually ceased in
July 1959, and reworking or further opera-
tions had not been started again within 60
days of cessation of production as required
by the Mineral Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 226(f) ).

Mr. Psaltls claimed, and during commit-
tee hearings in the House the Department
verified, that he had been informed by em-
ployees of the Geological Survey at Taft,
Calif., and employees of the Bureau of Land
Management at Sacramento, Calif., that the
termination date of oil and gas lease Sacra-
mento 037552-C was April 30, 1960. Relying
on this, he believed that when he obtained
an assignment of the lease, on April 7, 1960,
he was obtaining the assignment of a valid,
existing lease. Nonetheless, in view of the
statutory provisions cited above, the Secre-
tary of the Interior is without authority to
recognize the assignment because the lease
had terminated prior thereto.

Inasmuch as Mr, Psaltis in good faith ob-
tained an assignment and expended consid-
erable money in drilling operations, the
committee is of the opinion that oil and gas
lease Sacramento 037562-C should be rein-
stated and Mr. Psaltis’ assignment recognized
if he qualifies to hold a lease under the
provisions of the Mineral Leasing Act.

Enactment of H.R. 1233 will authorize rein-
statement and validation of said oil and gas
lease and permit the Secretary of the Interior
to process the assignment in accordance with
existing laws and regulations.

cosTSs

No appropriations are authorized nor con-
templated by H.R. 1233.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous
consent that in these instances and in
other instances which may develop to-
day, I may, at an appropriate point in
the REcorp, insert reports and other rea-
sons justifying the various legislative
proposals.

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

CIVIL RIGHTS

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, the fall
1963 issue of the North Carolina Law Re-
view carries a symposium entitled *““Civil
Rights and the South.” Included in this
symposium is an article written by me,
entitled “The U.S. Congress and Civil
Rights Legislation.”

While this article analyzes the spe-
cific provisions of 8. 1731, which was in-
troduced in the Senate on June 19, 1963,
it contains many observations which are
relevant to the provisions of H.R. 7152,
which was reported to the House by the
House Committee on the Judiciary on
November 20, 1963, and which is now
pending before the House Committee on
Rules. As indicated by my article, S.
1731, H.R. 7152, and all other so-called
civil rights bills of modern vintage are
subject to the following objections:

First. They are wholly unnecessary for
the very simple reason that sections 241,
242, and 371 of title 18 of the United
States Code and sections 1983 and 1985
of title 42 of the United States Code are
sufficient to secure to all Americans of
all races every right given them by the
g:ntititutlon and laws of the United

ates.
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. Second. Many of their provisions are
incompatible with specific provisions of
the Constitution, such as article I, sec-
tion 2, article II, section 1, and the 17th
amendment, vesting in the legislatures of
the several States the power to prescribe
the qualifications for voters; article I,
section 1, vesting in Congress all the leg~
islative powers of the Federal Govern-
ment; the 5th amendment prohibiting
the Federal Government from depriving
any person of life, liberty, or property
without due process of law; and the 14th
amendment restricting the power of
Congress to legislate in respect to State
action only in the particulars enumer-
ated.

Third. Virtually all of their provisions
are incompatible with the Federal sys-
tem of government established by the
Constitution. As the Supreme Court so
well declared in Texas against White,
the Constitution in all its provisions
“looks to an indestructible Union com-
posed of indestructible States.”

Fourth, Many of their provisions are
inconsistent with the fundamental prin-
ciple of justice which decrees that all
laws should apply in like manner to all
men in like circumstances.

Fifth. Many of their provisions vest
uncontrolled and uncontrollable discre-
tionary power in Federal officials and,
for that reason, are irreconcilable with
the principle that we have a government
of laws rather than a government of
men.

Sixth. Many of their provisions under-
take to rob all Americans of basic eco-
nomic, legal, personal, and property
rights for the supposed benefit of only
one segment of our population and, for
that reason, conflict with the prineciple
that all men are entitled to stand equal
before the law.

Seventh. They attempt to solve, by the
coercive power of Federal law, problems
which can only be solved in a satisfactory
manner by cooperation, good will, and
tolerance on the part of the people in
local communities.

Eighth. They are based upon the fal-
lacy that men can achieve economic and
social satisfaction by the coercive power
of law rather than by their personal
exertions.

When all is said, those of us who op-
pose civil rights proposals of this nature
are seeking to preserve the system of gov-
ernment ordained by the Constitution,
and the basic economic, legal, personal,
and property rights of individuals for
the benefit of all Americans of all races
and all generations. As one of the
greatest students of American govern-
ment, Woodrow Wilson, declared:

The history of liberty is a history of the
limitation of governmental power, not the
increase of it. When we resist, therefore, the
concentration of power, we are resisting the
processes of death, because concentration of
power is what alwaye precedes the destruc-
tion of human liberties,

Since my article in the fall 1963 issue
of the North Carolina Law Review points
out some of the defects in the pending
civil rights proposals, I ask unanimous
consent that it may be printed at this
point in the REcorb.
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There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

THE U.S, CONGRESS AND CIvIL RIGHTS
TION
(By Sam J. ErVIN, JR.)

Recent years have seen a spate of legisla-
tion proposed and enacted allegedly designed
to protect the civil rights of American citi-
zens. In the next few pages, I should like to
analyze some of the attitudes and philos-
ophies behind this legislation, and to show
why I consider them constitutionally defec-
tive.

I

At the very beginning I must declare my
opposition to those who hold that a Sena-
tor should pay little heed to constitutional
questions; instead, seems the attitude, a
Senator should concern himself only with
policy, relying on the Supreme Court to sup-
ply the judgment as to the constitutionality
or unconstitutionality of the Ilegislation.
There are several answers to such an argu-
ment.

First, I as a Senator take my oath of of-
fice by swearing fealty to the Constitution
of the United States. Just as Chief Justice
John Marshall found the source of judicial
review in this cath taken by him, so can a
SBenator honestly repeat the always timely
message that 1t is the Constitution he is ex-
pounding. Moreover, the Supreme Court
gives a presumption of constitutionality to
any law passed by the Congress. Especially,
since 1938 this is true of legislation passed
under the commerce clause, a clause now be-
ing discovered allegedly to have application
to the raclal problem. For a Senator to deny
himself the responsibility of consideration of
the constitutionality of legislation would be
to deny the very premise of constitutional
presumption—that the Court can presume
constitutionality because the Congress itself
has fully considered the constitutional issues
involved.

Moreover, even if one admits that certain
proposals would be constitutional in the nar-
row sense that they would be upheld by a
contemporary Supreme Court, “constitution-
ality” carries with it a broader meaning than
that. Cynics are fond of quoting Mr.
Hughes' comment that the Constitution is
what the courts say it is. To say this, which
is only half-true, and stop, is to distort the
meaning of the American experience, which
attempts, insofar as humanly possible to in-
stitute a government of unvarying principles.
Alexander Bickel put the lssue well in an
article in the New Republic on title II of the
Civil Rights Act of 1963 (8. 1731),* when he
said “what the Court will establish as a mat-
ter of constitutional power under the Com-
merce Clause does not necessarily dispose of
all issues of principle, either for the Court or
for Congress. There may be reasons of prin-
ciple that should cause Congress not to ex-
ercise its commerce power at all, or to the
full.”* Thus, even though I question ser-
lously even the “‘technical'’ constitutionality
of the proposed ecivil rights legislation,
should I admit that the Court would uphold
them, ad arguendo, I would still insist that
the “higher meaning” of “constitutionality”
would then come into play and would serve
to defeat the legislation.

The central, overwhelming defect of pro-
posed civil rights legislation is the abroga-
tion of the principle of federalism involved
in all of the proposals. And, it is sadly true
that the Supreme Court itself has been one
of the chief agents of taking away traditional
rights from the States and investing them

1 8. 1731, 88th Cong., 1st sess. (1963) (here-
inafter cited as 8. 1731).

* Bickel, “Civil Rights and the Congress,"
the New Republic, Aug. 8, 1963, p. 14,

24013

in an ever more powerful centralized Federal
Government. Thus, it is up to the Congress
as a whole and to each individual Represent-
ative and Senator to remember his oath and
to protect the original meaning of the Con-
stitution.

The men who composed the Constitutional
Convention in 1787 comprehended in full
measure the everlasting political truth that
no man or set of men can be safely trusted
with governmental power of an unlimited
nature. In consequence, they were deter-
mined, above all things, to establish a gov-

~ernment of laws and not of men. To pre-

vent the exercise of arbitrary power hy the
Federal Government, they inserted in
Constitution of the United States the doe-
trine of the separation of governmental pow=-
ers.

They delegated to the Federal Government
the power necessary to enable it to discharge
its limited functions as a central govern-
ment and left to the States all other powers.
It was this use of the doctrine of the sepa-
ration of powers which prompted Chief Jus-
tice Salmon P. Chase to make these mem-
orable remarks in his opinion in Tezas v.
Whited

“Not only, therefore, can there be mo loss
of separate and independent autonomy to
the States, through their union under the
Constitution, but it may be not unreason-
ably sald that the preservation of the States,
and the maintenance of their governments,
are as much within the design and care of
the Constitution as the preservation of the
Unlon and the maintenance of the National
Government. The Constitution, in all its
provisions, looks to an indestructible Union,
composed of indestructible States.” ¢

The proponents of current clvil rights leg-
islation, many of them undoubted men of
good will, would, in an attempt to meet a
genuine problem concerning the inflamed
nature of relations between the races in this
country, pounce upon an even more pressing
need—the need to preserve limited, constitu-
tional government in an age of mass bureauc-
racy and centralization.

Much of the proposed legislation would
obliterate our Federal system. For example,
the so-called literacy bills would contra-
vene the specific constitutional assignment
to the States to set the qualifications for
their voters, limited only by the command of
the 15th amendment that racial qualifica-
tions are unconstitutional. Instead, the pro-
ponents of such measures would have the
U.S. Congress arbitrarily impose its own defi-
nition of literacy upon the States. In addi-
tion, the 1963 version of the bill, incorpo-
rated as title I of 8. 17315 would even allow
the Federal Government to take over the
registration machinery from a locality if a
Judge found that less than 15 percent of the
members of one race were registered to vote.

Everyone qualified should be allowed to
register and vote or else our democratic herit-
age Is trampled In the ground. Prosecu-
tion, by the State or Federal agencies with
Jurisdietion, of individuals, who under color
of law discriminate, should be vigorous.
There are laws already on the books to ac-
complish this. Federal prosecution Is guar-
anteed under provisions of 18 U.S.C. 2429 18
U.S.C. 2417 and 18 U.S.C. 3715 In addition,
there are the Civil Rights Acts of 1957¢ and
1960 *® which put further laws at the dis-
posal of the Attorney General and his stafl.

374 U.S. (T Wall.) 700 (1868).

4Id. at 725.

5§, 1731, § 101.

®18 US.C. § 242 (1948).

T18 US.C. § 241 (1048).

518 U.8.C, § 871 (1948).

® 71 Stat. 634 (codified in scattered sections
of 5, 28,42 U.8.0.).

174 Stat. 86 (codified in scattered sections
of 18, 20, 42 U.8.C.).
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Unfortunately, from the standpoint of some
people, these laws all preserve such time-
consuming and inconvenient procedures as
the necessity for full and convincing proof
in individual cases, and the guarantees of
trial by jury. Thus, in their haste to achieve
the end to any discrimination in voting any-
where, these gealots are willing to trample
on traditional judicial guarantees and to
destroy the Federal system.

The entire “Civil Rights Act of 1963" can
be used as illustration of this theme, for
every title has the Federal Government fur-
ther intruding into State and local affairs.
It would be well for our country if the ad-
vocates of such legislation would pause and
ponder these wise words of Mr, Justice Suth-
erland:

“Every Journey to a forbidden end begins
with the first step; and the danger of such a
step by the Federal Government in the direc-
tlon of taking over the powers of the States
is that the end of the journey may find the
Btates so despoiled of their powers, or—
what may amount to the same thing—so re-
lieved of the responsibilities which posses-
slon of the powers necessarily enjoins, as to
reduce them to little more than geographical
subdivisions of the national domain. It is
safe to say that if, when the Constitution
was under consideration, it had been
thought that any such danger lurked behind
its plain words, it would never have been
ratified.” 1

The most obvious example of such at-
tempts to reduce the States to meaningless
zeroes on the Nation's map is, of course, the
public accommodations section of the act,
title II.2* Hopefully, Congress will correctly
recognize that few more blatantly unconsti-
tutional and unwise pleces of legislation have
ever been proposed. But, whatever the leg-
islative fate of title II, it is still profitable
to examine the philosophies behind it.

We do well to look to the words of an
eminent jurist, Mr. Justice Frankfurter, in
regard to the Interstate commerce clause:

“The interpenetrations of modern society
have not wiped out State lines. It is not for
us to make inroads upon our Federal system
either by indifference to its maintenance or
excessive regard for the unifying forces of
modern technology. Scholastic reasoning
may prove that no activity is isolated within
the boundaries of a single State, but that
cannot justify absorption of legislative power
by the United States over every activity.” 12

Now it is true that this same jurist also
preached that the judgment regarding the
balance between the State and Federal Gov-
ernment, especially in regard to the com-
merce clause, was to be left to the legisla-
tive bodies themselves. This points out once
again, I believe, the overwhelming impor-
tance of the necessity of a Senator or Rep-
sentative to consider fully the constitutional
implications of legislative proposals.

The enactment of title II would open the
door for Federal supervision over any and
every facet of an individual's life. Once we
begin using the commerce clause to affect
matters that have no rational connection
with the free flow of goods, then we have
fatally dropped the bar to governmental
tyranny that was the purpose of the original
framers of the Constitution, who were so
careful to construct safeguards against an
all-encompassing  Federal Government.
Again, it is not a matter of the end served.
Progress in voluntary desegregation of places
of public accommodations is to be applauded.
But law, and especially law emanating from
the Impersonal Federal Government, cannot
change social customs; only local men of
good will of both races, meeting, and talking

1 Carter v. Carter Coal Co., 208 U.S. 238,
295-96 (1935).

128 1731, §§ 201-206.

1t polish Nat'l Alliance v. NLRB, 322 U.8.
643, 650 (1943).
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frankly together, can solve those problems
which exist between the races.

The attempts being made to erase State
lines are not only manifestly unwise, but
also clearly unconstitutional. I might refer
my readers to the hearings of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary of the Senate on 8.
1731 % held in July, August, and September
of this year for a full discussion of the un-
constitutionality of the legislation. But
even a cursory glance at judiclal precedent
will indicate the constitutional unworthiness
of the bill. It is enough to refer to the
civil rights cases of 1883, to dismiss the
claim that the 13th or 14th amendments
offer sustenance to the provision. One need
only quote from Mr. Justice Bradley's ma~
jority opinion where he stated: “It is State
action of a particular character that is pro-
hibited. Individual invasion of individual
rights is not the subject-matter of the
amendment.” ¥ Even those decisions which
have extended, and in my opinion, unwar-
rantably, the concept of State action, have
always been careful to point out the inter-
relationship between the State and the oper-
atlon regulated. Thus, for example, two
controversial decisions ' both reaffirmed the

traditional wunderstanding of the 14th
amendment. As stated in Shelley v. Krae-
mer: 18

“Since the decision of this Court in the
clvil rights cases * * *, the principle has
become firmly embedded in our constitu-
tional law that the action inhibited by the
first section of the 14th amendment is only
such action as may fairly be sald to be that
of the States. That amendment erects no
shield against merely private conduct, how-
ever discriminatory or wrongful.®

Justice Clark, writing for the Court in
Burton v. Wilmington Parking Authority®
further stated that “private conduct abridg-
ing individual rights does no violence to the
Equal Protection Clause unless to some sig-
nificant extent the State in any of its mani-
festations has been found to have become
involved in it.'=

The interstate commerce clause is also a
dubious peg on which to hang the public
accommodations bill. Never before has the
clause been used to regulate that which has
absolutely no connection with the manufac-
ture, labeling, or shipment of goods. Here,
too, those decisions which apparently go
farthest in the opposite direction actually
support this view. For example, Wickard v.
Filburn,* which the proponents of title II
cite as authority for their position, actually
supports my view, in that the decision did
nothing more than carry to its logical, if ab-
surd, conclusion the concept that goods
which affect other goods in their flow
through interstate commerce are covered by
the terms of the commerce clause. Thus,
poor farmer Filburn’s wheat was held to
affect the status in interstate commerce of
all other wheat. How one can derive from
this case any conclusion that the interstate
commerce clause could be used to compel
whom Mr. Filburn must hire or to whom he
must sell, is beyond my understanding. To
destroy the Federal system and the liberties
guaranteed by that system, with its preven-
tion of centralized tyranny, in order to legis-
late alleged equality, would be to destroy

1 Hearlngs on 8. 1731 before the Senate
Committee on the Judiclary, 88th Cong., 1st
sess. (1963).

15109 U.8. 3 (1883).

1 Id. at 11.

it Burton v. Wilmington Parking Authority,
365 U.S. 716 (1961); Shelley v. Kraemer, 334
U.S. 1 (1947).

1% Supra note 17.

1» 334 U.S. at 13.

20365 U.S. 716 (1961).

n71d. at 722.

2317 U.S. 111 (1943).
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constitutional government. We should
hearken to the words of Mr. Justice Harlan,
speaking to the American Bar Assoclation.

“Our Federal system, though born of the
necessity of achieving union, has proved to
be a bulwark of freedom as well. We are
accustomed to speak of the Bill of Rights
and the 14th amendment as the principal
guarantees of personal liberty. Yet it would
surely be shallow not to recognize that the
structure of our political system accounts no
less for the free society we have. Indeed,
it was upon the structure of government that
the founders primarily focused in writing
the Constitution. Out of bitter experience
they were suspicious of every form of all-
powerful central authority and they sought
to assure that such a government would
never exist in this country by structuring
the Federal Establishment so as to diffuse
power between the executive, legislative, and
Judiclal branches. The diffusion of power
between Federal and State authority serves
the same ends, and takes on added signifi-
cance as the size of the Federal bureaucracy
continues to grow.

A federal system is of course difficult to
operate, demanding political genius of the
highest order. It requires accommodations
being made that may often seem irksome or
inefficient. But out of that very necessity
usually comes pragmatic solutions of more
lasting value than those emanating from the
pens of the best of theoretical planners.
Unless we are prepared to consider the diver-
sified development of the United States as
having run its course and to envisage the
future of the country largely as that of a
welfare society we will do well to keep what
has been called the delicate balance of Fed-
eral-State relations in good working order.” =

As Justice Harlan says, the reason for the
preservation of the federal system is that
that system is the best guarantor of our
fundamental liberties, I concur whole-
heartedly in the mordant analysis of Robert
Bock of Yale University’s Law School, when
he says:

“Instead of a discussion of the merits of
legislation, of which the proposed Interstate
Public Accommodations Act outlawing dis-
crimination in business facilities serving the
public may be taken as the prototype, we
are treated to debate whether it is more or
less cynical to pass the law under the com-
merce power or the 14th amendment, and
whether the Supreme Court is more likely
to hold it constitutional one way or the
other * * *, The discussion we ought to
hear is the cost of freedom that must be paid
for such legislation, the morality of enforc-
ing morals through law, and the likely con-
sequences for law enforcement of trylng to
do so." ¥

Truly, in the midst of the cynical debate
on how best can sections of the Constitu-
tion be stretched beyond their traditional
understanding to encompass the aims of cer-
tain social theorists, there is all too little
discussion of the immense price in personal
liberty and freedom that will be the cost
of such so-called reform. Once again we
are well advised by Mr. Justice Harlan, who
when writing in Peterson v. City of Green-
ville,® stated:

“Underlying the cases involving an alleged
denial of equal protection by ostensibly pri-
vate action is a clash of competing consti-
tutional claims of a high order: liberty and
equality. Freedom of the Iindividual to
choose his associates or his neighbors, to use
and dispose of his property as he sees fit,
to be irrational, arbitrary, capricious, even
unjust in his personal relations are things
all entitled to a large measure of protection

3 Address by Assoclate Justice Harlan,
American Bar Center, Aug. 13, 1063.

% Bock, “Civil Rights—A Challenge,” the
New Republic, Aug,. 31, 1963, pp. 21-22.

373 U.S. 244 (1963).
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from governmental interference. This lib-
erty would be overridden, in the name of
equality, if the strictures of the [14th]
amendment were applied to governmental
and private action without distinetion. Also
inherent in the concept of State action are
values of federalism, a recognition that there
are areas of private rights upon which Fed-
eral power should not lay a heavy hand and
which should properly be left to the more
precise instruments of local authority.” *

Thus, in summary, the main substantive
constitutional defect of proposed civil rights
legislation is the abrogation of the Federal
system that would come in the aftermath of
choosing equality over liberty and freedom.
I have spoken briefly only of two particular
items of legislation, the literacy bill and the
Public Accommodations Act, but both stand
for the entire range of proposed legislation,
all revolutionizing our traditional under-
standing of the meaning of liberty within the
American federal system,

o

The first section of this article was in-
tended to expose briefly the chief substantive
demerit of proposed civil rights legislation—
the loss of the traditional liberty guaranteed
by, among other things, the federal system,
in an attempt to legislate equality. In this
section, however, I should like to consider
the chief procedural defect of this proposed
legislation, a defect so great in itself as to
raise serious constitutional questions. I am

of the vast amount of discretionary
power that would be lodged in varlous parts
of the executive department by the proposed
bill.

Our ancestors appraised at its full value
the everlasting truth embodied in Daniel
Webster's assertion that “whatever govern-
ment i8 not a government of laws is a des-
potism, let it be called what it may.” Con-
sequently they prized very highly the fol-
lowing concept: that our courts should ad-
minister equal and exact justice according
certain and uniform laws applying in like
manner to all men in like situations.

Titles I~ II,* and III* of 8. 1781 all give
the Attorney General of the United States
the power to intervene in disputes between
the individual and the allegedly discriminat-
ing officials or individuals. In the case of
title I, dealing with voting rights, the new
grant of power merely continues the unwise
precedents established in the Civil Rights
Acts of 1957 # and 1960 But the remaining
two titles feature entirely new grants of
power. Thus, section 204 (a) and (b) read:

“Sec. 204. (a) Whenever any has
eng: or there are reasonable grounds
to belleve that any person is about to en-
gage in any act or practice prohibited by
section 203 [discrimination in public ac-
commodations], a civil action for preventive
relief * * * may be instituted (1) by the
person aggrieved, or (2) by the Attorney
General for or in the name of the United
States if he certifies that he has received
a written complaint from the person ag-
grieved and that in his judgment (i) the
person aggrieved is unable to initiate and
maintain appropriate legal proceedings and
(11) the purposes of this title will be mate-
rially furthered by the filing of an action.

“(b) In any action commenced pursuant
to this title by the person aggrieved, he
shall if he prevails be allowed a reasonable
attorney’s fee as part of the costs.”

» Id. at 260 (separate opinion).

78, 1731, § 101,

2 8.1781, §§ 201-05.

=8, 1731, §§ 801-10.

071 Stat. 634 (codified In scattered sections
of 5, 28, 42 U.8.C.).

74 Stat. 86 (codified in scattered sections
of 18, 20,42 U.S.C.).

28, 1781, §§ 204 (a), (b).
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Likewise, title III gives the Attorney Gen-
eral the discretionary power to institute
suits in behalf of school desegregation.®

By these provisions, the bill proposes to
do these two things: (1) to establish a new
procedure for the enforcement or vindica-
tion of certain supposed civil rights of pri-
vate persons at the expense of the taxpayers;
and (2) to confer upon one fallible human
being; namely, the temporary occupant of
the Office of the Attorney General, whoever
he may be, the despotic power to grant the
benefit of the procedure to some persons
and withhold it from others.

The proposed law is scarcely operative at
all unless the Attorney General, acting ei-
ther with or without reason, so wills. This
is not government by law. It is government
by the whim of the Attorney General.

It is to be noted, moreover, that the new
procedure to be authorized by the bill is to
be used for and against such persons only
as the Attorney General may select. This
belng true, the bill is utterly repugnant to
the fundamental concept that courts are
created to administer equal and exact jus-
tice in compliance with certain and uniform
laws applying in like manner to all men in
like situations. Moreover, section 204(b)
requires a successfully prosecuted defendant
to pay the costs of his prosecution, whereas
if he successfully defends himself, there is
no like payment of his costs by the plaintiff.
This goes against every canon of equal jus-
tice and equal protection and is a particularly
glaring example of the fundamental corners
some are willing to cut in order to reach
allegedly worthwhile goals.

There is always danger that discretionary
governmental power may permit the public
officer in whom it is reposed to rule arbi-
trarily without the restraint of law. As a
consequence, no legislative body should ever
adopt any statute conferring discretionary
governmental power upon any public officer
unless such statutes satisfies the only valid
test of the advisabllity of legislation of this
nature. The test is to measure the evil a
bad public officer may do under the proposed
law rather than the good a good public officer
may do under it.

The above-mentioned titles, in addition to
title VI,* which would grant the President
the uncontrolled power to cut off Federal ald
to any projects which he, for whatever
reason, deemed to be “discriminatory,” can-
not satisfy this test. If they were enacted,
they would vest in the temporary occupant
of the office of Attorney General, regardless
of his character or qualifications, absolute
power to act or refrain from acting in the
premises at his uncontrollable discretion.
Thus the proposed laws, especially the one
allowing for the arbitrary cutoff of federal
ald, would constitute a political weapon of
the first magnitude which any administra-
tion which happens to belleve in pragmatic
politics could pervert from their avowed pur-
poses to curry favor with some groups or to
browbeat state officials into submission to its
will. This is especially true where, as in the
case of these bills, the words central to the
bills, such ag “discrimination” or “racial im-
balance,” or ‘substantial,” etc., are not de-
fined so as to give anyone a reasonable
assurance as to when he might be covered.

This is a despotic power which no good
Attorney General or President ought to want
and no bad Attorney General or President
ought to have.

I happen to adhere to the old-fashioned
belief that it is Congress which is responsi-
ble for legislating and not the executive
department or so-called independent agen-
cies, A major defect of most proposed civil
right legislation, is that Congress is asked

=g, 1731, § 307.
18 1731, § 204(b).
=S, 1731, § 601.
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to make vague declarations of policy and
then to cede effective legislative power to
administrators or officials within the body
of the executive itself.

Title VI is simply the most glaring in-
stance of this. Here the President would
have the absolute, arbitrary right to cripple
an entire State or even region should he in-
voke the in fact legislative power delegated
to him by Congress. Title VII* is a like
plece of both unconstitutional and unwise
delegation of legislative power to the Execu-
tive:

“The President is authorized to establish
a Commission to be known as the ‘Commis-
sion on Equal Employment Opportunity,’
hereinafter referred to as the Commission.
It shall be the function of the Commission
to prevent discrimination agalnst employees
or applicants for employment because of
race, color, religion, or national origin by
Government contractors and subcontractors,
and by contractors and subcontractors par-
ticipating in programs or activities in which
direct or indirect financial assistance by the
U.S. Government is provided by way of grant,
contract, loan, insurance, guaranty, or other-
wise. The Commission shall have such pow-
ers to effectuate the purposes of this title as
may be conferred upon it by the President.
The President may also confer upon the
Commission such powers he deems appro-
priate to prevent discrimination on the
grounds of race, color, religion, or national
origin in Government employment."”

Thus, Congress is asked for a vague man-
date—the prevention of discrimination. But
“The Commission shall have such powers
* * * as may be conferred upon it by the
President.” If this is not recognized as an
unconstitutional delegation of power, then
our view of the alleged separation of powers
must undergo a radical change.

In summation then, to effect a good end—
the ending of arbitrary discrimination
against any American, regardless of his race
or color—advocates of civil rights legislation
are willing to trample on traditional pro-
cedural liberties, among them the freedom
from arbitrary discretionary power vested
in a powerful Central Government. I might
say that, should such legislation continue to
be introduced and passed, then several years
from now we will need new civil rights legis-
lation to protect all of us from the abuses
of an arbitrary Federal Government. Then
those of us who had fought to preserve the
Constitution from the beginning may have
a rueful last laugh, as the truth of the old
maxims that “the end does not justify the
means” and “power corrupts; and absolute
power corrupts absolutely” will be recog-
nized.

m

Substantively and procedurally, then, the
proposed civil rights legislation suffers from
fatal defects, manifesting not only the un-
wisdom of the bills, but also their uncon-
stitutionality. When all is said, certain pro-
visions of 8. 1731 would confer upon officers
within the executive branch autocratic pow-
ers which may befit the office of commissar
of justice in a totalitarian country, but
which are incompatible with the office of
chief law enforcement division of a republic
having a government of laws rather than
a government of men.

Undoubtedly, Daniel Webster had such
governmental actions in mind as those pro-
posed by B. 1731 when he uttered these elo-
quent words:

“Other misfortunes may be borne, or their
effects overcome. If disastrous wars should
sweep our commerce from the ocean, an-
other generation may renew it; if it exhaust
our treasury, future industry may replenish
it; if it desolate and lay waste our fields,

* 8, 1781, §§ 701-08.
=5, 1731, § 701,
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still, under a new ccultivation, they will grow
green ‘again, and ripen to future harvests.

“It were but a trifie even if the walls of
yonder Capitol were to crumble, if it lofty
pillars should fall, and its gorgeous decora-
tions be all covered by the dust of the valley.
All these may be rebuilt.

“But who shall reconstruct the fabric of
demolished government?

“*Who shall rear again the -well-propor-
tioned columns of constitutional liberty?

“Who thall frame together the skillful
architecture which unites national sovereign-
ty with State rights, individual security, and
public pmspe‘ﬂty?

*“No, if these columns Tall, they will be
reised not again. Tike the Colosseum and
the Parthenon, they will be destined to a
mournful and melancholy immortality. Bit-
terer tears, however, will flow over them than
ever 'were thed over the monuments of
Roman or ‘Grecian art; for they will be the
monuments ‘of & ‘more glorious edifice than
Greece or Rome ever saw—the edlfice of con-
stitutional American Iiberty.”

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

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

“The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that, despite the
3-minute Iimitation during the morning
hour, 10 minutes be alloited to the Sen-
ator from New York [(Mr. KEaTiNG].

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

APPROPRIATIONS FOR JUSTICE DE-
PARTMENT CIVIL RIGHTS DIVISION

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, I am
grateful to the majority leader. Ido not
believe I shall require that much time,
but Idowish to clear up something which
occurred yesterday. Yesterday I gave
notice on fhe floor of the Senate of my
intention to propose an amendment to
the State, Justice, Commerce, the Judi-
ciary, and related agencies appropria-
tions bill (H.R. 7063) which would re-
store to the item, “salaries and expenses,
general legal activities,” the full budget
request for personnel in the Civil Rights
Division of the Department of Justice.

At that time, as I stated, I had made
only a preliminary investigation of the
relevant facts and figures. I had relied
to some extent upon an article published
in yesterday morning's New York Times
for some of the details surrounding the
item for the Civil Rights Diviston.

I have since had the chance to explore
the matter at greater length and would
like to keep the record straight on what
the situation is and what the proposed

ent is intended o accomplish.

First. In both fiscal year 1962 and
1963, and at the present time, there were
and are 81 full-time positions in ‘the
Civil Rights Division. Right now, they

* Address by Danlel Webster at public
dinner celebrating Washington's birthday in
Washington, D.C., Feb. 22, 1832,
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are all filled; there are no vacancies. Of
these 81 positions, 40 are lawyers, and
41 are clerical personnel.

Second. The Justice Deparfment has
said—and fhose fully conversant with its
enforcement functions under the civil
rights laws have concurred—that it can-
not properly perform its increasingly
heavy caseload ‘duties without additional
personnel. "The present staff is tremen-
dously overburdened with ‘its current
litigation and other important activities
in voting, .school desegregation, police
brutality, and other principal categories
of cases. Some measure of the insuper-
able burdens placed on the present staff
lies in the overtime that has been logged.
In fiscal year 1962, the clerical staff, 41
in number, had under 2,500 hours of
compensated overtime; in fiscal 1963, it
has logged more than double the over-
time for the previous year—5,069 paid
overtime hours for clerical personnel.
The lawyers' overtime is more difficult
to calculate, because many in ‘the legal
staff—for example, those in the appel-
late section of the Civil Rights Division—
handle in addition to strictly civil rights
cases a large number of appeals in mat-
ters of Federal parole and custody aris-
ing out of the administration of the
Federal prisons. Right now, however, 20
to 35 lawyers in ‘the Civil Rights Division
who concentrate on civil rights assign-
ments are carrying the brunt of the
average of 525 hours per week of uncom-
pensated overtime for the legal staif as a
whole. That is an average, and applica-
ble to the entirve legal staff. I repeat,
however, that those lawyers who are
handling civil rsights cases proper are
carrying the brunt of the overtime bur-
dens. They =are logging the overtime
gratis, and they are tremendously over-
worked.

Third. The work of the Civil Rights
Division is steadily increasing, and, if the
civil rights bill is enacted, as it surely will
be, the burdens will be staggering. But
confining its enforeement responsibilities
as they stack up under existing law, the
budget request this year was for 38 addi-
tional positions, of which half or 19 were
provided for in the House bill, leaving
19 positions short of the woriginal esti-
mate. These 19 positions would require
the additional sum of $167,000 to be
added in the Senate to the item “Salaries
and expenses, general legal activities.”

Fourth. The Committee on Appropria-
tions restored the sum of $84,000 fo the
item in question. However, at page 9 of
the committee report, it is indicated that
the $84,000 over and above the House al-
lowance is intended ‘to provide funding
for about 10 additional positions in the
Tax and Civil Divisions of the Depart-
ment to assist with increased workloads
in those Divisions. While this statement
in the committee report, as a legal mat-
ter, does not technically bind the Depart-
ment to use the funds for the purposes
indicated, everyone knows that as a prac-
tical matter, these sums cannot be di-
verted to, say, the Civil Rights Division
to help it meet its increasing burdens.
Therefore, the Civil Rights Division is, at
this time, still 19 positions short of the
budget estimate.

Fifth. The 19 positions, at a cost of
$167,000, is a modest request. ‘Of these
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19 positions, 11 ‘are for clerical person-
nel. "The remsaining ‘8 would be for law-
yers, 2 at ‘GS-12, which has a salary of
$9,475; 2 at GS-11, which has a salary
of §8,045; and 4 at GS-9, which is $6,675.
These legal positions, at the salaries in-
dicated, are not exactly ones which would
inevitably attract leading membersof the
bar. They are modest salaries, and for
the work that is put in by lawyers in the
Civil Rights Division, they are probably
less than what in all fairness should be
provided.

Therefore, Mr. President, I sent to the
desk yesterday an amendment which
would add fo the amount recommended
by the commititee the sum of $167,000
for the additional 19 positions in the
Civil Rights Division. My colleague from
New York [Mr. Javrts] is a cosponsor of
that amendment. Therefore, unless the
Justice Department feels it can perform
its assigned tasks in this important field
with fewer personnel than originally re-
quested, it is my intention to eall up the
amendment when the Justice appropria-
tions measure is reached for considera-
tion this week.

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

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

ﬁ‘he Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

‘The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, 1t13m ordered.

Is there further morning business?

FURTHER [INSTANCES ©OF IRRE-
SPONSIBELE SPENDING BY PRO-
CUREMENT OFFICERS IN DEFENSE
DEPARTMENT

Mr. WILLTAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, once again T call attention to
two Comptroller General reporis, both
of which deal with the same old story—
unnecessary waste and irresponsible
spending by the procurement -officers in

The first report, dated November 13,
1963—B-146732—discloses that over =
2%-year period the Government paid
in leasing costs a total of $2,468,492 on
two IBM 704 computer systems which
could have been bought as new equip-
ment for only $871,182.

The Comptroller ‘General estimated
that had these two machines been pur-
chased outright the total maintenance
costs over the entire period would have
been $298,034.

Thus, had the Government bought
these two IBM computers outright, in-
stead of leasing them .at these exhorbi-
tant rates, they could have saved . $1,299,-
276 in actual cash and owned two ma-
chines at the end of the period.

In the second report, dated November
29, 1963—B-146823—the Comptroller
General calls our attention to an Air
Force Department fixed-price incentive
contract, AF' 01(601)-31042, awarded to
Grumman Aviation Engineering Corp.

This contract was for the modification
of SA-16 aircraft, and Grumman was
authorized by the Mobile Air Materiel
Area to procure the needed equipment.
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The Comptroller General stated that
the prices obtained by Grumman, which
totaled about $2,300,000, were about
$872,000, or 61 percent, higher than
prices that were currently being obtained
by the Air Force and the Navy for like
equipment.

In addition Grumman was awarded a
profit of about $278,000 on its purchases
of this equipment on which it was paying
61 percent more than normal prices.

Thus, the cost to the U.S. Government
on this $2,300,000 contract was $1,150,000
more than was necessary, or nearly
double what the cost should have been.

I quote one paragraph from the Comp-
troller General’s report which outlines a
specific example of these excessive over-
payments under the Grumman Aviation
contract:

In June 1960 the Navy purchased 51 AN/
APS-88 radar sets at a unit price of $26,971.
Three and one-half months later, during Oc-
tober 1960, the Navy purchased 57 additional
sets at a unit price of $16,974 and, during
October 1961, purchased additional sets at
a slightly lower price. However, in Septem-
ber 1960 Grumman purchased nine seis at a
unit price of $30,289 and in April 1961 pur-
chased nine additional sets plus spare com-
ponents at a unit price of $32,276 which was
nearly double the most recent Navy price.

I repeat what I have said on numerous
occasions heretofore; and that is, that
the only manner in which the Defense
Department will ever stop this indefen-
sible waste is to fire the procurement
officers who are responsible. Had this
happened in private industry, they would
have been gone long ago.

At this point I ask unanimous consent
to have incorporated in the REcorp pages
8 and 9 of the Comptroller General’s Re-
port No. B-146732. This insertion gives
a more detailed breakdown of the exces-
sive expenditures under the leasing ar-
rangements and the two IBM 704 com-
puters,

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

Data reduction computer system
Cost of leasing system (IBM 704
and supporting equipment) :

1961—rental plus overtime
charges --- $379,938
1962—rental plus overtime
charges 406, 502
1963—January through Au-
gust—rental cost plus over-
time 210, 240
Leasing cost for 2 years, 8
months. 996, 680
Add interest on lease cost____ 23, 605
Total leasing eost_ ... - 1, 020, 285
Cost of TBEM 704 system, new_.__ 1,229,370
Less reductlon. .- oceomeaaoo 860, 569
Cost to purchase Dec. 31, 1960.- 368, 811
Add:
Maintenance, 31 months!_ . 121, 034
Interest on purchase cost.. 21,922
Interest on maintenance
cost. 2,784
Total cost to purchase__ 514, 551
Excess cost incurred by
leasing data reduction
computer. 505, 734

1l1-month maintenance included in pur-
chase price.
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FLIGHT SIMULATION LABORATORY AT WHITE
SANDS MISSILE RANGE

The IBM 704 system installed at the Flight
Simulation Laboratory in October 1959 was
also leased from IBM under GSA contract.
The contract provided for a monthly rental
rate of approximately $55,000 for primary
shift utilization (8 hours per day, 5 days a
week) plus an additional charge for extra
shift utilization.

Although WSMR could have purchased this
equipment from IBM at reduced prices which
would have been advantageous to the Gov-
ernment, we could find no evidence that any
consideration was given to procuring the
needed equipment from IBM. Inasmuch as
WSMR continued to lease this equipment
from IBM, rather than to procure it, unnec-
essary costs of $794,000 were incurred from
January 1961 through June 1963. This
equipment was replaced by more modern
equipment in July 1963.

The average monthly rental charge for the
equipment which would have been more eco-
nomical to purchase than to lease was $47,223.
The summary of our computation of unnec-
essary costs incurred by leasing the 704 sys-
tem is as follows:

Laboratory computer system
Cost of leasing system (IBM 704
and supporting equipment) :

1961—rental plus overtime
charges 8618, 427
1862—rental plus overtime
[0 T A R e L oy E 567, 814
1863—January through June,
rental plus overtime charges.. 230, 468
Leasing cost for 2 years,
6 months._ ... . o.ooc s 1,416, 709
Add interest on lease oSt noooo. 31,408
Total leasing cost..------- 1, 448, 207

Cost of IBM 704 system, new-__. 1,674, 570

Less reduction 1,172, 199
Cost to purchase Dec, 31, 1960-.- 502,371
Add:
Maintenance, 20 monthsi_._. 121,248
Interest on purchase cost____ 28, 432
Interest on maintenance cost. 2,614
Total cost to purchase.... 654, 6656

Excess cost incurred by leas-
ing laboratory computer. 793, 542

11-month maintenance in purchase price.

LONELY SOULS—THE PROBLEM OF
THE NEGRO IN A WHITE COMMU-
NITY

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, in
the Miami Daily News of December 9
there appeared a particularly poignant
and persuasive article by one of the
South’s great writers and editors, Bill
Bagegs, entitled “Lonely Souls.”

It is a touching description of the
problem of the Negro and his feelings
as he endeavors to live in what is pre-
dominantly a white man’s community.

It is not too often on this particular
subject that I find myself in agreement
with Mr. Baggs, but in this instance I
could not help but agree and be moved
by some of the things he had to say, par-
ticularly with respect to the indefensi-
bility of intolerance, bigotry, ignorance,
and discrimination.

However, the thrust of the article was
that the matter is one of the soul and
that all souls are alike, irrespective of
the color of the skin. Bill Baggs then
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went on to say, in quoting one of Flori-
da’s former Governors:

The soul of man is beyond the reach of a
court order. A court by its orders can end
racial discrimination, but it cannot end
racial prejudice. That is, human conduct
can be influenced by laws, but not the soul.
And when you get through all the noise,
and all the arguments which have swirled up
in the civil rights debate, you are talking
about souls.

This is the approach, Mr. President,
that I have been seeking to take and the
reason why I have repeatedly said I do
not think we need any additional laws
in order to move forward in the solution
to this problem which has plagued us for
over 100 years.

I have stated in the past, and still
firmly believe, that the core of the issue
is one of the heart, the mind, and as Mr.
Baggs has said “the soul,” and that all
of us would be better off and the prob-
lem would come nearer to being met if
we candidly and frankly examined into
our own souls, remembering that in
God’s eyes we are all God'’s children with
no color difference in the souls of any
of us.

I ask unanimous consent to have this
article printed at this point in the Rec-
ORD.

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

LoweELY BouLs
(By Bill Baggs)

He is a Negro, born in Florida, a minister
whose work beyond the church door has been
a hard mixture of preaching to the black
man that he must learn more to become a
good citizen and preaching to the white
man that our democracy shall not be com-
plete until the Negro gets his civil rights.

In all the noise and fury, the simple reason
for the Negro to petition for his rights has
been shrouded.

A question was put to the minister. What
does the Negro in America want?

“He wishes to become a part of America,”
said the minister.

This is a fact not understood by many
men with white skins in our country, Since
Colonial days in America, the Negro has been
separate from the other people in the so-
ciety. An almost historic loneliness dwells
inside the Negro who thinks of this fact.

THE WALL STANDS

It is a painful loneliness for the Negro
who has learned the wisdom of what Booker
T. Washington wrote: “No race can prosper
till it learns that there is as muck dignity in
tilling a field as in writing a poem."”

Every race has its lazy ones, and surely
the Negro race has its share, but the edu-
cated Negro suffers horribly. He has learned
the dignity in the field and the dignity of a
poem, and yet the wall stands there, separat-
ing him from the rest of America,

This is true in Birmingham and it is true
in Philadelphia. It is true across the Re-
public,

NORMAL SOMEBODY

“I wish to become a normal somebody,” a
Negro leader said.

He did not wish to have any edge in so-
ciety, any special rights, any privileges.

“What I wish is to walk a street and not
be looked at, or enter a store and buy what
I can afford without a feeling of discomfort,
or have the children of my race go to the
nearest school.”

This is what the man meant in saying he
wished to become “a normal somebody."”
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As Governor Collins remarked in a fine
speech last week, the soul of man ls beyond
the reach of a court order. A court by its
orders can end racial discrimination, but it
cannot end racial pi . That is, human
conduct can be influenced by laws, but not
the soul.

And when you get through all the noise,
and all the arguments which have swirled up
in the ecivil rights debate, you are talking
about souls.

SOUL OF MAN

It is strange that in our modern soclety,
with a treasury .of knowledge not before
known in history, we are embarrassed to talk
aloud about souls. It nearly appears that a
person might fear other people think him a
nut if he discusses the soul of man.

And wet, it is the soul which is at the
bottom of all this struggle. The lonely soul
of the Negro in America, and the souls which
too many white Americans have not exam-
ined. Their own souls.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the
State of Connecticut knew President
John Fitzgerald Kennedy well. I ask
unanimous consent to include in the
Recorp various editorials from Connec-
ticut newspapers which pay tribute to
our late President. These editorials
truly reflect the love and respect all the
people of Connecticut had for President
Kennedy.

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

[From the Hartford (Conn.) Times,
Nov. 23, 1863]
JoHn F. EENNEDY

‘The young President of the United States,
Johm Witzgerald Eennedy, was murdered
from ambush by & hate-tortured misan-

The backwash «af this erime is sobering the
American people who, in recent years, have
been more and more expressing their anxie-
ties and fears about public policy in reckless,
even sick, political behavior,

The prime suspect appears to be a con-
fused and paranolac promoter of Fair Play
for Cuba. This organization has been
known to atiract persons eof far-left affilia-
tions and was, at one time, partially
financed from Cuba proper. The suspected
assassin was reportedly active in the Cuban
sympathy movement after having been
denied Russian citizenship.

But this aberration had been preceded by
others, i & dangerous and pathetic
instability of maind ‘and emotion. That a
President of the United States should die at
such hands deepens our humilistion and
heightens our grief.

Between the extremists of the right and
of the left in this country the late President
tried nobly to illuminate and to explain the
realities of modern problems; to hold the
majority on & course of reason; to isolate
and to shame those who would employ spit-
tle, and sickening slogans, and riotous con-
duct as political weapons.

Mr. Kennedy's dnsugural proclamation
that we must never tlate from fear
but also never fear to negotiate was turned
against him by jingoes who still believe that
they can blow fdown the Communist mono-
lith with hot air.

His steely and deadly earnest response
to the Soviet missile buildup in Cuba and
his contempt for the perfidious Castro en-
raged the self-exiled minority in American
soclety who cling to the deception that Cas-
tro’s revolution was genuine, wholesome, and
necessary.
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The President's eloguent appeal for prac-
tical brotherhood as a first fundamental in
civil rights and equal justice before the law
won him the contempt of Dixie.

The humiliation at the Bay of Pigs. The
detestable wall across The throbe
bing carbuncle of Cuba. The indissoluble
power of the ruling class and moneyed in-
terests of Latin America. The worsening
domestic economic future charted Tor the
United States. These challenges were faced
by the late Mr. Kennedy with patience, with
reason, with firmness and with programs.

But he was finding himself more and more
whipsawed between extremes. He was hob-
bled by equivocation and indecision in Con-
gress and within large areas .of public
opinion. And he was being abandoned by
falthless colleagues whostarted drifting from
the President’s side tosave their own hides.

It 1s only mow, when this young man is
lifeless and mourned, that some shocked
Americans will cool down and listen to what
he had tosay.

Now the viclous gossip about the Ken-
nedy dynasty will not evoke such cruel
laughter.

Now the hope and the commonsense, the
humor and the idealism, the courage and the
insights of what Senator RusserL called this
brilliant and dedicated young statesman
will get the hearing, posthumously, that they
have always «deserved.

Mr. Kennedy's first 3 years in the White
House were interpreted as disappointing by
some of his friends. He was damned for
moving tooslowly in civil rights. ‘Then when
he moved, after the violence at Oxford and
Birmingham, he was cursed for precipitating
tensions with mo plans for allaying them.

The President was on the right side in
the great debate .over the moral challenge
inherent in the race crisis—and no man of
conscience, -of ethical awareness, of sclen-
tific reasoning or religious conviction could
deny it.

But the rightness of his cause became lost
in the fierce and cynical maneuvers of spe-
clal and regional interests; in the muck of
political contention; in the howling tribalism
of party factions—stirred to a kind of seman-
tic madness by the marcotic of unreasoning
dissent.

‘Well, John F. Kennedy did not live beyond
the age of 46. He was not allowed the grace
of even one full term in the office he had
won, and which he had enriched and en-
Hvened with great intellectual and cultural
attentiveness.

Although personally popular for his mas-
culine charm and the exciting glow cast by
his beautiful wife and their utterly norm
family, John EKennedy was denied the full
attention and the respect that his ideas, his
modern idealism, and his vastly researched
plans warranted. Too many people were
searching for too easy amswers—and they
still are.

Perhaps as we review the tragically short-
ened career of this young man, we can think
more objectively about the real content and
portent of ‘the issues upon which he dis-
coursed so solemnly and, at times, so futilely.
That would seem ‘to be the least measure of
gratitude and devotion that we can pay to
John Fitzgerlald Kennedy, the 85th President
of the United States, whose life was yielded
to a fanatic's gun in Dalias, Tex., Novem-
ber 22, 1968.

RoBeErRT 'W. LiuCcas.

[From the Hartford (Conn.) Courant,
Nov. 28, 1863]

DEATH OF A PRESIDENT

Not since the assassinastion of Abraham
Lincoln has the lightning of fate struck down
a President with such swift mnexpectedness
as yesterday 'in ‘the @treets of Dallas. This
senseless murder leaves one awed and mumb.
Here is » change in ithe leadership of the
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country that nooneexpected and that no one
can have wanted—surely not even that
twisted, malignant spirit in human form that
caused it.

‘What does this portend? What effect will
this tragedy have on that surging tide of
Tacial change whose sweep will still, inevita-
bly, make real for America's Negroes as well
as whites that historic affirmation that all
men are created iequal? What effect will this
blow have an legislation? What on the presi-
dential electlon that is less than a year
away? Stillmore, what new directions will it
glve to that titanic struggle that dominates
the last half of our cemtury—the cold war?

The answers to these questions, and many
more like them, are unknewn. At the mo-
‘ment one comes back only to the 'blow itself.
There looms the human drama. At.one mo-
ment President Kennedy was enjoying the
accustomed, carefree routine of being a
visitor among some part of the American
people. And those people, no matter what
their party, always find their hearts gquick-
ening at the sight of the President. In the
next instant the hand of death struck, from
nowhere, Half an hour later the gest
man ever to be elected President of the
United States lay dead. Almost surely he had
dhead of him 5 more years in office, and that
Tull place in history, reserved for those who
are two-time Presidents. "We remember the
confident young man of the inaugural, on
‘that frosty day less than 8 years ago deliver-
ing toa listening, watching Nation, what may
well be that one of his speeches to Hve in
history. There followed the familiar course
of partisan political battles—a tripartite
battle it was, what with the backward tug
of the southern wing of Mr. Kennedy's own
party.

Now all that has fallen away, and there is
only awe and stillness.

There remains the bereaved family—two
young, fatherless children. Even both of the
President's parents remain to mourn. And
t.har:i &mmmﬁm-mm wife, one moment
gay 8, next.sheltering the bleeding
head of her husband in her arms.

For a moment the turbulent stream .of
history is stilled. ‘This event calls to mind
our earlier President Johmson, Andrew, who
likewise came In office by the accident of a
madman's bullet. We think of the new
President, Liyndon Johnson, ‘suddenly con-
fronted with wuncounted responsibilities.
He is an older man than his predecessor, and
he has known illness. But then President
Eisenhower, too, has had a heart attack, and
he lives.

Such an event as this highlights the al-
most casual way we choese our Vice Presi-
dents. Yet this country has lived through
such swift, sharp turns in its course before
in the century and three-guarters of the
Constitution. Today the future is & gues-
tion mark. All we can do is say, after the
fashion of the peoples of old when death
brought them fthe uncertainty of & new
ruler: Long live the king.

There are two schools of thought as to
what shapes history. ©One helds that men
make events, the other the reverse. This
last view was written by Tolstol in his “War
and Peace.” The tide in human affairs is
what shapes the future, he argues, and it
Inevitably calls up leaders who mide its
crest. Probably the truth lies halfway be-
tween this view mnd the other, that great
men bend our course to their will. "We can
be sure that the mext half decade, at least,
will be different from what it would have
been if yesterday's blow had not struck. Yet
there are clearly also great historical forces
at work, in this country and in the world.
They are forces that will mot be denled, no
matter who s in office.

‘This is a time for all of us to open our
hearts and our minds, to be generous to the
new President, as he faces the darkness
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ahead. We are a people who do not seem to
feel ourselves called to We ure

gimwmmmmu.toum
George do it, to not wanting to be involved.
Perhaps now we shall be shocked into a more
sober awareness of our duties as citizens.
Faced with this tragedy, let
ment at least push hate and fear
us mourn him who has left

hold him who succeeds him.

[From the New Haven (Conn.) Register,
Nov. 25, 1963]

A NatroNn MourNs ITs SLAIN PRESIDENT
John Fitzgerald Kennedy, 35th President of

cause he represented you and me. He was
our President. Because he was, he died.
He was not slain because he was John Fitz-
gerald Kennedy, the individual. He was
murdered because he was our President, our
personal representative in national and world
affairs. It is because of this that the tragedy
strikes into every home and heart in the
United States and outside the Nation where
ifreedom burns.

It is ironic that Mr. Eennedy should sur-
vive enemy attacks as commander of PT-109
in World War II only to be slain by & mad-
man in his own land.

Mr. Eennedy died as he Hved—dramat-
jcally. Fate, so kind to him for 46 years,
suddenly turned cruel. He did not seek to
be dramatic, the role was destined for him.
He fllled the role nobly with distinetion to
himself, his family, his Nation, and his God.

Mr. Kennedy’s brief but active career was
one of public service. Had he so elected he
could have followed a life of complete leisure.
But he loved his Nation and his fellow man.
He served them in the House of Representa-
tives, the Benate, and the Fresidency, the
greatest honor any nation can confer upon
one of its citizens,

In a world that is mad, it must be
that some of its madness will rub off upon
others. It was such an individual whose
bullet snuffed out the life of a truly great
man and added his name to those of Abra-
ham Lincoln, James A. Garfield, and William
McKinley as assassinated Presidents.

When a man of the stature and character
of President Eennedy suddenly leaves this
world he loved, there is little that can be
sald. Mr. Eennedy wrote his own epitaph in
life,

When another chapter is written in “Pro-
files in Courage,” it will be about John Fits-
gerald Kennedy, public servant, statesman,
war hero, and father.

[From the New Haven (Conn.) Journal-
Courier, Nov. 25, 1963]

A MARTYRED PRESIDENT

A Nation placidly going about its noon-
tide affairs untll the dark hour of last Fri-
day's assassination of President John P.
Kennedy, attends upon his funeral today fol-
lowing a weekend of shocked bereavement.

A week in which Americans normally
would be approaching the mixed solemnity
and festivities of Thanksgiving Day has been
blighted by & murder, a monstrous crime
which touches upon the lives, the homes,
and families of all. The prayers for the dead
and for a beloved President are on millions
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of lips and welling from millions of hearts
this morning.

John Fitzgerald Eennedy in the 46 years
of his American boyhood, youth, and man-
hood was one of those marked by destiny
for a role in history, not alone of his own
United States but in the annals of the free
world and of free men. His fellow Amer-
icans, the great and the humble everywhere,
find it incredible that the assassin bullet
from a sniper's gun would close so abruptly,
so dreadfully, the final chapter of this too
brief biography—would make of him the
fourth of our martyred Presidents.

In an eventful and dramatic life of public
prominence and service John Fitzgerald Ken-
nedy has been no stranger to the plaudits
of the crowds, the accolades accorded our na-
tional herces, the distinctions designating
the famous. In death, he has recelved the
most honest, the most sincere, and the most
heartfelt of tributes, an outpouring of a Na-
tion’s love and affection, esteem, and recog-
nition. The eulogles of personal friends
and admirers, of political supporters and po-
litical adversaries, have been one in their mu-
tual

Today the martyred President lies in a
flag-draped casket in the Nation’s Capitol.
The burdens and responsibilities of his office
have been thrust upon a new and sorrowing
President. Governor Dempsey has pro-
claimed this a day of mourning in Connecti-
cut.

The sympathies of our people, individually,
and collectively, for the family of the slain

t, for Mrs. Eennedy, his ymmg
daughter and son, his parents, and all who
survive him, are echoed in this proclama-
tlon. Let this day be observed in our State
as the Governor requests us.

[From the Bridgeport (Conn.) Post, Nov. 23,
1963]

THE NatioN's TRAGEDY

Tragedy stalked nakedly in Texas yesterday
when an assassin’s bullet took the life of
President Kennedy, as he pressed his pre-
viously triumphant speaking tour Iin the
Lone Star State.

But this grim tragedy concerned not only
its noted victim, and the Governor of Texas
who was wounded by the same rifile burst, but
extended to ever-widening circles through-
out this country and the free world—yes,
even to Communist nations.

The tragic event also placed an overwhelm-
ing burden upon Lyndon B. Johnson, who
yesterday took the oath as President, as
domestic and world problems have moved
toward crossroads in which wvital policies
must be developed and decisive actions taken.

The current issues are too well known to
be enumerated here, but some of them are
taxes, medieare, Cuba, Vietnam, Cambodia,
Berlin, and myriad others. The new Presi-
dent, even though he may have been in close
confidence with the martyred President, and
is famillar with pending situations, must
shoulder the task ahead and maintain the
fine balance that has kept us, thus far, out
of direct conflict on the international front
and out of recesslonary trends at home.

Thus the sudden and ghastly death of
President Eennedy cast a pall over the world.
In world chancelleries lights burned fitfully.
In the churches, prayers were offered for the
assassinated Chief Executive, and in the
hearts of his countrymen, regardless of poli-
tics, there was sOrrow.

This sorrow was not only for the untimely
passing of a young and vigorous President.
It contained also a somber feeling of worry
over what portends desplte the normal Amer-
fcan optimism that everything will work out
satisfactorily.

In his inaugural address President Ken-
nedy enunclated a major precept of patriot-

ism.
“Ask not what your country can do for
you, ask what you can do for your country.”

the example. None can gainsay that he lived
and performed his duties faithfully as he
saw them, and at the end, he gave his life.

[From the Bridgeport (Conn.) Telegram,
Nov. 23, 1963]

MARTYRED PRESIDENT

A tragedy beyond words struck our Na-
tion yesterday when President John F. Een-
nedy was assassinated. Beyond words, In-
deed, for there are no words to describe the
unconscionable deed, or the overwhelming
grief of millions of Americans.

The facts are so stark, and so wretched,
they strike all of us in a shocking manner,
deeper and more poignant than any other
type of sorrow. The President of the United
States, young, vigorous, intelligent, person-
lble——ma.ssl.nsﬁed by the hand of a wanton,
pitiless, secret foe.

This awful death, which links the Presi-
dent to the ranks of our martyred dead, is a
p:ofound personal and woeful loss to all
of us.

Yesterday, millions of Americans differed,
which is their political right, in the nature
of our democratic government. And mo-
ments after President EKennedy had con-
cluded a powerful political address and began
a motorcade procession in Dallas, he slumped,
virtually In the arms of his young wife, a
maniac's victim.

A hush spread from Dallas over the Na-
tlon as the tragic message reached city and
hamlet and tears welled spontaneously.
There were then no differences of political
opinion, no Democrats, no Republicans. All
Americans were awed by that mysterious
sense of loss that comes with death, but more
especially such a cruel death.

To Mrs. Kennedy, on her first trip with the
President after her own personal suffering,
and to their lovely, now fatherless children—
our hearts go out—we can say no more.

[From the Bridgeport (Conn.)
Herald, Nov, 24, 1963]
A Grear Maw Dies aMp Yer LIVES ON

“For all flesh is as grass, and all the glory
of man as the flower of grass. The grass
withereth and the flower thereof falleth
away.”

Thus does the scripture om which John
Eennedy’s church and faith were founded
counsel us regarding the fleetingly transient
character of human life, and warn us that
even in the fullest flower of mind and body—
even in the prime of life—the grass and the
flower may die with cruel abruptness.

But the same scripture and the same
church that warn of fear and pestilence,
agony and death, teach also that life is
eternal. The seed lives on; the seed of John
Eennedy’s greatness was his immortal soul.

And the flower lives on in our mind’s eye.
The flower that is noble and beautiful may
perish as does the flesh, but its image lives
on from generation unto generation, as long
as men have memories of the great and the

Sunday

The flower lives on as the remembrance of
a President with courage to face a revolution
whose proportions were as cataclysmic In
their way as the other great revolutionary
chapters In Amerlcan were in theirs.

Nor was 1t just courage, but a determina-
tlon to vouchsafe equality and opportunity
to the Negro as no President other than Lin-
coln had done before.

The flower of a great life lives on, too, In
other images of courage which men will iden-
tify with John Kennedy as long as history
is read—the courage to stand up firmly to an
aggressive totallitarian power when dolng so
mwmn have meant imminent nuclear annihi-
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And the courage, too, to stand up to cor-
porate intransignence vhen its demands for
greater profits could have had catastrophic
effects on the economy.

His courage we shall remember, and his
nobility of character, and the strength of
his patience with men and circumstances
that often made the Presidency a painful
ordeal.

And the flower of a great life lives on in the
image of a man of great compassion. Never
has any administration, indeed, any head of
any government anywhere, exerted so much
leadership in behalf of the physically and
mentally and culturally disadvantaged.

More than any President, John EKennedy
viewed as one of the key roles of Government
that of an agent of a humanitarian soclety
lending its encouragement and support to
those unable to fend for themselves.

Those who were dearest to President Een-
nedy have from childhood been steeped in an
unshakable faith that the souls of the good
live on eternally. And Americans of every
faith who know of John Kennedy's works
know that the flower of this noble spirit can-
not really die, for its roots are grounded in
enduring greatness.

[From the Waterbury (Conn.) Republican,
Nov. 23, 1963]

JoaEN F. EENNEDY

“Eternal rest grant unto him * * * and let
tual light shine upon him.”
mﬁs ahotlgh and horror at the death by
assassination of John Fitzgerald Kennedy,
86th President of the TUnited States of
America, confounds this Nation and the
world of nations.

His death has struck profound tragedy
in the soul of America. Stunned as must
be every feellng human, sympathy flows to
the members of the Kennedy family in their
most excruciating hour.

Yesterday's cruel history has enervated
Americans and made awful pause in the
lives of citizens bereaved of their President.
The Nation mourns and wonders, and mixed
with sorrow is the pulse of outrage at so
despicable an act, a deed all the more chill-
ing because of the pathos of its context.
No one can visualize Mrs. Eennedy cradling
her husband’s head and not feel emotion
physically.

As of this writing the man who com-
mitted the murder of John F, Kennedy is not
positively identified, but he will be the oh=
ject of this Nation’s wrath as he has been
the agent of its terrible loss.

Lyndon Baines Johnson, because of the
murder in his native Texas, which could
have claimed his life too, has been sworn
in as the new President of the United States
in solemnity and grief, and to him devolve
the awesome duties of Chief Executive in an
hour of personal and national i

What can and will be sald and written
about John F. Kennedy the man and John
F. Kennedy the President will be here left
to less trying hours. His death has jolted
the fabric of all contemporary affairs and
few in our national and international
life will be unaffected.

At this hour, while our country absorbs
the shock and the body of Président Kennedy
lies In state, grief holds dominion. The
President held a special place in the hearts
of the people of Waterbury, a place now
darkened by his death, He promised, at his
second electrifying appearance on the green
just over a year ago, that he would come
back to Waterbury at 3 o'clock in the morn-
ing—to speak to the people of a city he
had identified with his presidential victory
and whose enthusiasm had evidently touched
him. The crowd roared and there was no
doubt in any observer's mind that Water-
bury would have been there again in No-
vember 1964, if it had to brave a firestorm,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Perhaps, a year from now, there will be
somebody on the green in symbolic waiting.
John F. Kennedy is dead. Let us mourn.

[From the Waterbury (Conn:) American,
Nov. 23, 1963]
JorN F. EKENNEDY

Why?

Persistently, hour after hour, this question
pushes itself to the forefront.

Why?

The shocking news of the assassination of
the 35th President of the United States,
John Fitzgerald Kennedy, is almost unbe-
lievable. The rational mind tries futllely
to tell itself that this has not hap-
pened—not in the year 1963 in a natlon
which considers itself civillzed and a leader
in the fight for human freedom.

Yet the facts are there—cold and harsh
and inescapable.

John PFitzgerald Eennedy, aged 46, a citi-
zen, & veteran, and a statesman is dead.

The youngest man ever to be elected to
the Presidency of the United States, the first
President to profess the Roman Catholic
faith, a man of courage, conviction, and
ideals; & man with a warm smile, a strong
handclasp, and an overwhelming personality
has suddenly been taken from us by the act
of a maniac—and the whole world shudders.

Why?

We wish we knew.

But, falling to understand, we must neces-
sarily turn to what lies ahead. Presently
we are confronted with tragedy and sorrow
and grief—and they will be with us for many
months to come.

Even as we individually experience a sense
of physical illness—an experience multiplied
millions of times over in homes all across the
Nation—we must be aware that John F.
Kennedy was such a man as to point a
friendly finger toward his countrymen and
say, in effect:

“Keep punching.”

The causes for which he fought and
pleaded are still with us. They will not dis-
appear because he has passed, nor will they
be relegated to oblivion because his hand
has lost its strength.

Ideas and ideals live on long after the men
who conceive and support them leave these
mortal shores. Even out of the present

y there is hope extant—and John F.
Kennedy was nothing if not a man of hope
for the future, for the improvement of the
lot of his fellows, for peace and brotherhood
AmMONg men.

‘We must mourn his passing—but we must
not let our sorrow obscure the fact that he
was & man of faith, a man who did not be-
lieve that he had all the answers, but only
that he had an opportunity to lead in what
he conceived to be the right direction; to
set a course which others could follow, lead-
ing toward a better and brighter world.

We are stricken—but we would be letting
him down if we failed to pursue the objec-
tives which he so fervently and conscien-
tiously sought.

We grieve for his family and his close
friends—yet all the while knowing that they
must hold close to their hearts a special
share of the gratitude of a nation for his
stalwart and courageous leadership in times
that tried men's sounls.

[From the Ansonia (Conn.)
Sentinel, Nov. 23, 1963]
JorN FIrzGERALD KENNEDY

When the fact of the President’s death had
penetrated the shock most of us experienced
yesterday, there followed a sickening feeling
a8 we contemplated the human depravity
that could coldly undertake so cowardly a
deed.

The dreadful news that an assassin’s bullet
had slain John Pitzgerald Kennedy, 35th
President of the United States, in his 46th

Evening

December 10

year, stunned his fellow citizens and the
civilized world almost to disbelief. The
lethal attack from a cowardly ambush struck
down a leader whose approach to the difficul-
tles that beset our times often invited con-
troversy, yet his high courage, sharp intelli-
gence, dedicated devotion to the good of his
country as he saw it, and decent family life
earned almost wuniversal respect from his
fellow Americans.

The President’s triumphal cavalcade had
moved through Dallas streets lined with tens
of thousands cheering him and his good and
loyal wife. Moments later he was dying in
her arms. The sympathy of Americans goes
out to Mrs, Eennedy in her sudden sorrow
that is almost beyond comprehension,

Those who saw what was happening in
that Dallas street could hardly believe their
eyes, None was more stunned than Vice
President Lyndon B. Johnson, the native
Texan, who had sought the Presidency in
vain in 1960 and was now to have it thrust
upon him through a national tragedy. As
he undertook the onerous obligations of the
Presidency, the Nation’s new Chief Executive
spoke with sadness and humility. The coun-
try he said, had suffered a sad loss and he a
personal one. The world shares the loss, he
sald, with Mrs. Eennedy.

“I will do my best—that is all I can do.
I ask your help and God's,” the new Presi-
dent sald.

The youth, vigor, and buoyancy of Presi-
dent Eennedy had commanded wide admira-
tion. His self- on in the face of crisls
had rallied the Nation in the eyeball con-
frontation over the Cuban missiles. He had
given far more than lipservice to the prin-
ciple that American liberties are the right of
all Americans regardless of race.

President Eennedy was the first of Roman
Catholic faith to be elected to the Presidency.
Only 2 weeks ago he had been recognized by
a representative body of the Protestant
churches of the country with an award that
testified to their sincere respect for him.

The news of his assassination was received
around the world with deep sense of shock.
No one ever knows the full extent to which
& bullet directed by malice may alter history.

As the world mourns John F. Kennedy's
tragic death, and recommends him to God
in its prayers, men of good will everywhere
will also pray earnestly that his successor,
President Johnson, may find strength, cour-
age and divine help to gulde our ship of
destiny on tomorrow’s troubled seas.

[From the Bristol (Conn.) Press,
Nov. 28, 1963]
THE NATION MoOURNS

John Fitzgerald Kennedy, 46, the 35th
President of the United States is dead.

A saddened mnation is still in a state of
shock at the tragedy in Dallas which shook
the entire civilized world. The bullet of a
psychopathic sniper sped from an upper
floor of a warehouse overlooking the presi-
dential motorcade, and in a fraction of
time dealt the lethal blow which snuffed
out the life of the Chief Executive of the
greatest free nation on the face of the earth,

Two hours earlier at his home in Uvalde,
Tex., former Vice President John Nance
Garner, giving a press interview on the
occasion of his 96th birthday, had sald that
he believed that John Kennedy would prove
to be one of the greatest Presidents this
Nation ever had.

Truly, in the midst of life we all face
death.

Disbelief, shock, grlef and anger that
such a terrible thing could happen in this
land of ours were the sensations which
swept the Nation in that order.

Although the predominant feelings of the
people are of grief at the loss of a popular
President and sympathy for the bereaved
family, it would most certainly be the fer-
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vent wish of the late President that the
Nation's business is paramount and must be
carried on regardless. .

Presideni Lyndon B. Johnson Is d
of the conslderation and support of the entire
Nation as he undertakes the tremendous
burden which we place on our highest gov-
ernment official.

Yet time is not so fleeting that we cannot
take a moment to cherish the memory of
a vigorous leader, a great humanitarian, a
Christlan gentleman who loved his fellow
man and was dedicated to promoting the
best Interests of the Nation which he served
so well for far too short a time.

For John Pitzgerald Eennedy was all of
these.

A courageous young chief of state has died
In the service of his country.

May he rest in peace.

[From the Danbury (Conn.) News-Times,
Nov. 23, 1963]
THE WorLD MoURNS
Many an American awakened this morn-
ing with a vague hope that this had all been
& bad dream, that the tragic events of Fri-
day, November 22, 1963, had not really taken

place..

But the disbelief so evident yesterday with
the first reports that President John F.
Eennedy had been shot in Dallas had long
given way to worldwide sorrow and to horror
at a monstrous deed.

Sorrow with and sympathy for Mrs. Jacque-
line Kennedy and her two young children,
now fatherless for their third and sixth
birthdays next week. And for the grieving
parents and other members of the closely
knit Kennedy family. Indeed, sorrow for the
Nation itself.

And horror at the infamous act which
snuffed out the life of a young, vigerous and
popular President in the prime of his life.

This was the fourth assassination of an
American President in a little more than 68
years. As & world tragedy it ranks with the
national tragedy of the first assassination,
that of Abraham Lincoln.

It is ironic that John Fitzgerald Eennedy,
who had worked so hard, and with such
perseverance, to avert world violence, which
could culminate only in nuclear war, was
himself the victim of violence.

Yet, as we look back over events of the
past few years, this in a way is not sur-
prising. In far too many instances, in this
country and in this , extremists
of the right and of the left have found per-
suasion unavailing and have turned to vio-
lent means.

The attack on Ambassador Stevenson, also
in Dallas, was one recent instance. Bomb-
ings and shootings elsewhere—most note-
worthy the murder of four Sunday school
tots in a Negro church in Birmingham-—was
another.

The national horror at the assassination
of President Eennedy should have the salu-
tary effect of turning all from the path of
violence and toward the path of peace which
he unfailingly pursued.

Genuine sorrow surged through the nation
yesterday and continued to swell today.
Here, as elsewhere, people felt as if they had
lost a member of their own family. Events
were ecanceled, bells tolled and prayers
offered.

President Eennedy will be remembered for
many things—for his heroism as a PT boat
commander in World War II, for his intel-
lectual and literary qualities, for his service
in the Senate, for his political “savvy” and
tireless campaigning.

He will be best remembered, of course, for
his nearly 3 years as President, his champion-
ing of liberty, his advocacy of human rights,
his constant striving for world peace and
national prosperity.

John Fitzgerald Kennedy, 35th President
of the United States, died Friday in the line

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

of duty. The world mourns a great leader,
the country a truly great American and New
England one who was outstanding among its
many famous sons.

[From the Greenwich (Conn.) Time, Nov. 25,
1963]

A Nation Mourns

The United States has passed through the
saddest, most grief-stricken weekend in its
entire history. The 35th President of the
United States, John Fitzgerald Eennedy, was
buried this afternoon in Arlington National

Cemetery.

John F, Eennedy died on Friday afternoon
in Dallas, Tex., & half hour after a sniper's
bullet hit him as he rode alongside his wife
in a happy motorcade. As the news quickly
spread throughout the Nation, Americans
were stunned. Heads shook in disbelief.
It was difficult to understand. How could
such a thing happen in the United States?

A deep, dark sorrow and despair descended
on the land. The Ioss of the President is a
personal thing to each and every American.
The relationship of a President and his
countrymen cuts across all lines of parties
and creeds. The assassin’s bullet brought
& personal, heartfelt grief.

Words cannot describe the national hor-
ror. John F., Eennedy, who was dedicated
to and worked so hard for peace, for the
avoldanee of world violence, for tolerance,
became the victim of hate and violence.

John Fitzgerald Kennedy typified the
emergence of the world into a new era, the
space age. Young, fiery, courageous, deter-
mined, and able, he was & man who perse-
vered in standing for what he thought was
right. His youthful exuberance coupled with
high intelligence and with deep devotion to
his country, caught the fancy and imagina-
tion of America and the world.

We will never know the dimensions of
greatness that John F. Eennedy might have
reached in the coming years. The effects of
his loss on the Nation and the world in
the immediate future cannot be assessed at
this time.

His comparatively brief career was one of
public service—in the House of Representa-
tives, the U.S. Senate, and the Presidency.
He easily could have chosen a life of leisure
instead. But as his career and stature grew,
his dedication centered on human rights
and the equality of men.

[From the Manchester (Conn.) Evening
Herald, Nov. 23, 1963)

Joan F. KENNEDY

The youth of him and the gallantry of
him are tied in together.

They made a beautiful human combina-
tlon to be ruined by one mad bullet plow-
ing 1ts way through his bone and flesh.

He was young, and he was gallant, and
he was full of a dry sophisticated human.

Perhaps the humor helped make him seem
the most Intelligent President of our times.

He could usually see himself, and one who
sees himself can see others well, including
his opponents.

There was a time when some of us were
a little frightened of his youth. We thought
that, when he actually got into the cold war
battle he had talked about so much, he was
at first nervous and uncertain. But when
we saw him settle down, and blood himself,
until he got to be able to fight with mag-
nanimity and tolerance toward his enemy as
well as considerable mastery.

But even when that judgment he was al-
ways talking about may have been a little
uncertain, he never lacked for courage. He
had the best kind—the courage to be gentle,
the courage to go calmly against an hyste-i-
cal general trend of surface nonsense, the
courage to take the full and single respon-
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sibility for a mistake which may have been
created by many.

He had the courage always to be himself.

He had the supreme courage to make him-
self the leader in the direct and necessary
assault on one of the great barriers unworth-
fly surviving in this democracy of ours. .

When he had dared to fight that battle,
and had won, the main domestic effort of
his administration pressed on toward a sec-
ond great battle of the same nature.

These domestic battles, the other great
battle being fought in the whole world, were
such as to breed extremist emotions in the
minds of men, or to enlist the partisanship
of sick men in search of extremist emotions.

Yesterday some of this irrational ugliness
;ookthashapesndwncenu'atedpoweru:.

ullet.

When & culprit is found guilty, there will
also be some guilt for the climate which pro-
duced and inspired him.

Let us try to cleanse ourselves, not merely
by condemnation and punishment, but by

to make some of our own living a
tribute to the memory of this clean, gallant,
literate, humor-gifted, excellence-dedicated
young leader.

All the qualities in John F. Kennedy
seemed to add up to one final denominator.

He was a civilized man, who fought against
barbarism at home and abroad.

This was in his character as well as in his
action, His hope for and belief in the pos-
sibllity of a world In which men treated each
other as civilized human belngs was the dom-
Inant theme of his living.

The degree to which our living still falls
short of that civilized state became the mark
of his dying.

The horror of the sacrifice to which he
headed, combined with the nobility with
which he followed his path of duty and
principle toward whatever the danger might
be, made the imperfect torch of civilization
flame higher as he passed it on.

[From the Meriden ggg;m) Journal, Nov. 23,
]
THE ASSASSINATION OF A PRESIDENT

John F., Eennedy, President of the United
States, has been cut off in his prime by the
bullet of a vile assassin.

The whole Nation sorrows today for the
loss of this vital young leader who, like other
martyred Presidents, has given his life for
his country.

The office of President 1s one of great risk.
The man who fills it is always in danger.
Security precautions, as it has been demon-
strated agaln and again, are never an abso-
lute safeguard. A high-powered rifle, with
telescopic sights, in the hands of a sharp-
shooter with the will and the desire to kill,
can penetrate the screen of safeguards set up
by the Secret Service.

‘When Franklin D. Roosevelt, Mrs. Roosevelt
and Senator Maloney, with Gov, Wilbur Cross
drove into Crown Street Square in an open
car, all of the surrounding buildings were
searched for their protection. Again when
President Harry 8. Truman spoke from a
platform in front of the Record-Journal
bullding, the President’s guards surveyed
every spot from which a rifle might have
been tralned upon him. ¥Yet those who
occupied the platform remarked that it would
have been easy for an assassin, mingling with
the crowd, to have plunged a knife into his
back or to have shot him at close range. A
President takes such risks everywhere he
goes. He lives in constant danger, and knows
it. If he thought of his own safety at all
times, he would be a craven unfitted to be the
Chief Executive of a great nation. President
Eennedy, a World War IT hero, was a brave
man—as brave as any President we have
ever known.

All Americans, regardless of their political
afiiliations, have a deep sense of personal
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loss in this tragedy. They mourn for a great
man who stood by his bellefs and proclaimed
them to the world. They mourn that he can
never achieve the goals for which he had
fought. They sympathize with his bereaved
wife, his fatherless children, his parents, his
brothers and sisters, the whole closely united
Eennedy family.

Now comes the turning of the page, the
beginning of a new chapter. Lyndon B.
Johnson has been sworn in as the President
of the United States. It is a matter of rec-
ord that the new President aspired to the
office which he now occupies when he con-
tested with John F, Kennedy for the Demo-
cratic Presidential nomination. It is a mat-
ter of record that, despite the keem compe-
tition between these able men, prior to and at
the convention, it was Kennedy who chose
Johnson as his running mate. Whatever
their differences had been, the pair achieved
close harmony in their relationship as Presi-
dent and Vice President.

The Nation should close ranks behind
President Johnson at this critical moment of
history. He is a man of proven ability and
long experience in government. We feel sure
that he will acquit himself well in the posi-
tion which has been thrust upon him.

[From the Meriden (Conn.) Morning Record,
Nov. 23, 1963]

THE Nation MoOUERNS

We in the United States of America are
completely stunned. So catastrophic is the
assassination of the President that we are
unable as yet to assess the measure of our
loss. The suddenness of it all is appalling.

Nearly a century ago Lincoln was assassi-
nated as he sat in the theater. The next
morning he was dead. Some years later
President Garfield was shot soon after tak-
ing office. He lingered for some months but
died as a result of the attack. Just after the
turn of the century, President McKinley fell
at the hands of an assassin. Again there was
a gap between the crime itself and resultant
death—time in which to condition a coun-
try's reflexes to the tragedy. This unhappy
Friday noon the end came almost at once
with dreadful finality.

How tragic is such a death. How waste-
ful of the youth, vigor, talent, experience,
and capability for growth in leadership of
this man who has served us diligently and
faithfully for nearly 3 years in the highest
office of the land.

Few of us either in his own party or of the
opposition have agreed with John EKennedy
on every one of his policles and activities
as Chief Executive. Americans are independ-
ent thinkers. There seldom is unanimity
and there hasn't been during this adminis-
tration. But, as our President, Mr. Kennedy
has had our full allegiance. He won our
admiration as a hard worker, quick thinker,
and courageous officlal. We quickened with
pride in him for the speediness of his rise
as a world figure. We have loved his image
as an adored and adoring parent, as a hus-
band justifiably proud of his lovely and
talented wife, as a man of personal charm
and brilliant intellect.

The loss cannot be measured. Our hearts
ache for Mrs. Eennedy who has graced the
White House these past 2 years and 10
months. We grieve for the two young Een-
nedys who had to share their daddy with
the public and who will have only childish
memorles of his glowing figure to carry with
them through the years. Our sympathy goes
to President Eennedy’'s parents and to his
devoted brothers and sisters. Everybody
shares in their bereavement. And we are
sorry for our United States that is meeting
a national tragedy of great proportions, as
we pay our last respects to a man whose life
has been snuffed out by a dastardly deed.
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[From the Middletown (Conn.) Press, Nov.
. 1963]

JoHN EKENNEDY

John Fitzgerald , the 35th Presi-
dent of the United States, is dead of an
assassin's bullet. He died with the quest
of reason in his mind, with the vision of
peace in his eyes, and with the hope of a
more perfect union for all Americans in his
heart.

All this he sought for us with gallantry
and grace, with charm and wit, with energy
and purpose, and with the wunwavering
knowledge that this Republic, as he once
said, is “unwilling to witness or permit the
slow undoing of those human rights to which
this Nation has always been committed, and
to which we are committed today at home
and around the world.” May it be so, as
we try to orient ourselves in this overpower-
ing hour, that this should be his remem-
brance.

Our citizens are still stunned beyond all
bellef; as Adlai Stevenson sald, an event
such as this is beyond instant comprehen-
slon. Here in our land of great civilization
the fires of hate have burned so intensely
that our President is dead. Willy Brandt
in Berlin saild it first: A light has gone out.

This is the sad truth. There will be many
men in the future of our country who can
fulfill the constitutional role of the Presi-
dency with reason, intelligence, and good
heart; certainly there have been such in the
past. But few men could articulate and
personify all that is the best about this
country, and refresh for all disbelievers, the
truth that this 1s a youthful, vigorous coun-
try whose destiny lies not in the past but in
the great years to come,

That s why, perhaps, his death means so
much to us all, His work was unfinished.
His hopes had been defined, but only a few
had been culminated. Even those who dis-
agreed with his methods, often agreed with
his aims.

At his inaugural he touched upon the
dilemma of the man of the 20th century in
a world beset by the cold war. “Let us
never negotiate out of fear,” he said. *“But
let us never fear to megotiate.” To a world
struggling in misery, he described the prag-
matic reasons for our help: “If a free soclety
cannot help the many who are poor, it can-
not save the few who are rich.”

In office, he trled to give national reality
to the challenge as he saw it: “Since this
country was founded, each generation of
Americans has been summoned to give testi-
mony to its national loyalty. The graves
of young Americans who answered the call
to service surround the globe.” In peace he
tried to approach this higher testimony.

Now that globe has one more grave.

When the tragedy slammed into the con-
sclousness of America yesterday, the reac-
tion of most people was that the deed must
have been done by a John Bircher or a zealot
in the cause of segregation. It now appears
that this was not the case, and that there
is a strong possibility that the lunacy of the
left, and not the right, was responsible. In
one sense it makes little difference, because
assassinations are always the child of ex-
tremism. There is no radical cause for which
an American President should dle, because
it is our national judgment that he should
live to fight the fight for which he was
elected.

Walt Whitman, writing in 18656 upon the
death of Lincoln, said it rightly in: “O Cap-
tain! My Captain!”

“My Captain does not answer, his lips are pale
and still,

My father does not feel my arm, he has no
pulse nor will,

The ship is anchored safe and sound, its
voyage closed and done,

From fearful trip the victor ship comes in
with object won;

December 10

Exult O shores, and ring O Bells!
But I with mournful ;

Walk the deck my Captain lies,
Fallen cold and dead.”

As if to insure that our ship of state does
not falter, Democrats and Republicans, Prot-
estants and Catholics and Jews, southerners
and northerners, easterners and westerners,
white and Negro, all were united yesterday
in grief and silent pledge to the Republic,
while around the world, queens and pontiffs
expressed their bereavement. In Berlin, in
that separated enclave of freedom, the can-
dles are to be lit at night in memory, and
even also in Moscow, the captain of the guard
who stands over Lenin's tomb, expressed
sorrow at the death of the man who had
tried, with principle, to bring peace to all

men.

President Kennedy yesterday was in Texas,
a land that shelters many who felt little
comity with his views. He belleved he should
go there and he had prepared a short speech
that will rank with his best. But instead
of giving it, he was shot down, falling un-
consclous into the arms of his wife. For her
presence, we should not grieve, she would
have wanted it no other way, her heart would
only have been heavier if she had not been
there. Nor should we think thoughts of
vengeance, nor have misguided regrets as to
why it happened. Lincoln died because of
his compassion, it would have advanced no
cause to have Presldent Kennedy martyred
in the service of civil rights or constitu-
tionalism or even anticommunism.

Now, as well, we have to countenance the
ugly fact that the individual accused of the
murder of the President was a self-avowed
Marxist, an ex-patriot resident of the Soviet
Union, and the local chairman of the Fair
Play for Cuba Committee, an organization
which was purportedly originated in the
country by a gift of $5,000 from Raul Castro,
the brother of Fidel Castro. Nations have
gone to war for as much; the comparison of
the assassination of Archduke Francls Fer-
dinand in Sarajevo, the flashpoint of World
War I, is not inexact. But we think we know
what the President would have wished, and it
is not the easiest way to purge our sorrow.

It Is a time, we say, to recall what is prob-
ably the best known passage of any in-
augural address, given as Lincoln reached the
pinnacle of his eloquence at his second in-
augural: “With malice toward none, with
charity for all, with firmness in the right
as God gives us to see the right, let us strive
to finish the work we are in, to bind up
the Nation’s wounds * * * to do all which
may achieve and cherish a just and lasting
peace among ourselves and with all nations.”

For now we have a new President, even
if our struggle be constant. May God pro-
tect him,

[From the Naugatuck (Conn.) Dally News,
Nov. 23, 1963]
DAY oF INFAMY

Yesterday will forever be remembered as a
day of infamy. It was a moment of reckon-
ing for the assassins because they will be
punished for the murderous attack on Presi-
dent Eennedy. The tears of the Nation fall
heavily today and each will imbed in the soul
of the Nation. President Eennedy was the
image of our country. Whatever he said,
whatever he did, so said and did the Nation.
Yesterday time stood still. A nation was
shocked mute for a period of horror, and
when it realized the impact of what had hap-
pened, it wept. The blatant response of a
people to what is a calamitous incidence rose
above the aweful din of an energetic world,
and a black page in history was recorded.
We cannot know the ordeal of a President
but there must have been many hours of
fretful sleep; many hours of fears and appre-
hension. But like every other President be-
fore him, Mr. Kennedy waded through the
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mire of criticism, censure, and festoons of
Executive duties. His reward was death at
the hands of assassins. We do not pretend
to understand the motive nor the reason
therefor, but we do know that we have lost
a leader of the highest caliber. No matter
what our political affillation may be, what-
ever we have felt in our hearts toward him
when he acted according to his judgment,
such acts perhaps contrary to our beliefs,
we have now just cause to lament our loss.
There is no eulogy more fitting than to say
of him: that he mastered our ship of state
to the best of his ability, and if he erred, it
was because we, the followers, strayed per-
haps too far from the path which he took,
believing always that the path would lead
to more fertile pastures. Though he walked
alone at times, he walked in the light of per-
severence. Though he may have faltered at
times, he was but human. Though he be
dead, he lives, for the beacon of his char-
acter, his strength, and his wisdom, shines
forever to light our paths as we go on with-
out him. Truly this Nation is impoverished
by his untimely death. But we, who believe
that God so made man that he would re-
quire servitude, and in that servitude all
must resolve in the ultimate good to be
welghed in the great balance, are solaced
nevertheless by the knowledge that President
Eennedy was needed elsewhere to fulfill a
destiny that was marked for a brief period
here on earth. He is gone, but his works
live on.

[From the New Britain (Conn.) Herald, Nov.
23, 1963]

A MARTYR TO DEMOCRACY

Grief hangs heavy over America today.

We mourn the death of a great man, a re-
spected man, a prince among men,

Just as another great President fell before
the assassin’s sinful shot some 98 years ago,
John Fitzgerald Kennedy died yesterday.

He was slain while in the full flower of his
life, in a moment of joyfulness, at a time
when his leadership had won him the love
and friendship of uncounted millions around
the globe.

It was an inconceivable deed. It was a
gross, shocking, horrible moment that spun
this Nation cyclonically into disbelieving hor-
ror. It was an act of hate, all the more vio-
lent because ours is a land of reason, of love
and understanding. Yet, because we have
believed so strongly in democracy, because we
have recognized the right of men not to
agree, we have allowed the haters to exist
in our land.

Our dead President Eennedy is a martyr
to democracy.

John Fitzgerald Eennedy belleved in peace
and freedom. He dedicated his stewardship
to those ends, bearing on his own shoulders
the massive weight of attempting to achieve
Justice for mankind even while under the
shadow of the possibility of a nuclear holo-
caust. Yet he bore the burden with dedica-
tion, with a savor for the job, with a growing
command of the complexities of the world.

Mr. Eennedy was for the little man. He
fought hardest for those programs and poli-
cies which would have taken the burdens of
life, insofar as was possible, off the shoulders
of the oppressed and the poor. This sense
of Christian charity permeated his very
being.

At this moment, we are all Americans first.
Not Democrats or Republicans or northerners
or llberals or conservatives. We are simply
Americans, the children of God, mourning a
lost leader. It Is as though we have lost a
member of our own family: a father, a
brother, a son.

Thank God for the wisdom of our Republic
that our leadership, even under such terrible
crisis, can pass smoothly and without panie,
to qualified men. We pray for Lyndon
Baines Johnson, our new President.
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And we pray, too, that the ideals for which
John F. Eennedy gave his life did not die
with the firing of that bullet.

[From the New London (Conn.) Day,
Nov. 23, 1963 ]

JoHN F. KENNEDY

The grief, the sense of outrage, at the
assassination of President John F. Eennedy,
are universal in this country today.

The tragic circumstances were appalling.
They stunned millions, first hearing the
news and unable to belleve it. It seemed
incredible, devastating—that a young man
in the prime of life, who had been vigorously
touring numerous parts of the country and
recently Texas, could now lie dead, the victim
of a sniper. The apparent ease with which
it was done, the fact that Mrs. Kennedy
was in the car, the wounding of the Texas
Governor—all these make the shock more
staggering.

Almost without a single exception Amer-
icans react with unbelieving wonder and
helpless anger to such a thing as this—a
rarity in their more or less orderly lives.
In this Nation’s long history there have
been other attacks upon Presidents, but none
with the immediate deadly effectiveness of
this one. In other shootings the people
have had a little time to absorb the shock,
before the death of the Chief Executive.

Political divisions and partisan ideas are
forgotten by the people at a time like this,
as they try Inadequately to express their
deep sympathy for the family, their grief
over this incomprehensible tragedy. They
will, also, loyally pledge their cooperation
in this Nation's time of crisis—the transi-
tion from the administration of John Een-
nedy to Lyndon Johnson, which under the
best of circumstances will present problems.
They will grieve also, it seems likely, over
the needless sacrifice of a young man, rep-
resenting a dedicated and highly intelligent
effort to lead his country to peace and
prosperity.

The needless angle is, as a former Chief
of the Secret Service recently said, that
any determined crank, with real ability as
a marksman, could assassinate any Presi-
dent we have had In modern times. This
follows because of the way in which the
Chief Executive appears, relatively unpro-
tected, in the midst of large crowds. The
tragic circumstances suggest an earnest
appraisal of this situation.

There is incalculable loss to the world,
not just to the narrow confines of this
Nation. Freedom-loving people everywhere
had reason for faith and hope in a bright-
ening ideal of real, democratic government
under the inspiration of a hardworking
American leader. The intelligence, the
qualities of leadership, the inspiration, of-
fered by this dynamic young Executive had
a profound bearing upon their lives.

However much the American citizen feels
the loss, his thoughts must turn to the
personal tragedy inflicted on Jacqueline
EKennedy and the two young Kennedy chil-
dren. Mr. Eennedy was a devoted husband
and father, a model of parenthood in the
way he found time, despite the demands of
a busy life, to meet the needs of his family.

Indeed, Mrs. Eennedy herself set an
example of courage and reliance in a higher
authority during the terrible experience in
Dallas and the subsequent return with the
President’s remains to the White House.
Perhaps there is a lesson here for all
Americans.

In truth, life goes on, the man’s ideas
and ideals live beyond the shadow of death.
Mr. Eennedy, born to wealth and with no
need for further material advantages, con-
centrated on service to his Nation. The
memory of him can only serve to strengthen
America’s resolve to face its problems with
courage.
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[From the Norwalk (Conn.) Hour, Nov, 23,
1963]

PRESIDENT KENNEDY

A shocked and sorrowful Nation today
mourns the tragic death of John F, Kennedy,
35th President of the United States, who
was fatally shot by a cowardly, hidden as-
sassin Friday afternoon in Dallas, Tex.

President Kennedy joins the other mar-
tyred Chief Executives who fell from assas-~
sins’ bullets—Lincoln, Garfleld, and Mec-
Kinley.

In Norwalk, like elsewhere all over the
world, news of President EKennedy's death
cast a pall of sorrow and brought tears to the
eyes of hundreds.

President Kennedy, 46, was the youngest
man ever elected to the Presidency, and was
the first Roman Catholic ever to hold that
Office.

Few will ever forget him at his inaugura-
tlon when he dedicated himself to two shin-
ing goals—survival of liberty at home and
peace in a world shivering in an “uncertain
balance of terror.”

Many important events occurred during
his administration: His pledge to fight if
necessary to maintain Amerlcan’s rights of
access to Red-surrounded Berlin; manned
flights into outer space; and abortive Inva-
sion of Cuba by U.S.-alded refugees; increase
in the minimum wage from $1 an hour to
$1.25; social security benefits increased: or-
ganization of the Peace Corps; moratorium
with Russia on nuclear bomb testing; his
showdown with Ehrushechev to force Russia
to remove nuclear weapons from Cuba.

In the present session of Congress, many
of President EKennedy's proposals—income
tax reduction, foreign aid, etc., met with a
rough reception.

These and the other proposals of his pro-
gram—what will happen to them now? And
how will this affect the delicate balance of
the chiefs of state in the cold war—De
Gaulle, Erhardt, Home and Ehrushchey—in
their almost endless negotiations?

But these are, as of the moment, minor
considerations compared to the fact that the
democratic world not the United States
alone, has lost a leader who proved himself
fearless in the Russian crisis, a man of in-
tense feeling for the underdog, and a man
with the intelligence, imagination and force
to fight his way toward all his objectives.

Political friends and foes alike agree on
President Kennedy's patriotism and sin-
cerity, His shocking death will never be for-
gotten. His love of country should be a
shining example to all of the youth of our
Nation.

[From the Norwich (Conn.) Bulletin,
Nov. 23, 1963]

A NATION'S SORROW

A sniper's bullet, fired from ambush,
plunged the Nation and the world into sor-
row as it cut down John Pitzgerald Kennedy,
President of the United States, while he
rode with his wife and Gov. John B. Con-

nally of Texas in a motorcade at Dallas, Tex., '

early Friday afternoon. Mortally wounded
in the head, Mr. Eennedy was taken to a
Dallas hospital where he died some 20 min-
utes later. Governor Connally was gravely
wounded in the chest by the assassin.

The Nation in its deep mourning at the
tragic death of its young President stands
appalled and stunned to think that such a
thing could happen in a Nation as eivilized
as ours. Despotic rulers have fallen at the
hands of the assassin since the world be-
gan, but no one could conceive that it could
happen here. There must have been deep
hatred in the heart of the man who so
ruthlessly fired the shot that took the life
of the President. It is unthinkable that
anyone, unless mentally 111, could commit
such a desplcable act.
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The assassination of President EKennedy
was one of the most tragic in the history of
the Nation, largely because of the sudden-
ness that death came. Other Fresldents
have died at the hand of an assassin but they
did not die until some time after they had
been shot, and the people were prepared
for the mews of their death. Yesterday, it
was only a space of minutes after the news
spread that the President had been shot
that word of his death was flashed across the
Nation and to the world.

A young man in the prime of manhood
John F. Kennedy had achieved the ulti-
mate in the field of politics—the head of
the greatest Natlon on earth. He had
achieved this highest office in the Nation by
surmounting obstacles that had defeated
many who aspired to the office before him.
He was born of a wealthy background; he
was considered of the intelligentsia because
of his Harvard background; he was the son
of a man of great political influence and he
was a Catholic. It was his simplicity, his
youthfulness and his charming personality
that carried him to the heights.

President Eennedy, although severely crit-
icized both by members of his own party
and by the Republicans, was dedicated to
the interests of the Nation. In fact, his
dedication extended beyond the boundaries
of America. He thought in terms of world
harmony; he strove to help the faltering
economy of lesser nations, he was dedicated
to the advancement of world peace, But
there were times when he could be firm in
world crisis, not to say tough. When elected
there were cries that he was too young for
the duties of President, but he proved his
critics wrong. He performed with the ef-
ficlency of an older man; he was a student
of national and international politics.

John P, Kennedy has gone and the Nation
mourns; the world mourns and there is sad-
ness everywhere. Even in Soviet Russia
there is respect for the memory of Mr. Een-
nedy; President de Gaulle of France with
whom he differed is saddened; in other na-
tions, in Latin America where Mr. Eennedy
visited there are expressions of grief and
sympathy. Seldom has a President of the
United States met and made friends with the
leaders of other nations as the late President.
To say that he was not loved by all the inter-
national leaders may be putting it mildly but
there is certainty that he was respected.

Here in America he was beloved by many
and respected by all. Everyone is shocked
at the sudden termination of his life and the
sympathy of the Nation goes to his wife and
children and to his parents. We add our
small tribute to a man who has given his
all to our Nation and our sympathy to those
who were near and dear to him,

[From the Stamford (Conn.) Advocate,

. Nov. 23, 1963]
JoHN F. KENNEDY

John F. Eennedy, President of the United
States, died yesterday by an assassin’s bullet.
At the age of 46, he was a man of vigor, good
health, and joy of life. His death brought
disbelief, shock, dismay, and national sorrow.

He was born to great wealth. With his
joyous disposition, he could have spent his
“life in self-pleasure without criticism. In-
stead, after an outstanding war record, he
entered the field of politics, in which for
generations his family had been prominent.
He achieved immediate success. He became
the youngest man ever to be elected to the
highest office in our Nation.

Along with his political New Frontier, he
brought to W a new, youthful
spirit which the whole Nation, regardless of
political persuasion, took to its heart. His
devotion to his wife, his affection for his
children gave the Nation assurance that all
the old values were not dead. His sorrow
over the death of an infant son became a
national sorrow.
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He was the first Catholie elected to the
Presidency. For all time, he put an end to
the false fear that a Catholie In the White
House would be controlled by a Pope from
Rome in secular affairs,

John F, Kennedy came to high office in
trying times. The free world was tiring of
the effort demanded of it to fight the cold
war. This caused a weakening of needed
tles. New states emerged, with loud volices,
little power, and no economic viability.
Their people needed help if they were to rise
from poverty which was destructive to hu-
man dignity. Twenty million Negro Ameri-
cans determined that now was the time to
join their white fellow citizens as full
partners.

These waves for change placed complex
burdens on the youthful shoulders of the
President. He shouldered them with cour-
age and deep, human sympathy.

Gen. Douglas MacArthur sald that on
learning of the former President’s death, a
small part of him died with him, All Ameri-
cans, in sympathy with the closely knit
Kennedy family, feel with the General the
loss of the personification of youthful vitality
that John F. Eennedy had made part of the
national way of life.

[From the Torrington (Conn.) Register,
Nov. 23, 1963]

A NatioNn MoURNS

John F. Eennedy's career as President
of the United States ended yesterday, when
a senseless murderer assassinated him in
Dallas, Tex.

The slaying of our Chief Executive struck
the Nation with horror, leaving all of us
shocked and saddened.

President Eennedy fulfilled the duties of
President with dignity and distinction. His
youth and vigor indicated he could continue
to serve his Nation in distinguished manner
for years to come.

It seems unbelievable that, in a free so-
ciety such as ours, the career of the head of
our Nation could be ended in such a manner,
We all regret the occurrence, and angrily
hope that the person responsible will be
brought to justice gquickly and properly.

We join people everywhere in mo
the death of John F. Eennedy. Our sin-
cerest sympathy goes to his wife, his chil-
dren and other members of his family.

And, as we mourn this death, we also ex-
press sincere hopes for success to Lyndon B.
Johnson, who succeeded to the Presidency
because of the despicable act in Dallas.

President Johnson's task is a difficult one.
May he have the ability and strength to
cope with it, and may all Americans give
him the support he needs to guide the United
Btates to new and greater heights.

[From the Willimantic (Conn.) Dally Chron-
icle, Nov. 23, 1963]
LEGACY OF A PRESIDENT

“Are you sure? I'm shaking. Is it pos-
sible?”

That is the way one woman responded to
the news of President Eennedy's death. The
President who had mingled with crowds in
Berlin, Cologne, Paris, Dublin, London, and
Ban Jose with fearless abandon, was killed
by an assassin’s bullet in Dallas, Tex.

Adlal Stevenson, U.S. Ambassador fo the
United Nations, can count himself lucky.
When he was in Dallas recently he only got
hit on the head with a poster carried by an
angry picket. But who envisioned a sniper’s
bullet for the President?

John F. Kennedy was the youngest man
ever elected President of the United States.
He brought to this Nation a symbol of a
new generation. He came to office at a time
when the new age of technology and space
was br over the civilized world. His
phrase “The New Frontler” stirred the imag-
ination of his people.
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President Kennedy was a war hero in the
greatest tradition. It was not that he won
great battles, but that he risked his life for
2 member of his crew in the South Pacific.
That regard for the individual is a hall-
mark of American tradition and President
Kennedy not only preached it, he knew
whereof he spoke.

It is ironic that Abraham Lincoln who
freed the slaves was shot and so was Presi-
dent Eennedy who almost went down in
history as the President who gave the Negroes
equal opportunity.

President Kennedy will not leave behind
him any great program which he pushed
through Congress. He was cut down before
his potential could be realized. He will be
remembered in history for his dramatic
Cuban stand that forced the Russians to take
their missiles home. The Peace Corps was
a startling innovation and a tremendous suc-
cess, The Alliance for Progress 1s on a rocky
road but the new emphasis on Latin America
was a change 1n forelgn policy.

There were contrasting symbols assoclated
with President Eennedy. His famous word
“yvigah"” became common wherever Ameri-
cans gathered. His liking for a rocking
chair started a new trend in home furnish-
ings. President Kennedy touched a nerve
deep within his people.

John Fitzgerald EKennedy brought to the
Presidency a sense of history, a love for the
arts and sclences and a respect for intelli-
gence. It seems to us that a whole genera-
tion has been inspired by these Kennedy
ideals. Perhaps there is no bill in Congress,
no monument to polnt to, but Eennedy’s in-
tangible ideals impressed the young and old
alike. "“Ask not what your country can do
for you, but what you ean do for your coun-
try.” These few words from President EKen-
nedy’s inaugural address gave the Nation
renewed inspiration.

There is a new respect for intellectual
achievement in the Nation, a reverence for
art and a new optimism about the future.
The cold war will be long and burdensome,
but President Kennedy seemed to give the
Nation confidence we can win it.

Our Nation will go on. But the Nation
will not soon forget the spirit of the New
Frontier. May Iits momentum carry us for-
ward in the generation ahead.

We join with the world in offering our
sympathy to the President’s wife and her
two small children. The world will miss
him—how much, only the future will tell.

[From the Winsted (Conn.) Evening Citizen,
Nov. 23, 1863)

To Honor His MEMORY

When a leader of great power and presence
and capacity for good dies in office, the cause
to which he gave leadership suffers grievous
loss. President John F. Eennedy was such a
man. The cause he served, and so eloquently
led, was the threefold cause of human dig-
nity and equality and freedom.

Though President Kennedy is dead, struck
down most foully by an assassin’s hand, the
cause he championed as acknowledged leader
of the free world lives on. We who survive
him can best honor his memory by doing all
in our power to advance that cause, which
is the very cause for whmh this Nation was
founded.

Guidance for the diﬂicult time ahead may
be taken from the immortal words spoken by
Abraham Lincoln on that solemn occasion at
Gettysburg almost exactly a century ago.
For President Kennedy died in defense of
freedom as truly as did those who fell on

that historic fleld of battle. In these days

of profound national sorrow it 1s appropriate
to reflect on Lincoln’s exhortation to his
fellow Americans “that from these honored
dead we take increased devotion to that cause

for which they gave the last full measure of

devotion—that we here highly resolve that
these dead shall not have died in vain.”
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To resolve thus and to act thus—that is
the task to which we must now turn our
minds. This is so even though grief and a
deep sense of loss will far outlast the initial
period of outraged shock at the murderous
act in Dallas. We cannot permit ourselves
the luxury of needless sorrow. The forces
that work against the realization of man’s
highest dreams remain strong and malig-
nant. Those forces must now be countered
with new dedication, so that President Een-
nedy’s martyrdom in the fullness of life
shall indeed not have been in vain.

The heaviest burden falls upon Lyndon B.
Johnson, who became President the moment
John F. KEennedy succumbed to the assassin's
bullets. But all citizens must in some meas-
ure share that burden. In his first public
utterance as Chief Executive, Presldent
Johnson sald this to the American people:
“I will do my best. That is all I can do. I
ask your help—and God’s.” It is a commit-
ment, and a challenge, worthy of the best
that is in all of us.

CUSTOMS GUIDE FOR TRAVELERS

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, in 1964,
the U.S. customs service will observe
the 175th anniversary of its establish-
ment. On the eve of this notable mile-
stone in the life of a vital Government
agency, I am pleased to note that a con-
stituent of mine, Mr, E. Grant Wing, of
Honolulu, has authored a book titled
“Customs Guide for Travelers.” The
guide fills a great need in explaining, in
layman’s language, the often compli-
cated story of the customs rights and re-
sponsibilities of all travelers entering the
United States. It provides useful, ac-
curate information for the benefit of both
the citizen and foreign visitor. In the
words of Mr. Phillip Nichols, Jr., the U.S.
Commissioner of Customs, who wrote the
preface:

Because this book provides a signal service
to the travel and transportation industry, its
early acceptance and widespread use seem
virtually assured.

The author of this valuable book—the
first of its kind written—is a veteran
customs officer, a World War II veteran,
and a long-time resident of Hawaii. Mr.
Wing has served as a customs inspector
in the port of Honolulu for the past quar-
ter century. He is also president of the
National Customs Service Association,
Hawaii branch. In 1961 Mr. Wing met
with the Secretary of Treasury’s Citi-
zens' Task Force Committee and dis-
cussed ways and means of improving
customs procedures for incoming tourists
and returning residents. He came away
from the meeting convinced of the need
for an improved public information pro-
gram by the customs service. With this
in mind, he wrote the “Customs Guide for
Travelers,” published last month by T. S.
Denison & Co., of Minneapolis, Minn.

I commend this book to all who want
and need to know about the customs
rights and responsibilities of travelers.

SECRETARY FREEMAN'S REPORT ON
HELP TO THE LUMBER INDUSTRY

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on No-
vember 19 I spoke in the Senate in praise
of Secretary Freeman’s discussion of
timber problems at a November 6, 1963,
breakfast meeting in Washington, D.C.
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‘When I commented in the Senate on
Secretary Freeman’s remarks, I indi-
cated I would like very much to have a
copy of Secretary Freeman’s remarks of
November 6 as well as the remarks of
glt.gers who attended the breakfast meet-

The November 6 meeting, at which
Secretary Freeman was the honored
guest, was attended by more than 100
leaders of the lumber industry, 10 Sena-
tors, 29 House Members, and 16 staff
members of the House and Senate for an
across-the-table discussion of matters
vital to the lumber industry.

Secretary Freeman was able to report
progress, substantial forward steps, and
great improvements in the capacity of
the Forest Service to provide the eco-
nomic progress essential for this indus-
try’s continuing advancement.

It should be emphasized that the pub-
lic service Secretary Freeman and the
Forest Service are rendering to the lum-
ber industry is being performed in a
manner fully consistent with the policies
of multiple-use and sustained-yield
management of our forests. Secretary
Freeman is mindful of and attentive to
his responsibilities to wilderness, outdoor
recreation, mineral production, livestock
use, and wildlife, including hunting and
fishing.

Secretary Freeman, Assistant Secre-
tary Baker, Chief Forester CIliff, and As-
sistant Chiefs Greeley and Nelson are to
be congratulated for their accomplish-
ments. Also, through them I extend my
congratulations to all of the Forest Serv-
ice employees for their part in carrying
out the improved policies that stem from
the outstanding leadership that has
emanated from Secretary Freeman and
his associates.

Three years ago, when Secretary Free-
man came to the Department of Agricul-
ture, a small group from the Senate met
with him to discuss Forest Service
policies. Many improvements were
needed. We told the Secretary that we
wanted him to make the Forest Service a
part—not only in name, but in fact—of
his Department of Agriculture. We
urged him to look its policies over, to
consider its budget and to review per-
sonally the controversial issues that were
then the sources of much difficulty. He,
in turn, told us that this was just what
he expected to do. He pointed out that
as Governor of Minnesota, he took a
special interest in the problems of each
agency and he expressed surprise that
the U.S. Forest Service had not had close
secretarial interest and support since the
days when CLINTON ANDERSON served as
Secretary.

Secretary Freeman has kept his word.
He started to work on Forest Service
policies at once. The improvements
have been many and I am confident that
the Forest Service knows that because of
his genuine, strong, and constructive in=
terest, today it is better able to meet its
responsibilities.

I ask unanimous consent that the com-
plete report on the November 6 meeting,
along with a letter from the National
Lumber Manufacturers Association, be
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks. The Secretary’s remarks
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are of particular importance to those who
are interested in the proper administra-
tion of our Federal forests.

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

NATIONAL LUMBER
MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., November 27, 1963.
The Honorable WAYNE MoORSE,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MoRsE: I am enclosing a copy
of a brochure containing a report on our
November 6 breakfast meeting with the
Secretary of Agriculture, the Honorable
Orville Freeman. Since you were present
for this important meeting I thought you
would be interested in having this report.

You will note that the brochure contains
the full text of the Secretary's remarks, as
well as comments from the industry by way
of presenting the problems as we see them.

There is a good pictorial report on the back
of the brochure which shows Members of
Congress mingled with industry representa-
tives in attendance for the breakfast.

Again, may I say we are most grateful for
your participation in this important meet-
ing, and we hope that we can continue to
enjoy your assistance in the future as we
seek solutions to problems confronting the
forest products industry.

Kindest personal regards and best wishes.

Bincerely yours,
DoNALD BALDWIN,
Director, Legislative Relations.

NatioNaL FOREST MANAGEMENT PROGRESS—
AN EXCHANGE oF VIEWS ON THE FOUR-POINT
ProGRAM BETWEEN SECRETARY OF AGRICUL-
TURE ORVILLE L. FREEMAN AND PRODUCERS
OF AMERICAN FOREST PrRODUCTS

(Statements of forest products industry rep-
resentatives on the four-point program,
Washington, D.C., Nov. 6, 1963)

M. B. DOYLE, NATIONAL LUMBER MANUFAC-

TURER'S ASSOCIATION

This is a historic moment for the lumber
industry. We are participating once again
in the highest form of democracy where peo-
ple from the executive branch of Govern-
ment discuss mutual problems with industry
and with Members of Congress. I know Sec-
retary Freeman personally and professionally
as do many others who are here. No one in
Government works more assiduously to bring
Government and industry together. We
are well aware that he has numerous prob-
lems in addition to these which concern us.
The purpose here, nevertheless, is to set our
problems out on the table so that the re-
sponsible elements in our country can better
understand them and make sound decisions
for resolving them together. We sincerely
thank you, Mr. Secretary, your staff, and the
Members of Congress for participating in
this discussion.

B, L. ORELL, WEYERHAEUSER CO,

Joining us here today are many organi-
zatlons not affiliated with NLMA showing
that discussion of the four-point program is
in behalf of the entire forest industry rather
than any particular association. We are
greatly honored by the number of dignitaries
that are here.

To place the problem in perspective, the
NLMA Forest Management Committee works
on national administrative and legislative
problems for the forest industry. In addi-
tion to national forest timber management
problems we work on many issues which are
of concern to the Department of Agriculture.
These include access roads, Federal land ac-
quisition, pesticides, and timber surveys.

Our purpose this morning, Mr. Som'et.ary
is to tell you our impression of
the four-point program for national tm'eat
timber sales policy improvement presented to
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you in Pebruary 1962. By way of back-
ground we have a high regard for the Forest
Bervice and its professional staff. We have
many areas of common Interest, and we
appreciate their cooperation on such issues
as taxation, fundamental research, forest
protection against fire, insects, and diseases.
Qur differences are serious, however, and in-
volve matters of extreme economic impor-
tance.

The chairman of our Federal timber policy
committee is Mr. J. J. Fitzgerald, executive
vice president of the Edward Hines Lumber
Co., who will review the situation as we
see it. He will be followed by others from
the principal forest regions across the United
Btates—the west coast, western pine, the
South, and the Appalachians. Although we
will not have specific comments from the
Lake States or New England or from the
pulpwood industry, their problems are simi-
lar and they support the four-point program.
J. J. PITZGERALD, EDWARD HINES LUMEER CO.

You will recall that on February 21, 1962,
at a meeting with the Secretary and many
Members of Congress, we presented the fol-
lowing four points:

Point I suggested a new regulation estab-
lishing the regular sale of the allowable cut
as a prime objective and requiring an annual
performance report on national forest timber
sales. Included would be plans for allowable
cut performance and potential so that com-
munities dependent on national forest tim-
ber could plan for a stable future. The Sec-
retary has responded to this proposal and
the industry is appreciative of the progress
made so far in implementing Point I.

Point II requested revision of national
forest timber appraisal methods. It asked
specifically that the Forest Service avoid
taking advantage of its monopoly in pricing
timber where there is no alternative source
of supply. Following discussion last year
the Secretary announced, at the Western Pine
Association meeting, that he would ask the
Forest Service “to set up an advisory com-
mittee of people who are knowledgeable
about valuation problems and who have no
obligation to the Forest Service or to the
’ndu‘ -!l

The Forest SBervice appointed an eminently
qualified Committee consisting of Yale for-
est economics professor, Dr. Worrell, A. N.
Lockwood, past president of the American
Institute of Real Estate Appraisers, and In-
ternal Revenue Service forest valuation en-
gineer, M. L. Lauridsen.

After nationwide examination of the facts,
that Committee submitted a comprehensive
report last June. This report substantiated
the recommendations we made to you, Mr.
Secretary. The Committee recommended, for
example, that the role of the Forest Service
is broader than that of a mere custodian,
and that the sale of national forest timber
must be considered in perspective with the
whole economy. Further, the Committee
supported our concern over the appraisal,
profit allowance, the handling of road costs,
and the need for more accurate appraisal
data.

The Worrell Committee recommendations
have received overwhelming nationwide en-
dorsement. We are concerned, however,
that we have not heard of steps being taken
by the Government to convert these recom-
mendations into actions.

Polnt III requested a nmew appeals proce-
dure which would make the Forest Service
a party to, rather than a judge of, a dispute.
After your request, Mr. Secretary, to clarify
our proposal, we submitted a new appeals
procedure in June 1963, along with an anal-
ysis of the shortcomings of the existing pro-
cedures. Our procedure, as proposed, would
tend to be In line with procedures of other
Federal cies. Disputes would be re-
solved at the regional or local level by ex-
perienced personnel appointed by the Secre-
tary. Once more, we are concerned that we
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have had no reaction to the merits of the

.proposal.

Our fourth point requested a revision of
the timber sale contract form to eliminate
the one-sided nature of the contract and al-
low a normal buyer-and-seller relationship.
We prepared such a contract and submitted
it to you, Mr. Secretary, last month. Mr.
Greeley has reported that review of the con-
tract will be undertaken shortly by the
Forest Service and that a meeting with in-
dustry will follow.

Bince our industry 15 so essential to the
economy of hundreds of communities and
the people living in them and is one of the
largest employers of manufacturing labor in
the United States, the need for prompt
action on this program is essential.

E. M, STODDARD, SAWTOOTH LUMBER CO.

At the February 1962 meeting, the west-
ern pine industry spokesman stated that
inequities in Forest Service timber sale
policies and contract provisions were In
urgent need of attention. We had hoped
that, by offering the industrywide four-point
program, constructive policy changes would
be made.

Mr. Secretary, we appreciate your efforts to
assure the sale of the allowable cut of timber
on national forests, Your willingness to
travel to Portland, Oreg., to discuss timber
policy questions with the industry was most
encouraging. We greatly appreciated your
directing the appointment of the Timber
Appraisal Review Committee and requesting
review of the Forest Service appeals proce-
dure and timber sale contract. With your
personal attention we look forward to the
eguitable solution to these problems.

It is essential now that the Government
implement the recommendations of the
Timber Appraisal Review Committee. In
addition, we hope that you can find ways to
accelerate the review and adoption of the
industry’'s proposals for a new appeals pro-
cedure and timber sale contract. You may
be assured, Mr. Secretary, of our industry’s
full cooperation to that end.

It is our sincere bellef that adoption of
the measures now before you will have bene-
ficial impact on the development and sta-
bility of the many communities dependent
on the national forests, This is particularly
true in the 12-State western pine producing
area where two-thirds of the timber resource
is Government owned.

The grim reality of these matters is fur-
ther magnified when you consider its effect
upon jobs and payrolls, businesses, and the
tax base. We hope we can soon expect satis-
factory solutions to these matters.

L. L. STEWART, BOHEMIA LUMEER CO.

Mr. Secretary, we, the representatives of
the Douglas-fir region of western Oregon,
Washington, and California, are here today
in behalf of the 140,000 people employed in
our part of the forest industry. National
forest timber provides a substantial portion
of our annual timber needs. Half of our
reglon's communities are largely dependent
on national forest timber.

Two years ago the forest industry co-
operated on a nationwide basis in developing
a program to improve the management of
our national forests, the results were pre-
sented to you, Mr. Secretary, as the four-
point program, 20 months ago.

We have previously given written endorse-
ment to the recommendations of your Worrell
Committee on timber appralsal procedures.

It is of the utmost importance that these

recommendations for improving the busi-
ness practices of the national forests be
promptly translated into action.

We also need early consideration by you
on two other points: (1) We need action
on our proposed appeals procedure; and (2)
we need action on a revised timber sale con-
tract. We understand that in the last several
days arr ts have been made to move
ahead on the contract revision.
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We are extremely appreciative, Mr. Secre-
tary, of the personal attention you have
given in helping the national forests con-
tribute more to our Nation's annual timber
harvest.

In conclusion, we hope you will use your
offices to secure prompt action on these
several problems. The Tforest-dependent
communities we represent are alert to the
problems and the developments in the whole
field of timber selling policies because of the
welfare of the people is directly affected.

JOHN B, VEACH, HARDWOOD CORF. OF AMERICA

The Appalachian Mountain region covers
parts of 10 States—its forests are princi-
pally hardwoods and its mational forests
offer a valuable opportunity for creating
many additional man-days of work to bolster
its economy. The four-point program is
almed at bringing this about. Two of these
points are of particular importance to this
Appalachian region.

First, we need the completion, at the ear-
liest possible date, of the new timber in-
ventory and growth survey now being made
on the national forests to form a basis for
establishing a realistic allowable annual cut.

Second, we need the greatly accelerated
development of the timber access road sys-
tem in these national forests.

Also, we need to recognize the great poten-
tial of these forests to provide a sizable num-
ber of man-days of work in timber harvest-
ing and access road construction.

Thanks to your leadership, Mr. Secretary,
a start has been made In our area toward
increasing the annual harvest to equal the
full allowable cut on the national forests.
For example, on these national forests, about
3 years ago only 35 percent of the allowable
cut was harvested while this year it will
reach 75 percent. However, the new forest
surveys being made indicate that the allow-
able cut may be doubled. The harvest of
this timber cannot be accomplished without
proper access road construction—at the pres-
ent, funds appropriated and allocated to the
area are bulilding only one-third of the mile-
age needed to practice good forestry and at-
tain maximum multiple use.

Qur forestry problems in this area are
quite similar to those of my friends in the
South and the West. This was very clearly
shown when our group appeared before the
Worrell Committee. We are quite different,
however, when it comes to the problem of
man-days of work which is now so important
to us. To emphasize the importance of our
eastern natlonal forests, it takes 10 times as
many man-hours of work to produce 1,000
feet of hardwood lumber as it does to pro-
duce 1,000 feet of western softwood lum-
ber—this is due to size of trees, the rough
terrain and the amount of manufacturing
required. Our area needs to put men to work.
Through the establishment of policies per-
mitting a full allowable annual cut and the
development of access roads necessary to
harvest it, the national forests in the Ap-
palachian region can be brought up to the
level where they will carry their share of
the economy of the region.

DEVERE DIERKS, JR., DIERKS FOREST, INC.

Mr. Secretary, the proportion of timber
furnished by the national forests in the 12
Southern States is not as large as in other
sectlons of the Nation. However, they do
provide a significant amount, and can make
a real contribution to industry and com-
munity stability. Although few southern
lumbermen depend on the national forests
for either all or a major part of their timber
requirements, many need to supplement their
own or other purchased stumpage.

The southern pine lumber industry will
support your efforts, Mr. Secretary, to assure
the orderly sale of the allowable cut so that
timber purchasers will be able to better plan
their future operations.
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Members of our southern pine industry
participated in developing both the proposed
appeals procedure and the timber sale con-
tract revision which have been presented for
your review and adoption. The Timber Ap-
praisal Review Committee visited our region
and we agree with its suggestions for im-
proving national forest timber appraisal.
We urge your adoption of its recommenda-
tions.

ADDRESS BY SECRETARY ORVILLE FREEMAN TO A
Novemeer 6, 1963, BrREAKFAsT MEETING,
NaTIoNAL LUuMBER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIA-
TION

Gathered around this hall are leaders of
the great and vital and important timber in-
dustry. This 1s indeed a good example of
American democracy in action, I hope you
will tolerate me—two opening stories. The
first one is about the fellow who held public
office. ‘This guy had a tough question and
he was wiggling and wangling because there
wasn’t any clear-cut answer, and finally he
came up with the best way to answer it
when they got him in a corner and nailed
him good. He sald, “Well, I'll tell you,” he
said, “some of my friends are against It,
some of my friends are for it, and I'm for
my friends.”

The same fellow, I suppose I should say,
is the one that changed a long-held position
that he felt very strongly, and one of his
constituents who had vigorously urged the
change approached him in a very generous
and expansive mood and said, “Joe, we're
very happy that you're with us and that
you really see the light on this and we're
very grateful.” And he looked at him and
said, “Hell, I dldn't see the light, I just felt
the heat.”

I say this in not anything but good fun.
You have put me on the hot seat, and that's
the way we do business, and it is a good
way. I'm glad to be here. I'm glad to be
on the hot seat. I believe that if you can’t
stand the heat, you should get out of the
kitchen, and In case you are interested, I
have no intentions of resigning, either now
or in the foreseeable future,

The Department of Agriculture is a won-
derful Department. I'm not going to glve
you a chamber of commerce speech, but the
more I'm with the USDA the more I am im-
pressed with it. I have never seen such a
broad field of human knowledge which I
can draw upon, nor have I ever known more
devoted and able people. I won't take the
time this morning to spell out all the things
that this Department of Agriculture does for
the people of this Natlon—that is, the activ-
ities other than those people think about
the USDA in terms of, corn and wheat or
cows and pigs.

I want to make it clear that I don't have
favorites among the agencles. I couldn't
afford to have favorites. Even if I had some
I wouldn't say so. But I want you to know
that forestry and all its relations with our
great national forests and with our multi-
ple-use philosophiles is an area that i1s very
near and dear to me. I have a deep per-
sonal interest and concern, and I have given
a great deal of time and attention to all
aspects of forestry. I can assure you that I
am deeply concerned with and conscious of
your problem—whether you can show &
profit, or pay us good healthy taxes for us
to spend down here at the end of the year,
or provide jobs and sustenance for your com-
munities. And John Baker, the Assistant
Secretary, who cuts across the whole field of
natural resources, also gives a great deal of
attentlon to forestry. And I want you to
know that we're going to continue this in-
terest.

Let me say T appreciate the improved com-
munications that we have. I appreciate the
forthrightness, directness—1I'll stop a little
short of saying bluntness—with which you
put me on the spot here this morning. I
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am going to give you the answers. That's
what you want. We've been working on
them. You've been a little impatient. I
think some of you figured that we were just
trying to play hard to get and to shift and
shuffle our feet around. But we haven’'t.
We've been working on this, carefully and
diligently for a long time, even before the
meeting we had on February 21, 1962, in my
office.

Most of you were there at that meeting.
We were working on them even before the
meeting with the Western Pine Association
in Portland where you were so very gracious
and helpful to me and received so thought-
fully the remarks that I tried to make there
in answer to your guestions.

Art Temple, you were president then; I
want to thank you for your graciousness and
helpfulness. I want to thank you for setting
a new tone of mutual relationships which
has been close. But, let me get to the
specifics. When we first started talking we
were both hurting and bleeding economically.
The years of 1861 and early 1862 were tough,
hard years for your industry. They were
tough economic years in terms of our coun-
try. We were concerned about it, and your
meeting with me in February of 1962 helped
to dramatize the situation.

The first thing you sald to us was, “We
need to cut timber; we need to go to work;
we need to put people to work; we've got
communitles depending upon us. Let's go.

“Let's cut timber—that’s No. 1,” you sald.
That means making it avallable; that means
selling 1t, and making 1t possible for you to
cut it; and, as you put it very gently, that
means getting off our backsides administra-
tively and making 1t possible for you to get
the work done. That's about the way you
put it. So we tried to get off our backsides,
as the saying goes. I think we did.

We went to work, and 1962 was a better
year than 1961, and 1963 is going to be a
Letter year than 1962, as you well know. One
reason is that we in the Department went
to work and made timber avallable for sale.
‘We sold 4.7 billion board feet in the guarter
ending June 30, 1962. The heavy emphasis
on increased sales continued for the entire
fiscal year ending June 30, 1963, with the
sale of 12.2 billlon board feet. Now that was
1.9 billion board feet more than the preced-
ing year and 400 million feet higher than the
volume we actually had set as a goal when
we went to the Congress for financing. For
the most recent quarter, which ended Sep-
tember 30, 1963, we had sales of 400 million
feet more than the corresponding period of
a year ago.

We made timber available and you went
to work. May I compliment you on a dog-
gone efiiclent and effective operation. You
went out and you increased the volume ac-
tually cut. In the fiscal year ending June 30,
1963, a new all-time record timber cut of 10
billion board feet was established.

The cut of the most recent quarter, end-
ing September 30, 1963, was the highest
amount ever obtalned in a single quarter,
the highest in history. It totaled almost
315 billion feet, or an increase of 400 million
feet over the cut for the corresponding quar-
ter last year.

So working together, we've been selling it,
you've been cutting it, and I think it's a rec-
ord that we can mutually take some pride
in. I can honestly say to you that the Forest
Service has been really moving efficlently.

The Congress, too, has acted favorably in
response to your requests in this fleld. The
Congress, for fiscal 1964 appropriation, raised
$5 million above the appropriations of the
prevlous year for timber sale administration.
It takes people to do this sales job and to
administer it—it's not like falling off a log;
it’s complicated business. Congress also has
appropriated, 171 milllon more for roads
in fiscal 1864 than in 1963. Over 65 percent
of that increase is scheduled for timber ac-

24027

cess roads and road development. Now that
isn't all you asked, that isn't £°1 I asked, that
isn't what most of the congressional people
here asked, but it's a pretty substantial
increase.

Now you ask about the four points and I
want to go through them with you. But be-
fore I do, let me put you on the spot and be
equally blunt with you, as you've been with
me this morning. One of the things that has
helped us make more timber sales has been
the accelerated public works program. Now
that is a part of ARA, if you will. Through
this we've been able to do some work in the
forests. We've been able to build a lot of
roads; we've been able to accomplish tree
planting; we've been able to do a lot of tim-
ber stand improvement work.

Mr. Gulstina, if I may be very blunt with
you, I haven't seen many people from this
industry up there lobbying for APW. I'd like
to see your people up there because APW is
for the industry, and it's for the people that
you are interested in, and for the communi-
ties that you are worried about. The money
spent for forestry measures is money well
spent.

Now, you'll ind—maybe even in some of
your organizations—where you could be a
little more efficient—where you make a mis-
take now and then. But I'll tell.you where
forests are concerned on APW and a good
share of this money has gone into forest
work—we're ready to go on 24 hours' notice to
build roads, to make timber stand improve-
ment, to start tree planting, and to develop
the whole range of multiple-use programs to
provide jobs for people and to help fortify
and expand the whole economic base of the
communities that you're fighting for, talking
about, and worrying about. And I hope that
you'll discuss before you leave here the APW
program and decide to get up to this Con-
gress and help pass it and get us some money
so that we can do some of the things you're
asking us to do. And may I say to you that
this is a doggone good investment in the
future of this country.

Oh, yes, one other thing I would like to
thank you for, and to say that I think that
the Forest Service can properly accept some
accolades for, and that s the work that was
done in Oregon and Washington following

» the effects of the hwrricane. We have moved
«a lot of that timber that was down, as a

matter of fact most of it. On October 1 out
of total of about 2 billion feet, a billion and
one-half of the total has been sold and 743
million has been cut. I think that's a pretty
good record. You are a fine, efficlent group of
operators and I thank you for it.

Now let me get to the four points because
I'm prepared to give you some answers on
them, and here they are:

No. 1, and I thank you for acknowledging
this, the allowable cut situation under point
1, I think, has been taken care of.

The request regarding Appalachia which
was raised this morning is one I hadn't
heard of before this morning. I'll ask Art
Greeley to make a check on this, I want to
be familiar with the situation in Appalachia
for a whole lot of reasons.

Now, what have we done?

In January 1963 the regulations were re-
vised to clarify objectives, specifically S3
and S6. Also, In March of 1963 a state-
ment on "Natlonal Forest Timber Sale Ac-
tivities” was Issued. This is important In
connection with allowable cuts, so you will
have this information. This is a proper re-
quest. It is a measuring of accomplishment
against criteria, where we set down in depth
and detall exactly where we are so you can
evaluate it, and can give to the people who
make the declsion in the final analysis—the
Congress of the United States. They will
have better knowledge of what these opera-
tions are about. So, No, 1 is, basically, an-
swered.

All right, now let me jump down to point
4, which 1s the timber sale contract. I do
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that because of its high priority in relation
to your very proper concern, and ours, which

was: “Let’s get busy and cut some timber
aowecanmakeapmﬂtandsoweoanmate
jobs for people.” Now I've looked at this
contract and it has gotten kind of old and
it's had a lot of things tacked on to it over
the years, and I've read it very carefully my-
self and there are some changes that are
needed in it.

You know, and I know, that dealing with
the Government under a contract is not like
dealing with each other under a contract.
It's not quite as bad as that old saying
“heads I win, talls you lose”. But basically,
when you deal with the Government, you
deal on a prescribed basis, because the Gov-
ernment is the custodian of the overall pub-
lic welfare, and as such this is not the same
as contracts between individuals. Govern-
ment contracts which deal with the public
domain have got to be “tough” contracts
from the standpoint of the private side of
that contract. And If the Congress had not
written it that way, the GAO would have
told them that they should.

We do not want the contract to be a one-
sided affair. I emphasized before that this
contract needs a lot of work. But you know,
and I know, that regarding the public do-
main, Government, in its relationship with
the totality of the taxpayer interest, cannot
enter a contract relationship as two modern
business institutions would deal with each
other. In a private contract you can amend,
or change, or adjust it bilaterally, as the
occasion may require; in private transac-
tions you can get two lawyers around the
table and decide how you are going to make
particular kinds of changes. Now you don't
do that in dealing with the Government. I
don't go into a contract and change it to
the disadvantage of the American taxpayer
and the American public. I don’t change it
because under law I cannot do so. Certain
procedures on occasion are set up for doing
this. I think the point is generally under-
stood. I don't need to belabor it.

This contract of ours has grown, and has
been added to until it is a very difficult in-
strument. And it does tend to be, and will
always tend to be, loaded on the side of Gov-
ernment because of the very nature of things.
But there is a lot that can be done about
it. This need at first was related to the
immediate goal of getting out and getting
the timber cut and the job done—and so it
had and still has a high priority.

We went to work on it right away. And
Art Greeley headed up a team which met
with some representatives from your indus-
try, and worked out some contract changes,
and turned them over to your industry.
Those changes were not considered by you
to be adequate. You proceeded to make a
substantial investment of time, and effort,
and know-how to come back with what you
considered an adequately revised contract.
I understand you spent a great deal of money
in doing it. I have looked at this, but we
have had it less than a month. And yet our
material was sent fo you about a year ago.
But, it is going to take some work and we are
prepared now to sit down and go over it step
by step and plece by plece. And we will
revise this contract and it ought to be im-
proved and sharpened and cleared up. I am
confident this can be done. I can assure you
that we are golng to be more than cooperative
in getting it done. And so that one point is
well underway. And I am very confident
that contract can be substantially improved.

It took you a year to decide what you
wanted, and we will try to act a little bit
faster than that. It isn’t easy, but we will
be digging In and working at it. We ought
to have a better contract. And we will try.

Now point No. 3. That is the timber ap-
praisal committee and the Worrell report.
As has already been outlined, and as I said
in Portland, we appointed a committee. I

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

sald it would come from neither the Forest
Service, nor would it come from the industry
proper. This was done. The committee
worked very hard. And they made some
recommendations. They made 37 recommen-
dations. Of the 37 recommendations which
the committee made, 834 of them, for all
practical purposes, the Forest Service and
the Department of Agriculture welcomed, as
you welcomed them. Of those, and I am not
going into detail on them here, there are
seven which are going to some work-
ing out in practical application. There will
be some modifications or adjustments that
we think that the committee might not have
foreseen in their review. But in substance,
we . So out of 37 recommendations in
this Advisory Committee report, we agree
with 34.

Now there are three that have given some
trouble. I want to talk to you about those
three. We have needed some declsions on
them and I am prepared to give them. In
this connection, the of Agriculture
has a lot of advisory committees and they are
advisory committees. They are appointed to
advise or recommend, and not to dictate., I
happen to be responsible for what goes on
in the Department of Agriculture, and in the
Forest Service, and I make the decisions. I
appreclate and profit from advisory commit-
tee reports. But the fact that I appoint one
does not necessarily mean that I am going
to agree with it, or accept verbatim every-
thing it says. And of course you realize this
without my saying.

Now the three recommendations we have
problems with are the ones that run to the
question of profit,. What do we do to try
to handle this so that we will do our best
to meet your need for profit in the opera-
tion that you carry on in any particular
logging operation? Now this is a tough,
complicated, and highly involved technical
question. I will have to say that though I
have spent a good many hours at it I do
not completely understand all of its rami-
fications. But I have done my best.

First of all, I want you to know that we
are concerned about this problem. We are
certain that you can’t operate as a normal
American business operation without mak-
ing a profit, So we want you to make it.

‘And to this end we are going to do every-
*thing we can within the law and within

proper procedures and protection of the
public interest, and acting in the proper
way. You would not want us to act in any
other way.

These three recommendations, parts of the
Worrell Committee report, go to the gues-
tion of profit. You know that we put into
effect in mid-1962 the “sale-as-a-whole™
appraisal approach, under which appraised
prices for high values species are reduced to
make up for less than normal profit oppor-
tunities in low value species. And we think
this is working out quite well. Now the
appraisal review committee did make some
comments on this and on the profit ratio
levels used and raised guestions about the
published reports of profit and of profit ra-
tlos, We are prepared to make further care-
ful studies of published profit data. So at
this time we are “marrying up”, as it were,
the high value species and the low wvalue
species in a sensible and workable way that
will make the potential profit that is nec-
essary—assuming efficlent operations on
your part. It's related to the Worrell com-
mittee report but not directly in it.

Now there are two recommendations in
the report that create some problem and
which, at this point, I am not prepared to
accept. I want to share my reasons with
you. PFirst, we get into the question of the
definition of what constitutes adequate
stumpage prices in connection with the
whole question of “fair market value” and
the “objective of appraisals.” What it gets
down to in this whole complicated problem,
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which is a legal problem in part, is & matter
of definition. The law says, “appraised
value.” The Department has always con-
sidered appraised value as “fair market
value.” Now this gets down to a question
of how do you handle this appraised value
question and what is the definition of “fair
market value” in its application to ap-
praisals? The committee came out with
something called “acceptable price.! I've
read this part of the report. It is a little
rough to understand how acceptable price
concept exactly is going to work. I am con-
cerned also about its legal implications and
its relation to the clearly established goal of
falr market value. Now this whole busi-
ness applies to only a relatively small num-
ber of cases, a relatively limited number of
cases, and I am, at this point, unwilling
without some further guidance from the U.S.
Congress, to rock the boat in connection
with the definition of falr market value to
encompass the small number of cases in-
volved in this whole matter.

Now whether we want to seek legislation
to establish some basis other than fair mar-
ket value to appraise national forest timber
for sale is a guestion that I hope that you
will consider and that you are considering.
On balance, at this point, after careful con-
slderation it seems to me that the handicaps,
that the losses, and the complications, and
the potential misunderstandings, and gques-
tionable legal position—that considering all
these things, the transfer from fair market
value to something called acceptable price,
which about defies any kind of and
clear definition, is a highly questionable
course of action for both of us. It is one
that, at this point, I am not prepared to
propose.

On the second recommendation, we come
to the situation where the average appraised
price for timber in a proposed sale is less
than the average minimum stumpage rates.
In this instance, timber comes up for sale
as a part of allowable cut and you can’t cut
and make a profit on it. What are we going
to do so that you can make a profit on it?

The committee in this instance says, in
effect, subsidize it. Make some change in
relation to what is required now within the
working circle which has been agreed upon
by all concerned—the industry and the For-
est Service and the Congress. Do something
involving proper practices, such as silvicul-
tural practices to safeguard national forest
values, or slash disposal, or snag disposal,
or erosion control and the measures needed
to take care of debris. These have always
been considered a part of the logging job.
This is work that has to be done.

The recommendation of the committee is
that the cost for cleanup be absorbed by
someone else. That means that the USDA
does it. That means that we subsidize it.
That means that we go to Congress for ap-
propriations to do it because we don't have
the funds to do it now. Now, again, this
problem runs to a relatively small portion of
the sales, and there is no doubt In my mind
but what this will be clearly characterized
as a subsidy. The Secretary of Agriculture is
sick and tired of the word “subsidy.” I don't
know whether you want that label on your
back, but I don't think you do. Speaking for
myself, I don't.

You have to continue to operate. Some
of you are going to be under pressure to
operate in logging that presents a tough,
knotty problem, But you and the Forest
Service are going to be in a whole peck of
trouble, including concern by some of the
deeply public spirited and knowledgeable
congressional leaders in this room this
morning, if we start fooling around with
sound practices of forestry, and of proper
handling of forestry, and of proper proce-
dures for operating jointly in our business.
You know that. I know that. It's not a
course that I think is sound judgment. It's
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not sound judgment for us to break away
from present practices on this, for reasons
that I think we both understand.

S0 on these two points, and only these
two at this time, the answer from the Sec-
retary of Agriculture is: We are concerned,
and we know this is a problem, but to the
indicated extent, the answer to these two
recomendations in the Worrell Committee
report is very definitely “No.”™

Now, also, there is a third recommenda-
tion on the ‘equal escalation” issue. You've
got a point here, for if the price can go down
so far, it ought to be able to go up so far, as
well, And it looks like it’s another “heads
I win, talls you lose" situation. There is a
problem here, and a lot of related complica-
tions, too. We are flexible on this, afd as
we negotiate these contract issues I think
we can do something to make this a bit more
effective, fair and workable to you who are
conscious of this problem.

To conclude, on the Worrell Committee
report there are only two things in those
recommendations where at this point the
Becretary of Agriculture says “No.” I have
outlined them. And they are cases which, in
effect, involve subsidization in order to give
an assured profit. I don't think you want
that any more than when you responded,
when I asked you in Portland, whether you
wanted to have allotments of timber, rather
than to have competitive bidding.

You don't want allotments. ¥You want to
be competitive and you want to continue on
your operations. I think you should. I
would not recommend a subsidy type of ac-
tion although the problem the committee
points out is vital and critical. We want to
go as far as we can, but I don't think that
you want to get a subsidy label on your back
in relation to this. And these two things
in the Worrell Committee report end up, I
think, here. On that basis, the decision on
these two points has been made.

Now, finally, we get to appeals. This is one
that I've given a lot of attention and thought
to, not only as secretary and as a former gov-
ernor, but also as one who likes to think
that he has a little extra interest and back-
ground in the pure matter of political philos-
ophy of government and how it works. This
concern is with big government, and how it
should be responsive to the needs of the In-
dividual. This is a tough question and I
have seen the problem from both sides., I
have represented private industry. I have
brought cases all the way to the Supreme
Court. And I have been just as frustrated
at times as you have in dealing with govern-
ment. And I have been on the other side
of the table, so I assure you that this has
concerned me, as a political scientist as well
as an administrator, and, I hope, a reason-
able policymolder.

I have given this question of appeals a
lot of thought. One of the things it comes
down to is the dividing line In separating
out a properly appalable question of fact
where there is a difference of opinion, and
where judgment on the facts ought to be
made. This should be separate from a basie
policy question where the administrative
official is responsible for overall policy. On
the question of fact, an appeal procedure is
essential. On the question of policy there
cannot be any appeal procedure as there is
on a question of fact. I cannot delegate to
an appeal committee the power to make pol-
icy decisions within the Department of Agri-
culture, unless the Congress of the United
States says that they want a committee from
your Industry to run the Department. The
Congress hasn't said that; they want the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to run the Department.
And . so, basic policy questions are my
responsibility.

Now fact questions are another thing; and
where the same persons are judge and jury
in making the decision is a problem. We
have given a lot of thought to this, for quite
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a while. And here is the conclusion that we
have come up with.

‘There are three things Iinvolved here.
That is three categories of questions, I think.
Pirst, a determination of contract relief
which involves issues of fact or law arising
under a contract. That's No. 1.

No. 2, a decision under regulations gov-
erning the permitted use of the national for-
ests having a direct effect on the enjoy-
ment of such use, but where the private
party has no contractual right to rellef.
That's area No. 2. No contract, but a history
of use. And a right, or a relationship that
does not involve overall policy.

And third, a decislon having a broad pol-
icy impact on forest administration and
management not primarily identifiable with
individual private enjoyment. Now the third
one involves basic policy questions. And on
that one I have to say “No,” in connection
with appeals. That's my responsibility and
I could not dissolve it legally if I wanted to.
It otherwise would be impossible to operate
the Department of Agriculture. And so on
that one the answer 1s “No.”

On the other two we are proposing an ap-
peal procedure. It would work like this.
First of all, the present procedure will be
continued through the regional forester. At
this point, if we were to set up with every
regional forester an independent appeal
board on every question in every region
around this country, I think, gentlemen, we
would have an absolutely administrative
monster. I think you would find that you
would get so piled up in operations that it
would be literally impossible to do what we
jointly want to do. At least that is my judg-
ment.

So the same lure through the re-
glonal forester, at this point, I would say
would continue. We would, however, estab-
lish a 5-member board of appeals to consider
appeals from declsions of the regional for-
ester. Three members would be regular em-
ployees of the Department outside of the
Forest Service, and “wo would be persons not
now employed by the U.S. Government. This
board would be authorized, first, to hold
hearings anywhere in the United States.
They would also render final declsions in
appeals on questions of facts under con-
tracts, which covers 90 percent or more of the
points of which you are concerned. The
board would also make advisory recommen-
dations under point No. 2, which are quasi-
policy questlons, together with supporting
determinations of fact to the Chief of the
Forest Service.

The decisions of the Chief, based upon
recommendations which come from the ap-
peal board in category No. 2, would then be
appealable to the Secretary, with the record
of both, namely, the recommendation of the
independent appeals board and action of the
Chief on that recommendation of the appeal
board. These will be referred to the Secre-
tary for his action. This is the marginal
policy area, but in it there would be a finding
by an independent board, which would be
highly influential.

I have mentioned that action in connec-
tion with the third class of case would re-
main outside the responsibility of the board.
In conection with this one, speaking of broad
policy determinations, you know that I have
established a policy in the Department which
did not always exist for broad public hear-
ings—for example, on land exchanges. Sen-
ator MacwUsoN and I have had long talks
about problems involved in exchanges. I
think we have thc same experience here on
land exchanges that I had as Governor of the
State of Minnesota. As long as we had
something that we were doing behind closed
doors everybody thought we were going about
trying to cheat somebody. And as soon as we
opened the doors, and had the press come in
and let everybody know all about this ex-
change, then nobody even bothered to come
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to the meetings because then they figured
nobody was cheating anybody, and we got
along pretty well. And so this 15 what we've
been doing. And today there are, on land

, public hearings. Senator CHURCH
is one that I have talked with about this.
Senator Jackson, and I could mention Sen-
ator NEUBERGER, and Senator Morse, and I
could mention some others, including some
over on the House side.

Bo, on these policy questions, we come
down to a matter of public hearings and
every opportunity is given for a group that
has a particular interest to have their say.
When they have had their say, and when
they have been heard, then the Congress has
its say. If you think that the Secretary of
Agriculture, or the Chief of the Forest Service,
can be an independent operator, you don’t
know the U.S. Congress. I can tell you that,
for when people get excited, then their Con-
gressmen get excited, for that is thelir busi-
ness. And when they get excited, believe
me, I hear about it.

So, in this one, why there is this kind of
check. And we are, in addition, ) g
appeals procedure. We think that it will be
workable, and meet your very proper and
legitimate protest that in a sense the Forest
Service has been prosecuter, judge, trial
jury, defendant, and declsionmaker, and ap-
peal court. In a sense there was some truth
in that, on the question of facts as there was
also on a question of contract.

If T may summarize, I have kept you here
a long time, but I have tried to go into these
things a little bit, and as I have said we will
summarize these things, some of them more
fully.

I appreciate your cooperation, communica=
tion, the help, the frankness, and, if I may
say s0, the bluntness. I hope I have not
been too blunt this morning. But you
wanted some answers. You suggested this
morning that we were delaying. We have
not been delaying. We have been working
and thinking and making decisions and now
I have announced some of them. And now
you have them. And that's it. Now, let's
see how these things work.

Let's keep up the spirit of cooperation,
because we have gotten results. We have in-
creased the allowable cut. We have sold
more and cut more timber than at any time
in the history of this country. And this is
a fine record, a record on which I think we
both can take some real pride. On the ap-
praisal thing, 80 percent of the recommen-
dations we've met, we reserve on one for
more negotiations. On two, at this point,
the answer 1s “No" for reasons I have given.
In connection with the contract, we are go-
ing to make a lot more progress and I am
confident that we can iron out a lot of things,
And I believe that 99 percent of our problems
come down to trying to do something about
that contract.

On the appeal thing, you had a legitimate
point In my judgment, It worries me. The
appeals board, I think, is a workahle pro-
cedure, and 1t will meet your problems and it
will also meet mine, which is the eyentual
responsibility.

So, ladies and gentlemen, I thank you for
your time, and I thank you for your courtesy,
and I thank you for, I hope, your friendship.
Again, may I say I have tried to give you
answers. I suppose they are not everything
that you would have liked. I think we have
made a lot of progress. These are some ter-
ribly important 1ssues, and I am deeply con-
cerned. It Is important to this country for
its community life. We are all deeply con-
cerned. The Forest Service is concerned. I
think it has been more responsive and it will
seek to be more responsive, but we first rep=~
resent the American people as a whole.

We apply the law of Congress in terms of
multiple use. That standard and that prin-
ciple is one that you support. I will only
say to you that you are not the low man on
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the totem pole. SBome of you, I know, feel
you are. We are seeking to administer this
on an equitable and fair basis in the light
of present and future needs of the economy—
of your industry, of your profits, of your em-
ployees, of your towns, of your people, and
the soclial and economic conditions of this
country. We are doing the very, very best
we can, We are going to be responsive to
you in every way that we properly can, You
have the answers and the decisions that I
have made. I am privileged to have this kind
of company, and to make this report to you
personally and to meet with you in this fine
way.
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Vere Dierks, Jr., Dierks Forests, Inc,, Hot
Springs, Ark.; C. D. Dosker, Gamble Bros.,
Inec., Louisville, Ky.; John Druckenbrod, Na-
tional Lumber Manufacturers Association,
Washington, D.C.; M. B. Doyle, National
Lumber Manufacturers Assoclation, Wash-
ington, D.C.; Paul M. Dunn, St. Regls Paper
Co., New York, N.¥.; Robert F. Dwyer, Dwyer
Lumber & Plywood Co. Portland, Oreg.;
J. B. Edens, S, W. Forest Industries, Inc.,
Phoenix, Ariz.; G. C. Edgett, West Coast
Lumberman's Assoclation, Portland, Oreg.;
Stewart Ferguson, Aloha Shake Co., Aloha,
Wash.; Joseph J. Fitzgerald, E. Hines Lumber
Co., Chicago, Ill.; George C. Flanagan, Elk
Lumber Co., Medford, Oreg.; L. K. Floan,
Potlatch Forests, Inc.,, Lewiston, Idaho;
Harold J. Ford, American Forest Products
Corp., San Franecisco, Calif.; D, B, Framp-
ton, D. B. Frampton & Co., Columbus, Ohio;
Phillip E. Frankfort, 8. W. Forest Industries,
Ine., Phoenix, Ariz.; Frank R. Gilchrist, Gil-
christ Timber Co., Gilchrist, Oreg., N. B.
Giustina, Glustina Bros. Lumber Co., Eugene,
Oreg.; Charles T. Gray, American Forest
Products Corp., SBan Francisco, Calif.; W. E.
Griffee, Western Pine Association, Portland,
Oreg.; W. D. Hagenstein, Industrial Forestry
Assoclation, Portland, Oreg.; John F. Hall,
National Lumber Manufacturers Assoclation,
Washington, D.C.; Robert Helding, St. Regis
Paper Co., J. Neils Division, Libby, Mont.;
Michael Hennessy, attorney at law, Yreka,
Calif,; A. T. Hildman, Michigan-California
Lumber Co., Camino, Calif,; Charles M. Hines,
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E. Hines Lumber Co., Chicago, Ill.; George
V. Hjort, Boise Cascade Corp., Boise, Idaho.

Ralph D. Hodges, Jr., National Lumber
Manufacturers Association, Washington,
D.C.; Nils B. Hult, Hult Lumber & Plywood
Co., Junction Clty, Oreg.; Lacy H. Hunt, L. H.
Hunt Lumber Co., Nacogdoches, Tex.; E. N,
W. Hunter, Pope & Talbot, Inc., Portland,
Oreg.; Dave James, Simpson Timber Co.,
BSeattle, Wash.; William T. Jobe, Jr., National
Lumber Manufacturers Association, Wash-
ington, D.C.; Ray E. Johnson, West Tacoma
Newsprint Co., Steilacoom, Wash.; Rae L.
Johnson, Georgia-Pacific Co-p., Portland,
Oreg.; Richard Jordan, National Lumber
Manufacturers Association, Washington,D.C,;
Robert- C. Keck, attorney at law, Chicago,
111.#W. H. Kellogg, T. S. Foster Estate, Hunts-
ville, Tex.; Baxter B. Kelly, Willlams Sales
Co., SBumter, 8.0.; Glen M. Kittrell, Wagner
Lumber Products Co., Twisp, Wash.; E. L.
Kolbe, Western Pine Association, Portland,
Oreg.; Jim Larson, National Lumber Manu-
facturers Association, Washington, D.C.;
Shane MacCarthy, National Lumber Manu-
facturers Association, Washington, D.C.; Mar-
shall McGrath, International Paper Co., New
York, N.Y¥,; Herbert B. McKean, Potlatch For-
ests, Inc., Lewiston, Idaho; H. 8. Mersereau,
Georgla-Pacific Corp., Augusta, Ga., J. F.
Muller, L. & M. Lumber Co., Willis, Tex.;
George Neff, Anaconda Forest Products, Bon-
ner, Mont., Harold P. Newson, National
Lumber Manufacturers Association, Wash-
ington, D.C;; T. K. Oliver, Timber Products
Co., Division Cyprus Mines Corp., Medford,
Oreg.; Bernard L. Orell, Weyerhaeuser Co.,
Tacoma, Wash.; Leonard E. Pasek, Kimberly-
Clark Corp., Neenah, Wis.; Paul D. Plumly,
P. W. Plumly Corp., Winchester, Va.; Peter
F. Pope, Pope & Talbot, Inc.,, Portland,
Oreg.; Starr W. Reed, Simpson Timber Co.,
Seattle, Wash.; E. C. Rettig, Potlatch Forests,
Inc., Lewiston, Idaho; John S. Richards,
Atlas Tie Co., Coeur d'Alene, Idaho; H. A,
Roberts, Western Pine Association, Portland,
Oreg.; George C. Romeiser, Southern Hard-
ware Lumber Manufacturers Association,
Memphis, Tenn., Mark Schoknecht, St.
Regis Paper Co., J. Neils Division, Libby,
Mont.; W. Scott Shepherd, Lumber River
Manufacturing Co., Inec., Lumberton, N.C,;
A. Robert Smith, correspondent, Washing-
ton, D.C.; R. E. Stermitz, Intermountain
Lumber Co., Missoula, Mont.; W. E. Steven-
son, 8. D. 8. Lumber Co., Bingen, Wash.;
L. L. Stewart, Bohemia Lumber Co., Inc.,
Culp Creek, Oreg.; E. M. Stoddard, Sawtooth
Lumber Co., Mountain Home, Idaho; Wil-
llam Swindells, Willamette Valley Lumber
Co., Portland, Oreg.; Arthur Temple, Jr.,
Southern Pine Lumber Co., Diboll, Tex.;
Latane Temple, Temple Lumber Co.. Houston,
Tex.; Mark Townsend, Townsend Lumber Co,,
Stuttgart, Ark.; John B. Veach, Hardware
Corp. of America, Asheville, N.C.;, Een-
neth R. Walker, Paul Bunyan Lumber Co.,
Atherton, Calif.; W. R. Warner, Potlatch For-
ests, Inc,, Warren, Ark.; L. W. Wilson, Bemis
Hardware Lumber Co., Robbinsville, N.C;
Steve Wilson, Steve Wilson Co., Medford,
Oreg.; and Gene Wortsman, Rocky Moun-
tain News, Denver, Colo.

LUMBER STANDARDS WARNING TO
THE WEST

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be printed
at this point in my remarks an article
from the October issue of Western Tim-
ber Industry. This sets forth action
taken in Florida by its State legislature
to make it illegal to install lumber ex-
ceeding a 19-percent moisture content
in any structure or building used for
human habitation.
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There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Dry Lumper ApvocATES Pur OVER QUICKIE
B To OuTLAW GREEN

TALLAHASSEE, FrLa—The Florida legisla-
ture has passed a law making it illegal to
install lumber exceeding 19 percent in mois-
ture content into any “structure or bulld-
ing used for human habitation.”

The Southern pine interests (who must
dry to 19 percent maximum to prevent stain
and damage to their wood) have apparently
out-slickered the Douglas fir region pro-
ducers who hadn’t an inkling that the legis-
lation was pending until it was too late.

The South generally, and Florida partic-
ularly, have been longtime excellent markets
for green Douglas fir dimension lumber
which has competed on even (and better)
terms with dry pine.

We print the Florida statute below:
“CHAPTER 63-359; House Br.. No. 1078
“An act relating to the use of lumber for

construction; amending section 536.22,

Florida statutes, making certain uses of

certaln types of lumber unlawful; pro-

viding for enforcement; providing effec-
tive date

“Be it enacted by the Legislature of the
State of Florida:

“SectioN 1. Section 536.22, Florida statutes,
is amended to read:

1536.22 Lumber, moisture content; en-
forcement:

“‘1. All lumber 2 inches or less in thick-
ness shall contaln not more than 19 per-
cent moisture content at the time such
Iumber is permanently installed into a strue-
ture or building used for human habita-
tion. Such lumber shall at no time be less
than American lumber standard sizes when
such lumber is at 19 percent moisture con-

tent.

“3, It shall be the duty of every State
and county attorney, sheriff, constable, the
commissioner of agriculture or his duly au-
thorized representative, and any other ap-
propriate State and county official to en-
force the provisions of this section. The
aforementioned officials are authorized to
make application for injunction to the
proper circuit court and the judge of sald
court shall have jurisdiction upon hearing
and for cause shown to grant a temporary or
permanent injunction or both restraining
any person from violating or continuing to
violate any of the provisions of this section
or from falling or refusing to comply with
the requirements of this section, said in-
junction to issue without bond.

‘43, The installation of any lumber which
does not conform to the provisions con-
tained in subsection (1) shall be prohibited
and any person installing such lumber in &
structure or building for human habitation
shall, upon conviction, be guilty of a misde-
meanor.’

“Sec, 2. This act shall take effect Septem-
ber 1, 1963.

“Became a law without the Governor's
approval.

“Filed in Office, Secretary of State June 11,
1963."

Mr. MORSE. For some time, op-
ponents and proponents of the proposal
to change lumber standards have been
presenting their points of view to me.
Therefore, I was gratified when the Sec-
retary of Commerce decided to have the
entire matter reviewed by the Bureau of
Standards.

One of the views expressed to me by
the opponents of the proposed standard
change was that it would be followed by
efforts to eliminate green Douglas-fir
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dimension lumber from the marketplace.
The action recently taken by the Florida
Legislature appears to conform to the
views expressed on this score.

It is not for me to judge the action
taken by the legislature of a sovereign
State in our Union, but certainly the
producers of Douglas-fir lumber have
every right to be concerned about an
arbitrary statute, whether Federal or
State in origin, which in its operation
works a hardship on an industry and
a region without showing that it is essen-
tial for protection of the public interest.
It may well be that the Western
Douglas-fir industry will want fo exam-
ine this Florida act carefully to deter-
mine whether it should be tested in the
courts, but certainly the Douglas-fir
areas of our Nation should recognize that
legislation such as this, if enacted in a
number of States where Douglas-fir en-
joys a good market, will seriously curtail
sales of Douglas-fir lumber. In my view,
those who urged the Florida Legislature
to enact this bill are not serving the in-
terests of the lumber industry—an in-
dustry which is engaged in a commend-
able program to expand the use of wood.

The National Lumber Manufacturers
Association has urged the approval of
revised lumber standards. The Secre-
tary of Commerce has the responsibility
to determine whether the approval of
these revised standards could have the
economic effect of outlawing green lum-
ber, crippling the Douglas-fir lumber in-
dustry, and preventing the use of green
lumber, even where it can meet the pub-
lic interest test for utilization and serv-
ice.

Finally, I think that this is a matter
which concerned citizens of the State of
Oregon and other Douglas-fir States
should take up with their Governors.
They should express their views to the
Governors of the great lumber-using
States so that this legislation will not be
repeated elsewhere. They might find it
helpful to confer on this matter with
the Governor of Florida.

The cause of internal trade is not aided
by actions which limit the sale of useful
products among our several States. In
my judgment if this legislation is not
needed to protect the public interest. It
is similar, in effect, to a confiscatory
tariff. Legislation such as that adopted
by Florida constitutes an invitation for
retaliatory legislation by other States.
In the long run, this will do a disservice
to our Nation and the affected States.

A PRIVATE U.S. PEACE CORPS
IN VENEZUELA

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a pri-
vately organized group of volunteers,
mostly Americans, is helping 690 Vene-
zuelan families to help themselves raise
their living standards and improve their
material circumstances. Calling itself
ACCION, which stands for Americans
for Community Cooperation in Other
Nations, this group has sent 35 field-
workers into Venezuela not only to spark
self-help projects to improve housing,
set up cooperative industries, install sani-
tary facilities and other community ad-
vantages but most importantly to orga-
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nize counterpart ACCION groups among

the Venezuelans themselves. Funds for

ACCION’s operations are obtained

largely through contributions by Ameri-

can and Venezuelan business firms with
some help also from Alliance for Prog-
ress funds.

The entire enterprise is a tribute to
U.S. private initiative outside of the
Government and it contains the poten-
tial of a tremendous movement by
Americans to help our Latin American
neighbors in a distinetly American way.
It differs from the Peace Corps mainly
in having voluntary assignments and
personnel preferring a voluntary orga-
nizational framework; and in phasing
the whole program for indigenous per-
sonnel to take over. ACCION’s 1964 pro-
gram is:

First. Continuation of work in 30 bar-
rios initiated or continued in 1963.

Second. Recruitment and selection of
50 North American and European work-
ers through ACCION’s U.S. recruiting
offices.

Third. Ten-day retraining course for
field-workers and a 2-month training
course for the new workers.

Fourth. Recruitment and selection of
100 Venezuelan workers—T70 full-time
workers and 30 university students.

Fifth. Initiation of projects in ap-
proximately 75 new barrios for an in-
tensified campaign in the 5 areas men-
tioned above.

Sixth. Work toward greater unifica-
tion of agencies and services dealing in
community problems in order to keep
alive community responsibility on a
long-term basis.

In order to distinguish itself from
other similar programs ACCION stresses
the following characteristics:

First. The full-time trained commu-
nity action worker from outside the
barrio.

Second. Living in the barrio in order
to have continuous involvement in barrio
life and problems and be able to best
stimulate and guide barrio community
action and assure followthrough,

Third. The role of the worker as a
catalytic agent, stimulating self-help
projects within the barrio, multiplying
the effect of change by channeling out-
side aid into projects.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp the report in the
New York Times of December 1, 1963,
headlined “Venezuela Town Honors Ken-
nedy,” and the article by James Daniel
entitled “ACCION Speaks Louder Than
Words,” which appeared in Reader’'s
Digest, September 1962.

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

VenezuErLA Towwn Howors EeNNEDY—Ex-
sLUM DWELLERS RENAME NEW SETTLEMENT
FOR Him
Caracas, VENEZUELA, November 28 —Some-

thing of what President Eennedy meant to

Latin America became evident Tuesday night

on a hilltop 156 miles southwest of Caracas,

Six hundred and ninety families dislodged
from sewerside slums of the Venezuelan capi-
tal, are building homes on the hill. The set-
tlement is being constructed with the help

of Alliance for Progress funds. When the
settlers heard of President Kennedy's death,




they petitioned the Governor to change their
settlement’s name from Corral de Pledra to
Presidente Eennedy.

On Tuesday night an official motorcade
drove up the dirt road. The settlers gathered
in the muddy square in front of the school,
1it by new electric lights. The Governor an-
nounced the new name. The U.S. Ambas-
sador, C. Allan Stewart, a stocky, cigar-chew-
ing man who looks as if he came from the
steps of a country courthouse, said in Span-
ish:

“The best monument to President Een-
nedy will be the homes.”

MOURNFUL VOICES

The residents of the settlement spoke
mournfully of President EKennedy.

“He was a beautiful President, a humani-
tarlan man, that was the main thing,” 18-
year-old Esperanza Valdes said.

‘“When the news came you couldn't hear
a thing here but the radios,” Pablo Oliviett,
an electriclan, recalled.

“He knew how the poor felt,” a laborer
said of President Kennedy.

The settlement of Presidente Kennedy is
not an impressive sight. The hill is a scar
of raw earth and the houses—temporary
structures that the residents will replace
with permanent ones—stand in drab white
rows. Brightly painted huts on nearby hllls,
overgrown with green foliage, are almost
beautiful by contrast—but they are slums.

President Kennedy discloses progress as it
generally looks in this part of the world:
painful, unnatural and ugly. But it is not
aslum.

“For the first time the Venezuelan Gov-
ernment and the United States Government
have done the right thing,” Mr. Oliviett said,
gesturing toward the valley. “They have
given the land of the rich to the poor to live.”

Miss Valdes said: “We used to live in Bella
Vista, 12 of us in a 1l-room shack. Now we
have three rooms and our own land and it
is clean here.”

Some residents expressed worry over
whether the project would continue to prog-
ress. One complalned that bullding mate-
rials were slow in coming and another that
there were few stores and poor transporta-
tion.

‘Water, light, sewage and the temporary
houses have been provided by the Govern-
ment. It will also provide bullding materials
as a loan and the residents will bulld their
own permanent houses.

Walking through chilly dark alleys be-
tween temporary beaverboard walls. Arcemir
Millan, a young clerk, said:

“Most of us are young here. We are look-
ing at the future and we hope things will be
better.”

He helped a visitor over a pile of splintered
lumber and added:

“We may look bad but we are not stuck.
That'’s what is important. I wish that every
25 years a Eennedy could be born in the
United States.”

To the visitor this seemed not only a trib-
ute to President Eennedy but a cogent de-
scription of the Alllance for Progress program
of aid to Latin America.

OUTSIDERS HELP COMMUNITIES

The 2,600 people of Barrio la Linea, Vene~
zuela, still live in tin-roofed houses of wood
and cardboard. But they now have a sani-
tary sewer that they installed themselves, a
community center for adult classes that they
‘built themselves and some other comforts of
modern living.

The hamlet, near Caracas, is one of 30
communities in Venezuela where self-help
projects sparked by outsiders are bringing in
cooperative industries, improving the hous-
ing, paving the streets, setting up community
institutions, and bullding a community
spirit.

In Barrio la Linea the outsiders were two
Californians, Miss Winifred Marich and Miss
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Suzy Navarrete, the latter of Colomblan an-
cestry. They went to Barrio la Linea as
volunteers from ACCION (Action), Ameri-
cans for Community Cooperation In Other
Nations. -

ACCION has organized a counterpart in
Venezuela, Organizadores de Accién Commu-
nal (Organizers of Community Action), and
the program has entered its second phase.
Now the 30 demonstration projects are car-
ried on by two-member teams, One member
is a Venezuelan university student or full-
time volunteer and the other is a foreigner
from the United States, Canada, Guatemala,
the Netherlands, France, Sweden, or Trini-
dad.

Currently at work in Venezuela are 35 for-
elgn volunteers, most of them from the
United States, and 30 Venezuelans.

In the next phase of the program, starting
next year, the Venezuelans will take over the
projects and initiate and carry out new ones,
with the forelgn volunteers working along-
side them. In the final phase the Venezue-
lans will take over the whole program and
the North Americans and Europeans will de-
part. The foreign contingent will start over

in one or more of five countries from
which ACCION has received requests from
leading citizens, private agencies, and con-
cerns interested in developing community
action in their own lands.

[From Latin American Report]
AccioN SrEAKS LoupErR THAN WORDS
(By James Danilel)

Just 4 years ago, in Venezuela, ugly Com-
munist-led mobs came within a hailrbreadth
of murdering U.S. Vice President Richard
Nixon. With that mood still lingering, there
could hardly be a riskier country for ideal-
istic young U.S. men and women to venture
into in the hope of promoting self-help and
international good will, Yet the seething,
restless slums of this oll-producing South
American country are today the scene of
a unique and effective adventure—a private
Peace Corps.

On the outskirts of the Capital City of
Caracas 15 a dingy slum where cabbles often
refuse to go because of Communist brigands
who waylay cars, rob gasoline stations and
set them afire with the attendants locked
inside. Yet in this same slum two young
North American girls—Suzy Navarrete, 28,
and Winifred Marich, 25—now conduct a
thriving community center where local vol-
unteers teach reading, writing, sewing, cook-
ing, auto mechanics. So successful is the
center that the local Communist leader has
twice tried to get himself listed as a sponsor.

Venezuela's Central University, with 20,000
students, Is a hotbed of radicalism where ex-
tremists regularly sweep the student elec-
tions. Here Rodmar Pulley, 25, who had
2 years of previous Latin American exper-
fence as a Mormon misslonary in Guatemala,
now attends classes. To his Venezuelan
roommadte, prone to emotional denunciations
of “capitallsm,” Rod suggested that they
pool their money, buy an electric blender
and go into business making milkshakes.
Each night after the campus snack bar
closed, their room became a mecca for thirsty
stud.nts, and soon the two young men were
flush with spending money. Whereupon
Rod generously sold his interest to the room-
mate at cost. “Now you are the capitalist,”
he said.

Taken aback, the Venezuelan student
thought a moment. “I guess,” he sald, “your
view of capitalism depends on who is the
capitalist.”

In the farming community of Magdalena,
a suburb of the city of Maracay, Russell Sca-
rato, 27, a former engineer at Lawrence Radi-
ation Laboratory at the University of Cali-
fornia, persuaded the inhabitants to open
up an abandoned factory and make rugs and
furniture from wild rushes. The factory now
has 10 men working full time and in addi-
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tion provides cash Income to 70 women who
braid rushes at home. The products are sold
through department stores. Profits are be-
ing plowed back to develop a trade school.

The prime movers in these and a dozen
similar ventures are young U.S. volunteer
members of ACCION (Americans for Com-
munity Cooperation in Other Nations) in
Venezuela. Recrulted mostly from Cali-
fornia campuses, their group differs from the
taxpayer supported Peace Corps in financing
(entirely voluntary contributions) and in
freedom from Government control. Also, as
a private group, its carefully screened par-
ticlpants are able to go into the politically
explosive areas, Including the universities,
with greater independence in their work,

In operation for only 1 year, the move-
ment has racked up some gratifying suc-
cesses. Take, for example, the raw frontier
town of San Félix on the Orinoco River,
Since the discovery of a nearby mountaln of
iron ore, a combination Pittsburgh-TVA has
been fast taking shape here, making it a po-
tentially dangerous area politically. On the
edge of town is an area called Barrio La Laja.
Six months ago La Laja was as dejected
an accumulation of mud-and-wattle houses,
naked children, rooting hogs and pecking
hens as could be found anywhere in Latin
America.

Then Talton Ray, 22, and David Smith, 20,
rented a tiny house and moved in. Noting
that La Laja needed some sort of recreation
facilities, they suggested a court for play-
ing bolas criollas, Venezuela's favorite bowl-
ing game. Catching the interest of the peo-
ple by demonstrating a CINVA-Ram—a port-
able, hand-operated machine for making
bullding blocks out of earth and a tiny
amount of cement—they soon had a dozen
eager teenage boys at work. After the bowl-
ing court was completed, the men of the
community joined in to build a volleyball
court. Next, La Laja's menfolk straightened
and leveled the dirt streets, calcimined the
house fronts, planted flowering trees.

Water for La Laja had to be bought from
vendors or carried from the river In the
ubiquitous oll drum. But Tal and Dave dis-
covered enough salvageable pipe in an aban-
doned spur line to connect La Laja with a
water main that ran from San Pélix to an
outlying factory. Thirty-five men of La
Laja volunteered to spend their weekends
digging trenches and laying the pipe. One
month later, the people of the barrio, who
had been spending up to a fifth of their
meager Incomes to have drinking water
trucked in at 22 cents a barrel, could turn
the tap at any of 13 public fountains and get
all the water they wanted free.

To the two Accion volunteers, the climax
of the story came when a delegation from
an adjoining barrio demanded of a man of
La Laja, “Why Is the Government doing this
for you and not for us?” The weekend
worker spat and sald, “Amigos, we're doing
this by ourselves for ourselves.”

The guiding light behind Accion is a 28-

year-old, square-jawed Californian, Joseph H.
Blatchford. He worked his way through the
University of California at Berkeley, where he
‘was class president and a top tennis player—
good enough to play at Wimbledon in 1967.
A growing interest in public affairs led him
to a 4-month job in W: ., D.C, as
administrative assistant to a Congressman,
before he returned to California and entered
law school.
_ A blg topic at the time was the anti-
American student riots abroad, particularly
in Latin America. In 1958-69, Joe and a
team of seven other collegians studied up on
Spanish and toured 30 Latin American cities
in a youth-to-youth good will effort. At each
stop Joe put on an exhibition match with the
local tennis champ, and the other fellows
gave impromptu jaze sessions. *“The Swing-
ing Ambassadors,” the boys were frequently
called.
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One important reason for Latin animosity
toward the United States, the group found,
was the lack of common purpose at the fam-
ily and community level. “It's because they
have never had a tradition of local responsi-
bility,” Joe Blatchford decided. *“They
evolved under the patron system of always
looking to somebody above you to get things
for you. In the course of postwar events the
United States became, for them, the ultimate
father image. And since we couldn't possibly
satisfy all the economic demands made on us,
the result was Latin American frustration
and rebellious anti-Americanism.”

If this thi was correct, then the
answer to the animosity was to help Latin
Americans rely upon themselves.

During his second year of law school Joe
Blatchford came across the famous essay
“A Moral Equivalent for War,” by Willlam
James. In this 50-year-old essay the philos-
opher proposed that modern youth be con-
scripted not for war but to help the have-
nots of the world lift themselves.

As he read the essay, Joe recalls, “‘every
nerve came alive.” He dashed to a type-
writer and banged out the original pros-
pectus for Accion. He visualized it as a
movement, like a sports league, in which
teams of U.S. collegians from each BState
would compete to see which could do most
to stimulate and transform an underde-
veloped country. Working off the kitchen
table of his student apartment, with the
help of fellow law students Jerry Brady and
Gary Glenn, Joe devoted his spare time to
canvassing California campuses for student
support and faculty  advisers.

In June 1960, with a $1,000 contribution
from a businessman and his own total sav-
ings of $300, Joe made a survey trip to Peru,
Ecuador, and Colombia. He declded on Co-
lombia as the place in which to begin Ac-
clon, and started recruiting volunteers.
Then unexpected competition reared its
head: Presidential candidate John Kennedy
in a San Francisco speech electrifyingly
called for a national Peace Corps.

Kennedy's victory in the election almost
killed Joe's plan. Businessmen who had
been encouraging now sald, “Why should
I give to Accion when I'm going to be taxed
for the Peace Corps?” Also, Peace Corps
officials came up with their own proposal
for a project in Colombia.

Unwilling to see his years of hard work
go down the drain, Joe Blatchford made a
risky decision. On his survey trip he had
avolded Venezuela, figuring that country
was still too incendiary for the program he
envisioned. Now, with Colombia out, he
decided to take Accion into the lion’s den.
With an encouraging letter from U.S, Am-
bassador Teodoro Moscoso (since put in
charge of the Alllance for Progress in Wash-
ington), Joe flew back and forth between
Caracas and New York, got pledges of 400,-
000 bolivares (about $90,000) for the first
year's operation.

A year ago the first band of 30 Accion
volunteers arrived in Venezuela, They had
bad 2 weeks of orientation at the anic-
American Institute of Stanford University;
in Caracas they underwent 2 months of
intensive Spanish instruction, supplemented
by lectures on Venezuelan history, politics,
and economics. Then they fanned out into
the barrios.

“Starry-eyed kids out for a lark,” some
U.8. businessmen in Caracas considered them,
likely to get involved in an incident and
damage already shaky U.S. prestige. Today
these businessmen, plus rich and poor Vene-
zuelans—who ordinarily don't see things
alike—agree on the value of Accion. In
Maracalbo's Barrio Cafiada Honda, the presi-
dent of a newly elected community council
showed me a tile-and-plaster community
center nearing completion with space for
classes, films, and an office, and pointed to
land where the council plans a children’s and
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nursing mothers’ dispensary. Saild Acevedo
Zerpa, a laborer, “First we awaken the spirit
of the barrio, then we educate the people to
help themselves. will come to
find out how Cafiada Honda did this."

Gustavo Vollmer, who heads one of Vene-
zuela’s largest Industrial complexes and also
serves on Accion’s Venezuelan board of ad-
visers, told me, “What these kids have is
something like religion.”

Certainly, Accion exhibits a kind of self-
sacrifice which only a powerful motivating
force can elicit. In a country with the high-
est cost of living in the Western Hemisphere
(Caracas is 50 percent more expensive than
New York) the average Accion allowance is
only $140 a month—which must cover per-
sonal living expenses, plus local official travel,
many incidental working expenses. Money
earned by moonlighting (volunteers trans-
late English publications into Spanish,
coach Venezuelan diplomats in English, give
guitar lessons, demonstrate tractor mainte-
nance) goes into the common treasury.

A typical feeling among the volunteers (all
of whom sign up for 156 months) is that of
Dorothy PBrinkman, 30. Says Dorothy, a
graduate sociologist who once worked in a
New York advertising agency analyzing Perry
Como’s fan mail, and who has now helped
the women of the oil camp town of Anaco
open a cooperative to manufacture preserves
to sell, "This is the first thing in my life that
I felt was really for the future.”

Four other Latin American countries have
inquired about the possibility of obtaining
Accion missions. Jerry Brady, who now di-
rects Acclon’s stateside correspondence and
public information,! has recently made ar-
rangements to recruit in Arizona and New
Mexico (as well as in California) and has
opened an eastern beachhead at Yale Univer-
sity. Apart from possible new missions to
other countries, more volunteers are needed
now in Venezuela. This winter, if sufficient
dollars can be raised for their passage 50 new
U.8. volunteers will join 50 local trainees,
who represent a step toward eventually con-
verting the Venezuela program into a wholly
Venezuelan effort.

Accion's ultimate test, of course, will be
how successful the volunteers are in incul-
cating the ideals of individual and local
responsibility. In Venezuela, there is reason
to hope the lesson is being learned. Dr,
Manuel Pérez Guerrera, Minister of Planning
and Coordination, told me:

“During the next few years you will see
a revolution in the relationship between our
people and their government. They have
been too dependent on help from above and
from the center. There must be more re-
sponsibility below and at the perimeter.”

To this, C. Allan Stewart, U.S. Ambassador
In Caracas, adds: “These Acclon youngsters
are transforming the image of the United
States here in Venezuela., If I were the local
Communist chief, I would consider Accion
a defeat.”

PRESIDENTIAL COMMISSION ON
AUTOMATION

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the
Manpower Subcommittee of the Senate
Labor and Public Welfare Committee has
recently completed exhaustive hearings
on the manpower problems confronting
the Nation and has given specific atten-
tion to Senate Joint Resolution 105, to
create a Presidential Commission on
Automation, which I, along with Sena-
tors Morsg, Crark, CooOPER, DoucLas,
FonG, INouve, Lonc of Missouri, and
RanpoLpH introduced following President
Kennedy’s recommendation at the time

1 Address: Accion, Post Office Box 903,

Berkeley 1, Calif.
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of the railroad labor dispute this year.
A recent editorial in the Washington
Star highlights the excellent testimony
of Albert J. Hayes, president of the
International Association of Machinists,
whose position is a most farsighted one,
and I ask unanimous consent that the
editorial be printed in the Recorp at this
point in my remarks.

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

[From the Washington (D.C.) Star,
Dec. 7, 1963]

AUTOMATION

One of labor's ablest leaders has given
Congress an honest and articulate appraisal
of the effects of automation which merit the
prompt and sympathetic attention of that
body. The views of Albert J. Hayes, presi-
dent of the International Association of
Machinists, strike us as the most intelligent
and reasonable yet enunclated on behalf of
labor.

It is noteworthy that in his remarks to
the Senate Employment and Manpower Sub-
committee, Mr. Hayes tacitly accepts the
fact that the expansion of automation not
only is inevitable, but is necessary if this
country is to maintain its competitive posi-
tion in the world market. Rather than call=
ing for a futile rollback in the tide of tech-
nology, Mr. Hayes emphasizes the urgent
need for governmental guldance to help dis-
placed workers cross the shoals of unemploy-
ment and insecurity.

On the strength of his own figures—that
automation is destroying about 5 jobs for
every one it creates and that 200,000 factory
jobs are being blotted out each year—Mr.
Hayes is justified in calling technological
change the No. 1 problem facing the Nation.
He also is justified in suggesting that the
threat of from 8 to 15 million unemployed
within a few years “is a fact that Congress
cannot ignore or overlook much longer.”

As one who is close to millions living “in
a suspended state of insecurity, fearful that
loss of their jobs will be followed by in-
ability to find another,” the Machinists pres-
ident is putting in a strong word for the
Presidential Commission on Automation
urged by the late President Kennedy, The
commission is needed, he says, not only to
find ways of reducing the impact on the work
force but to “truly pioneer in the new con-
cepts that must inevitably follow upon the
further application of automation in our
economy.” Mr. Hayes concluded:

“As I have tried to make clear, organized
labor in Amerieca welcomes automation, Un-
like the desperate and unhappy men who
roamed the English countryside, more than
a century ago, smashing the machines that
were destroying their jobs, American labor
has no desire to slow the Nation’s techno-
logical progress. However, we also do not
want the machines to smash our soclety.
And, as many studies of recent trends have
indicated, such a result is not impossible un-
less we take steps now to prevent it."

We agree with Mr. Hayes that “the time is
long overdue for Congress to take cognizance
of a fact that is already so plainly and pain-
fully apparent to so many American
families.” The establishment of the Presi-
dential Commission on Automation would be
a start in the right direction.

RENAMING NATIONAL CULTURAL
CENTER IN MEMORY OF JOHN F.
KENNEDY
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, the re-

sponse of the Congress and the country
to the suggestion that the National Cul-
tural Center be named in memory of
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President Kennedy has been vast and
spontaneous. There has been an end-
less procession of ideas as to how our
great, martyred President should be hon-
ored, but almost everyone agrees that it
is eminently fitting and right that the
Cultural Center, to which both he and
his lady have given such devoted sup-
port, should bear the Kennedy name.
It would be the memorial which, I be-
lieve, would give him the greatest pos-
sible satisfaction could he somehow make
his wishes known to us.

Forty-six Members of the Senate—al-
most half of us—have cosponsored the
resolution to establish the John F. Ken-
nedy Memorial Center, the Johnson ad-
ministration measure. It is as practical
as is our new President in that it pro-
vides for Federal matching of public
funds, dollar for dollar, to build and
equip the Center. It has been referred
to the Senate Public Works Committee,
of which I am a member, and which is
chaired by the distinguished Senafor
from Michigan [Mr. McNamaral. I am
confident that the chairman will see that
the Memorial Center measure is given
prompt attention, and I am sure it will
be just as promptly reported. I believe
the House Committee will act quickly,
too.

This is unquestionably one measure
that can, and should, be public law be-
fore the Christmas recess.

There are millions of people through-
out the country who loved and respected
President Kennedy, and who are search-
ing for some way to assuage their grief
by contributing to a lasting memorial to
him. The John F. Kennedy Memorial
Center would give them a way to do so.

One letter I recently received reads
this way:

John PFitzgerald EKennedy, who will be
known to future generations as one of our
finest Presidents, has been tragically taken
from us, and in this hour of sadness we can
only thank God that for a short perlod of
time at least, we were permitted to have
this great man as leader of our country.

I urge you to do all within your power to
ald passage of the bill, now before the Sen-
ate, to rename the proposed National Cul-
tural Center the John Fitzgerald Kennedy
Cultural Center.

Enclosed please find, in memory of our be-
loved President, a check for $5 which I ask
you to turn over to the public fund for the
proposed Center.

I am sure all other Members of the
Senate have received similar contribu-

We should not overlook the school-
children in any campaign for funds for
the Memorial Center. Pennies from
schoolchildren helped us pay for the
Statue of Liberty, and I am sure that
every adult who ever contributed to this
statue now feels a pride in this great
beacon of liberty. Children who put
pennies or nickels or dimes into the Ken-
nedy Memorial Center will always feel
that they have a stake in the cultural
advancement of the Nation, and in keep-
ing alive literature, music, and art to
strengthen our democracy.

I think we may also want fo recon-
sider the site chosen for the memorial
to be sure it will be easily accessible to
all. I likewise hope enough money can
be raised to provide a subsidy so that
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tickets can be kept within the price reach
of all, so that this Center can become
both a lasting and living memorial to
President Eennedy.

COMMUNISM IS THE REAL ENEMY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, a recent editorial in the
Wheeling, W. Va., News-Register calls
attention to the way in which the atten-
tion of this Nation has been diverted
from our significant and dangerously
potent political enemies of the left and
directed instead toward a smattering of
noisy rightists.

I believe that the real danger this
Nation faces now is the danger of let-
ting ourselves become blind to the great-
est enemy our way of life has ever known:
communism. The editorial in the News-
Register recalls to mind the active and
sinister role that communism has played
in the events of recent years; in par-
ticular, from the outbreak of the Eorean
war to the assassination of President
Kennedy. These are facts which we can-
not afford to forget in these perilous
times.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial in the News-
Register be printed in the Recorb.

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

THE REAL ENEMY

So much attention has been focused on
the far right extremist groups and their ac-
tivities in the United States over the last
couple of years that at times we have all but
lost sight of the ever-present danger caused
by the militant, subversive far left.

Almost in an instant after President Ken-
nedy’s assassination there arose national
suspicion wanting to link the crime with the
radical rightwing. This, in our way of think-
ing, is the most revealing aspect to come out
of the tragedy which upset the entire Nation.
Unknowingly, we as a people in these United
States, had become blinded to the greatest
enemy our way of life has ever known. We
are referring to communism and all its leftist
affiliates, the cause for worldwide insecurity
for so many years.

Isn't it so that it was communism which
divided the world into the free and the slave
natlons?

Isn't it true that there would be no cold
war if it were not for communism?

Isn't it a fact that communism murdered
thousands of persons In Hungary because
they wanted to live as freemen?

Did we not fight a strange war In Eorea
costing thousands of American lives because
of communism?

Did we not hear the leader of Communist
Russia boastfully state that he would “bury
us"?

Is our memory so short as to forget the
conspiracy between Soviet Russia and Cas-
tro's Cuba which placed threatening weapons
of destruction only 90 miles off the shores of
the United States?

Repeatedly have we not found enemy
agents working in our very midst attempting
to undermine this country’s security?

Is it not so that millions and millions of
dollars are being drained from the American
people in order to provide a deterrent against
aggression threatened by the Red forces?

The list could be continued almost end-
lessly. However, the most compelling reason
why we should come back to our senses can
be found in the most shocking recent event
which has caused this national eoncern. The
man who was charged with the slaying of
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President Kennedy had his sympathies not
with the rightwing extremists but instead
with communism, according to the evidence
revealed to date. He had gone so far as to
write in 1969: “I affirm that my alleglance is
to the Soviet Sociallst Republic.”

‘We hold no brief whatsoever for the right-
wing fanatics and their stirring up of
hatreds, but at the same time our most seri-
ous cause for alarm is found in the way the
American people have become lulled into a
false sense of security by their diminishing
alertness to the threat of communism.

There are among us in this country, even
in communities the size of Wheeling, those
dangerous elements who sympathize with the
Communist conspiracy. At all times they are
scheming and plotting ways of extending
their sphere of influence. They have had an
easier time of late because their devious
movements have all but been overshadowed
by the indignation against the activities of
the rightwingers.

The real harm done by the rightist ex-
tremists now can be seen. Their fanatical
ravings against the left, instead of spotlight-
ing the menace of communism, only did the
reverse. It is high time that we got our feet
back on the ground in this country, both in
high and low places, and recognize once more
the true enemies of our great Republic.

ASSASSINATING THE FACTS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, a recent editorial in the White
Sulphur Springs, W. Va., Sentinel points
out the fact that communism is trying
to turn a national tragedy into a na-
tional neurosis in our counfry. The
shock of a Presidential assassination has
set off a wave of emotionalism which, the
Sentinel declares, is being deliberately
built up by the Communists in order to
weaken our resistance against them.

Mr. President, we must not allow our
loss to become communism's gain. I
ask unanimous consent that this edi-
torial be printed in the Recorbp.

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

AsSASSINATING THE FAcTs

Our country is shrouded with the tragedy
of John F. Eennedy. The personal disaster
to the Kennedy family, the violent disrup-
tion of the processes of Government, the
dread intrusion of assassination into our
life, above all, the emotional aftermath—
these specters all march across the main
stage of national, and indeed, international
life. We are a troubled nation, experiencing
a sobering crisls.

The facts of the assassination themselves
are comprehensible. The motive, however,
is still obscure. A second assassination has
deprived us of the official verdict that we
needed so badly. But, in their most author-
itative form, these facts must be preserved
and held high for all to see. Without them,
we would be experiencing an emotional reign
of terror spawning sweeping and unfounded
accusations.

Lee Oswald was & man of the Communist
left. He had publicly proclaimed his love of
the Soviet Unlon and his hatred of what
he called “the prison” United States. He
was a follower of Castro. He was an agitator
for the cause of Soviet aggression. Whether
or not he acted officlally as a Communist
in perpetrating the dastardly act has not
been established.

The evidence that Oswald committed the
heinous crime is mountainous. His
prints were on the box at the sniper’s post.
Paraffin tests established that he had just
fired a rifle. He was photographed with such
a rifle as fired the lethal bullets. He went
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to the building whence the shots were fired
with an elongated package he described as
“window shades.”” In his Hving quarters
there was a found a diagram of the trajec-
tory of the bullets that killed the President.
Oswald was placed at the scene of the firing.
He was seen killing the policeman who sought
to arrest him.

When these facts began to reach the grief-
stricken Nation, the Communists found it
imperative that they be impeached. The
Communists, and others, needed to obscure
or, at least to fuzz over, the verdict. Onto
this scene came Jack Ruby. What was his
role?

The whole Communist apparatus has gone
to work at impugning the assembled facts.
The campaign is well orchestrated. It is
helped by powerful voices thundering that
the killing was the work of “bigots” and
“rightists.” Communist street pamphleteers
are passing out thousands of leaflets which
say that the assassination of the President
was the work of the “Birchites.”

This i= the framework of the struggle
ahead. The Communists, and those who
unaccountably side with them, will be press-
ing hard to deflect the great emotional surge
that swirls around the tragedy of John F.
Kennedy into a national neurosis against
further resistance to the growing Soviet tide.

It is appalling even to contemplate the
emotional frenzy that would have been un-
leashed against the city of Dallas and the
so-called political right if Police Chief Jess
Curry’s men had not apprehended an out-
of-town Marxist as the assassin of the Pres-
ident in the first hours after the deed. It
is becoming more and more apparent that
Dallas is being designated by the Commu-
nists as a symbol in the chess game they are
playing with our destiny.

It is particularly lamentable that the man
who should be the most judicial-minded in
the land, the Chief Justice of the U.S8. Bu-
preme Court, is being less than carefully ju-
dicial about his emotional assessments of the
evidence, and hurls his own emotional charge
over the land.

PROPOSED REDUCTIONS IN TAR-
IFFS ON CATTLE AND BEEF

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, yester-
day at my request there were inserted in
the REcorp two statements in opposition
to the proposed reductions in tariffs on
cattle and beef—by Robert M. Howard,
secretary-treasurer of the Nebraska
Stock Growers Association, represent-
ing the cattle raisers of my State, and
by C. W. McMillan, executive vice presi-
dent of the American National Cattle-
men's Association, which represents
cattlemen from all over the country.

Today, I ask unanimous consent to
have inserted in the Recorp the state-
ment against these reductions which was
submitted to the Tariff Commission by
the National Livestock Feeders Associa-
tion of which Don F. Magdanz is execu-
tive secretary-treasurer and B. H. Jones,
associate secretary-treasurer. In this
matter, there is no difference of opinion
between the cattle raisers and the cattle
feeders; all segments of the cattle in-
dustry recognize that they suffer from
the excessive volume of imports experi-
enced during recent years.

There being objection, the statement
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

BRIEF IN OPPOSITION TO TARIFF DECREASES
(Submitted by National Livestock Feeders

Association, 309 Livestock Exchange Build-

ing, Omaha, Nebr.)

CIX—1513
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1. MEMBERS OF THE NATIONAL LIVESTOCK FEED-
ERS ASSOCIATION ARE UNEQUIVOCALLY OPPOSED
TO FURTHER TARIFF CONCESSIONS ON LIVE-
STOCK, MEAT, AND/OR LIVESTOCEK AND MEAT
PRODUCTS IMPORTED INTO THE UNITED STATES *

A. Statement of position and interest

The National Livestock Feeders Association
is a voluntary, nonprofif, nonpolitical trade
organization of domestic livestock farmers
engaged in the business of feeding and fin-
ishing livestock—cattle, hogs, and sheep—
for the slaughter market. The association
is sustained by membership dues. Member-
ship exists in 22 States, and there are 100
State and local livestock feeders associations
affillated with the national association.

Almost a third of the total cash receipts
from farming come from the sale of meat
animals?® Typically, members of the National
Livestock Feeders Association own the live-
stock they grow and finish in the production
phase of preparing meats (beef, pork, lamb,
and mutton) for the American consumer.
They buy feedlot replacement animals in the
framework of a competitive market and sell
the finished cattle, hogs, and sheep under
the same market situation, in which supply
(domestic production, imports, and supplies
of competing—substitute—products) is the
most important determinant of price. The
business risks inherent in such an operation
are assumed by the livestock farmer himself
(National Livestock Feeders Association
member). This means that he is vitally in-
terested, in fact his financial well-being de-
pends upon maintaining a balance between
meat supplies and consumer demand in the
United States. Of primary concern in this
connection are foreign trade agreements (in-
cluding tarif and nontariff protection)
which in effect force domestic producers to
compete with unlimited volumes of imports,
while, on the other hand, they face serious
obstacles in the exportation of domestically
produced meat and meat and livestock prod-
ucts.

B. Commodities and products of interest
Tariff schedules of the United States
Schedule 1—Animal and vegetable products
Item and product name

Part 1. Live animals—live animals other
than birds—cattle:

100.40 Weighing under 200 pounds each,

100.43 Other.

10045 Weighing 200 pounds or more but
under 700 pounds.

Weighing 700 pounds or more each.

Other (than for dairy purposes).

Other.

100.81 BSheep.

100.85 Swine.

Part 2. Meats, subpart B—Meats other
than bird meat; meats (except meat offal),
fresh, chilled, or frozen, of all animals, ex-
cept birds:

106.10 Cattle.

106.20 Goats and sheep (except lamhbs)—

mutton and goat meat.

106.30 Lambs,

10640 Swine—fresh or chilled, frozen.
Edible meat offal, fresh, chilled, or frozen,

of all animals (except birds) :

106.80 Valued not over 20 cents per pound.

106.85 Valued over 20 cents per pound.
Sausages, whether or not in airtight con-

tainers:

107.10 Pork, fresh.

107.16 Pork, other.

107.20 Beef, in airtight containers,

107.25 Beef, other.

100.50
100.53
100.55

1“Meat(s)" as used in this brief refers to
red meat(s) only, that which is derived from
cattle, hogs, and sheep (beef, pork, lamb, and
mutton). :

2 ¢“Meat Consumption Trends and Pat-
terns,” Agriculture Handbook No. 187, July
1960, U.S. Department of Agriculture, p. 1.
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Pork, prepared or preserved (except sau-

sage) :

107.30 Not boned and cooked and packed in
airtight containers.

107.35 Boned and cooked and packed in air-
tight containers.
Beef and veal, prepared or preserved (ex-
cept sausage )—beef or veal, cured or pickled:
107.40 Valued not over 30 cents per pound.
10745 Valued over 30 cents per pound.
107.50 Beef in airtight containers.
Other: T
107.65 Other, valued not over 30 cents per
pound.

107.60 Other, valued over 30 cenis per
pound.

107.80 Extract of meat, including fiuld.

II. TARIFFS ON LIVESTOCK, MEAT, AND LIVESTOCK

AND MEAT PRODUCTS SHOULD NOT BE REDUCED

1. Virtually no reciprocity exists now for
the United States in livestock and meats,
with the exception of trade with Canada.

2. US, tarifis on livestock and meats are
quite similar to those of Canada, the only
country with which any appreciable degree
of reciprocity exists, except for Canadian ad
valorem rates on canned products which are
substantially higher than U.S. rates for cor-
responding products.

TABLE 1.—Trade with Canada in livestock
and meats?

U.8. imports| U.8. exports

b L ; IR SNNENPINIE ) $72,388,000 |  $27, 750, 000
1961, --| 05,208,000 87, 719, 000
1062, o e e 96,464,000 33, 842, 000

1 Foreign Agricultural Service, U.8. Department of
Agriculture,

3. Every nation with which the United
Btates now frades in any volume of live-
stock and/or meats, except Canada, pro-
vides substantial and very effective non-
tariff protection for domestic producers.

4. The very large growth in meat imports
in recent years is indisputable proof that
U.S. tariffs are not at a level to seriously
impede the flow of these products into this
country. In fact, the opposite is true;
namely, that tariffs are not now sufficiently
high to provide the protection to
domestic producers to enable them to com-
pete on an eguitable basis with producers
in other nations.

III. THE UNITED STATES IS AMONG THE MOST
LIBERAL IN THE WORLD IN ITS AGRICULTURAL
IMPORTS POLICIES. ALL MAJOR COUNTRIES,
WITH THE POSSIBLE EXCEPTION OF CANADA,
PROVIDES A MUCH HIGHER DEGREE OF PROTEC-
TION FOR DOMESTIC LIVESTOCK PRODUCERS
THAN DOES THE UNITED STATES

A. Tariff and other protection
The United States cut tariffs in half on

most all livestock and meat products in 1948

(fresh, chilled, or frozen beef and veal from

6 cents per pound to 3 cents; mutton from

5 to 2.5 cents; lamb from 7 to 3.5 cents;

and pork from 2.5 to 1.256 cents per pound.)
The actual effective level, however, has

been reduced much more than those per
pound figures indicate, due to the failure of
the United States to change to an ad valorem
basis during the inflationary years since the
thirties. For example, 6 cents per pound
was an effective deterrent to imports of beef
and veal pre-World War II when farmers
were receiving from 3.73 to 8.76 cents per
pound for beef cattle; however, a 3-cent-
per-pound tariff is very little deterrent under
prevailing prices of 38 to 42 cents per pound
for imported beef? On an ad valorem basis,
this is only 7 percent. Other kinds of meat
show a similar relationship.

s Prices reported in the National Provi-
sioner for imported beef.
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Compare this ad valorem figure to the
tariff structure of other countries to which
the United States may export, many of which
have gone to ad valorem bases and have
complex systems of high tariffs, flexible
tariffs and/or quotas, import licenses and/or
certificates, gate price systems, and so forth,

The Economic Community na-
tions, to which the United States exported
one-fourth of the dollar volume of U.S.
livestock and meat product exports in 1961
and 24 percent in 1962 (see footnote 1 of
table 2) are employing import duties, gate
price system, import certificates and depos-
its, guotas, and intervention measures in
developing common policy on livestock and
meat imports,

TaeLE 2.—Common external tariffs?

Common
external Import
Ttem tariffs Gate certifi-
(percent | price |cates and
ad deposits
valorem)
Cattle and calves.._.._. 16 No.
Beef and veal
..... 20 No.
20 Yes.
20 Yes
2 No.
26 Yes
21 Yes.
0 No.
0 No.

1'‘Common Market Regulations and U.8, Livestock
and Meat Products Ex‘i- " by Martin V. Gerrity,
Chief, Commodlty Analysis Branch Foreign Agricul-
tural Serv. August fissue of Livestock and Meat
Bituation, U. 8. Department of Agriculture.

Note that the common external tariff on
beef and veal is three times the ad valorem
equivalent of U.S. tariff, two times the U.S.
level on canned beef, and one and a half
times the U.S, level on sausages,

For trade with non-EEC countries, the
basic levy on hog carcasses is made up in-
itially of 3 elements: (1) the intra-Com-
munity levy applicable, (2) the difference
between feed grain costs for pork production
in Netherlands and feed grain cost on the
world market, and (8) an amount equal to
2 percent of the average offer prices from
third countries the preceding year.

The levy on imports of hog carcasses from
third countries, based on the above 3 ele-
ments during January-March, 1963, is as
follows:

TaBLE 3.—Dollars per 100 pounds *

1Tables and statements in this section,
ibid., footnote 1, table 2.

The import duty on hog carcasses into the
United States is $1.25 per 100 pounds. Of
the EEC countries, the Netherlands is a
major exporter of pork to the United States.
In addition to utilizing the variable levy-
gate price system of the CAP regulations,
this country uses quantitative import con-
trols and minimum import prices as Gov-
ernment policy tools to protect domestic
agricultural prices.*

The purpose of the EEC gate prices is to
provide additional protection against the
possibility of oversupply if there is a tem-
porary glut in Community markets,

In addition, if imports under the Common
Agricultural Policy cause or threaten serlous
disruption of markets of one or more EEC

‘“Agricultural Protection by Nontariff
Trade Barriers,” ERS—Foreign-60, September
1863, U.S. Department of Agriculture,
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States, these States are rree to take any safe-
guard measure

Australia, the largeut of beef and
veal and mutton to the United States, pro-
hibits imports of cattle and sheep and im-
ports of hog and pork products from the
United States under a health restriction.
Also, the Government's Tariff Board has the
authority to impose emergency tariffs or
other types of import controls whenever it
is deemed necessary to protect domestic pro-
ducers against competition from imports.
In addition, commodity boards exercise con-
siderable marketing control over many Aus-
tralian agricultural commodities, including
meats. This control is particularly appli-
cable to exports, but in many instances the
boards operate as monopolies and tend to
restrict, if not prohibit, imports.®

New Zealand, the largest exporter of lamb
and second largest exporter of beef and veal
to the United States, prohibits imports of
most meat and other packinghouse prod-
ucts.®

Ireland, the third largest exporter of beef
and veal to the United States, generally re-
stricts all livestock and meat products by re-
quiring import licenses. Tariffs are high.?

Trade barriers severely restrict U.S. exports
of livestock and meat products to Mexico.
This is one of the two large coun-
tries of live cattle to the United States. If
these controls were lifted, U.8. exports would
rise sharply. Import permits from the Min-
istry of Industry and Commerce are required
for most products. Imports are also subject
to high tariffs, and imports of slaughter
livestock are prohibited. Canned pork dutles
are very high: 2 pesos per net kilogram (7
cents per pound) plus 60 percent of the in-
voice value or a valuation of 14 pesos per
kilogram (52 cents per pound), whichever
is higher~

Denmark, one of the largest exporters of
pork to the United States, prohibits entry of
such products from the United States under
a health restriction. Also, annual “licens-
ing budgets" are set up each fiscal year de-
noting global import quotas with gquantity,
value, and items specified.®

B. Nontariff protection

The Unlted States and Canada are the only
two major countries which provide no non-
tariff protection for domestic producers of
livestock and meat.

Nontariff protection Is just as effective as
is tariff protection for domestic producers;
therefore, it is highly important in develop-
ing national policy on tariffs to consider
nontariffs restrictions, also.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture re-
cently conducted a study on this subject for
agricultural products and commodities® In
announcing the results, Secretary of Agri-
culture Orville L. Freeman made these state-
ments: “The study shows that all our major
trading partners practice a higher degree of
agricultural protectionism through non-
tariff barriers than does the United States.
The United States s among the most liberal
in the world in its agricultural import poli-
cies. The farmers of the United States carry
out their production operations with far less
protection from competitive imports than do
farmers of practically all other countries.”

With regard to livestock and meat speci-
fically, the study showed that the United
States and Canada are the only two major
nations in the world with no nontariff pro-
tection for domestic producers (see table 4).

5Ibid., footnote 1, table 3.

8 Ibid., footnote 7, and “Prospects for For-
eign Trade in Livestock and Meat,"” January
1963, U.S. Department of Agriculture.

7“Forelgn Crops and Markets,” Oect. 1,
1962, U.8. Department of Agriculture.

& Ibid., footnote 9.

#“Agricultural Protectlon by Nontariff
Trade Barriers,” ERS-Foreign-60, Septem-
ber 1963, U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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TaBLE 4.—Livestock and meat: Proport(oﬂ oj'
the value of domestic prod
against imports by nontariﬂ tmdc ban-ierx
selected countries?

[In millions of dollars]
Country Total |Protected| Percent
value value
2,470 2,355 95.0
2,349 2,231 95.0
475 452 95.2
1,136 1,136 100.0
341 156 45.7
109 109 100.0
310 310 100.0
560 560 100.0
112 106 04.6
102 102 100.0
242 232 95. 9
1,356 456 33.7
854 0 0
531 383 72.1
312 311 100.0
618 355 57.4
9,255 0 0

1 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, t. 24, 1063, p, 17839,
Senator RoMAN L, HRUSKA, C%mpi!ed from data in
“Agricultural Protection by Nontariff Trade Barriers,”
ERS-Foreign-60, September 1963, U.8. Department of
Agriculture.

Note particularly the complete or almost
complete protection which major exporting
nations of livestock and/or meat products to
the United States provide for their own pro-
ducers: Australla, 72.1 percent; New Zea-
land, 100 percent; Netherlands, 85 percent;
Denmark, 100 percent.

TaBLE 5.—All meat: Principal exporters and
importers; average, 1951-55 and 1956-60;
and annual 1960, 1961, and 19621

[Carcass weight in millions of pounds]

Average
1060 | 1961 | 1062
1951~ | 1956
b5 61
EXPORTING COUNTRIES
501 | 867 | 1,149
083 | 980 | 1,197
1,082 1,043 | 1,134
1, 060 |1, 043 | 1,062
266 | 352 451
454 | 382 378
198 | 251 301
241 | 300 | 2m
158 | 113 152
112 2 107
15 | 112 102
1,067 | 980 916
272 |6, 524 | 7,237
512 (3,290 | 3,385
800 1,048 1,327 | 1,850
245 | 253 | 284 367
280 | 300 | 144 275
342 | 212 |. 139 160
e -] 54 75 90 | 131 131
Spain.___. 12 b 39 26 127
Balxlum-Luxemhow‘g 42 58 69 84 94
Others__ cenem-=---| BT3 | 719 | B20 [1,052 ME
Totals ok caides 4, 643 (6,028 (6,403 (6,477 | 7,346

| CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Sept. 24, 1963, p. 17839,
Benator ROMAN L. HRUSKA,

2 Year ending June 30,

Nore.—All meat converted to carcass weight equiva-
lent, Includes beef and v pork mutton, and lamb,
goat and horsemeat, except nn]mals. edible variety
meat, lard, rabbit, and poultry meat, Figures for indi-
vidual years 1960-62 are preliminary.

Bource: Publications of the Foreign Agrienltural
Bervice, U.8, Department of Agriculture.

IV. U.S5. MEAT IMPORTS HAVE INCREASED PHE-

NOMENALLY, AND THE UNITED STATES IS NOW

A NET IMPORTER BY A SUBSTANTIAL AMOUNT

A. General status of U.S. foreign trade in
livestock and meats

Prior to 1958, the United States was a net

exporter of livestock, meat, and livestock and
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meat products; however, the last 6 years have
seen a complete reversal in the balance of
trade in these products. The dollar volume
of exports of livestock and meats by this
country in 1962 amounted to approximately
$320 million; whereas, our lmports were
around $850 million, In other words, in 1962,
the United States imported 23; times the
dollar volume of her exports®

TABLE 6.—U.S. balance of trade in meats?

[Carcass weight, million pounds]
BEEF AND VEAL

Imports Exports |Netimports
775 ] 719
1,087 58 o7
1, 446 53 1,802
85
2 ]
140
PORK
138 48
139 48
132 B4
1900.-.__.__.....- 1,048 196 B52
1061 . 1,826 199 1,126
L R 1,804 108 1, 606

1 “Yjvestock and Meat Situation,” November 1963,
U.B. Department of Agriculture,

B. Imports of cattle and calves, beef and veal
Imports of beef and veal have increased at
an alarming rate beginning In 1958. The

10 “Cattle and Beef Statistics,” Oct. 29, 1963,
and U.8. foreign agricultural trade by com-
modities calendar year 1962, June 1963, U.S.
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volume (including livestock, meat equiva-
lent) has reached 10.6 percent of domestic
production.

Imports reached a record of 1.45 billion
pounds (carcass welght) in 1962. This accel-
erated rate has continued into 1963. For the
first 6 months of this year, import tonnage
was 1.09 billion pounds compared to .89 bil-
lion pounds during the same period of 1962,
an increase of 22 percent.!

In the past cattle cycles, the volume of
beef and veal imports has tended to vary
with the cycle: relatively large when cow
slaughter was low and vice versa (cow
slaughter tends to decline when cattle inven-
tories are increasing and rise when herds are
being reduced), Our people, as domestic
producers, have not objected to the importa-
tion of what might be considered a stabiliz-
ing volume of meat and meat products; how-
ever, since 1958 major exporting countries of
beef and veal; namely, Australia and New
Zealand, have no longer been satisfied to ex-
port this level to the United States. In fact,
it is apparent that their attitude has changed
to one of exploiting the American market to
the greatest extent possible.

Prior to 1958, imports of beef and veal from
Australia were very small (see table 7). In
late 1958, the United Kingdom-Australian
Meat Agreement was modified. This agree-
ment had restricted Australia from shipping
other than very small quantities of meat to
other countries, Since modification, this
country has increased both its meat produc-
tion and exports and has concentrated on ex-
porting to the United States. Of the total
Australian exports of beef and veal in 1862,
81 percent (449 million pounds, product
welght) was shipped to the United States.
This constituted 46 percent of U.S. imports
of beef and veal.

New Zealand contributed 22 percent of the
total beef and veal imported into this coun-
try in 1962, ranking as the second largest
supplier. For the past 3 years, the United
States has been the major market for New
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Zealand boneless beef exports, taking over 90
percent of its exports.

TasLe T.—Imports of all beef and veal?
[Produet weight, million pounds)

Australia| New | Ireland
Zealand

L4 13.0 7.2

16. 9 182.0 2.7
2239 160.9 42.0
144.7 130.7 43.6
232 2 154.3 61.1
“e 7 213.6 70.7
31,7640 | 1,043.0 982.0

1 Foi cultural Service fi U
ment g?fg‘l‘!ﬁ:me s TR SN

Attention is called to the comparison be-
tween the 1851-556 average and the 1962 vol-
ume: 1962 volume is 31,800 percent of the
1951-55 tonnage for Australia and 1,600 per-
cent for New Zealand.

Beef and veal imports plus the meat equiv-
alent of live cattle imports have risen at a
much faster rate in recent years than domes-
tic beef and veal production. The addition-
al supplies provided by this tonnage has
exerted pressure on the domestic market for
both fed and nonfed cattle. The com
between imports and domestic production
vividly points up the substantially larger
proportion which imports now make up of
overall supplies, and the magnanimous in-
crease in beef and veal imports (meat) from
1958 to date. TUnfortunately for domestic
producers, domestic production and import
volume have trended to peak ther, con-
trary to past cattle cycles (see table 8).

C. Imports of lambs and lamb and mutton

Imports of lambs and lamb and mutton
are now at a level almost equal to one-fourth
of domestic production.

The imports of lamb and mutton show a
pattern similar to that of beef and veal: sub-
stantial buildup from 1968 on, reaching 23
percent of domestic production in the first 6

Department of Agriculture, 11 Ibid., footnote 1, table 6. months of 1863. (See table 8.)
TasLE 8.—U.S. imports of cattle and beef, lambs and lamb and mutton, compared with production, 1950-63 1
CATTLE AND CALVES AND BEEF AND VEAL
Imports Imports
Imports Imports
Live animals Meat | asa per- Live animals Meat | asa per-
Year produc- | centage Year ue- | eentage
Meat Total tion 4 of pro- Meat Total 3 tion ¢ of pro-
Meat duetion Meat duetion
Number | equiv- Number | equiv-
alent 2
1,000 Million | Million | Million | Million 1,000 Miilion | Million | Million | Million
head ds | pounds | pounds | pound. head pounds | pounds | pounds | pounds
438 157 348 505 | © 10, 764 4.7 688 101 1,063 1,254 | 14, 588 8.9
220 g1 484 575 9, 896 5.8 645 163 775 15,835 5.6
138 47 429 476 10, 819 4.4 1,023 250 1, 087 1,287 16, 341 7.9
177 62 2 333 953 24 1,232 280 1,445 1,725 16, 311 10.6
71 a5 282 267 14, 610 1.8
206 93 vl 322 15, 147 21 583 132 803 1,025 10, 895 9.4
141 43 211 254 16, 16
708 2 398 616 15, 3.0 555 118 1,086 1,204 11,386 10.6
1,126 340 209 1,249 | 14,516 8.6
LAMBS AND LAMB AND MUTTON
o7 3 3 ] 57 1.0 76 2 104 106 738 4.4
14 (¢ 7 7 521 1.3 50 1 87 88 768 1.5
() 6 6 648 9 1 [ 101 101 832 131
1 * 3 3 720 .4 2 1 143 144 809 17.8
1 ( 2 2 734 2
8 (¢ 2 2 758 .3 3 ® 95 95 533 17.8
3 () 1 1 ™ .1
18 1 4 5 707 LA 1 ) 15 115 503 2.9
40 1 41 42 688 6.1

1 “Ljvestock and Meat Situation,” November

Jambs an a
3 Canned an
equivalent,

1968, U.8. Department of Agricalture.
1 Estimated at 53 percent of the five weight of all dutiable imports of cattle and for

30-pound carcass.
other processed meats have been converted to their carcass welght

§ Less than
® Less than W,melmds

4+ Total ptodueﬁm ineluding an estimate for farm slaughter).
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In 1962, 656 million or 45 percent of the
total of 144 million pounds (carcass weight)
of imports was mutton. Mutton is used in
this country along with boneless beef and
veal, primarily in the manufacture of proc-
essed meat products. Imports of mutton in
1962 amounted to 80 percent of domestic
U.S. production*

Contrary to popular belief, total domestic
production of lamb and mutton has not fol-
lowed a consistent downward trend in recent
years. Table B8 shows domestic production
together with a comparison between it and
imports. Special attention is called to the
fact that imports of lambs and lamb and
mutton are now at a level almost equal to
one-fourth of domestic production. The
Commission can take judicial note of the
serious financial condition in which the U.S.
sheep industry finds itself.

In 1962, 98 percent of the mutton imported
came from Australia and 78 percent of the
lamb from New Zealand.

D, Imports of swine and pork

The value of swine and pork imported into
the United States in 1962 was $128 million.

The initial large jump in pork imports
into the United States came earlier than for
beef and veal, and lamb and mutton. The
year 19568 saw import tonnage increase to 164
million pounds (carcass weight) from 71 mil-
lion in 18562 and 33 million pounds in 1950,
an increase of 400 percent from 1950 to 1853.
Pork imports have continued to climb since
1963, reaching 216 million pounds in 1962
and 135 million pounds for the first 6 months
of 1963. (See footnote 1, table 8.) In other
words, shipments of pork to this country in
1962 were 650 percent of the 1950 volume (on
a carcass welght basis).

TasLE 9.—Imports of pork, 1950-1963 1
[Carcass weight—million pounds]

14 ivestock and Meat Statistics,” July 1958, and
“Livestock and Meat SBituation,” Novem'er 1963,

The value of swine and pork imported into
the United States in 1962 was $128 million.?
Major pork exporting countries to the
United States are Denmark, Netherlands,
Poland, and Canada, In 1962 the United
States received the following quantities
(product weight) of pork from these coun-
tries: Denmark, 63.8 million pounds; Nether-
lands, 43.4 million pounds; Poland, 39.8 mil-
llon pounds; and Canada, 46.8 million
po‘mds“.ll
¥. EFFECT OF IMPORTS ON DOMESTIC PRODUCERS

Imports of livestock and meats are di-
rectly competitive with domestic production,
and have reached a level which adversely
affects domestic producers.

A. The effect on cattle feeders and producers

Imports have caused a downward pres-
sure on Choice fed steer prices of from $6.60
to $18 per head, according to U.S, Depart-
ment of Agriculture study.

Cattle feeders have experienced, and are
still experiencing, serious financial losses in
the feeding season of 1962-63. The average
price of Choice steers at Chicago dropped
$7.50 per hundredweight from November

12 ITbid., footnote 1, table 8,

18 77,8, Forelgn Agricultural Trade by Com-
modities Calendar Year 1962, June 1963, U.S.
Department of Agriculture.

1 “Livestock and Meat Situation,” Novem-
ber 1963, U.S. Department of Agriculture.

.
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1962 to May 1963. Current prices are only
$1.50 above the May low.»®

The seriousness of the financial plight of
the cattle feeder is borne out by a study
conducted by the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture.’* According to this study, consider-
ing the cost of feeder cattle, feed costs, and
marketing and transportation expenses only,
the feeder has operated at a negative margin
of $11.86 per head during the feeding season
beginning in 1962. When all costs are con-
sidered, however, operating losses have been
much higher. For the class of cattle used in
the USDA study, the Correspondent Bank
Department of the First National Bank,
Omaha, Nebr. estimated costs not consid-
ered In the study to total $28.25 per head;
veterinary fees, $2; power and fuel, $2.50;
taxes and insurance, $4; depreciation and
miscellaneous, $2.25; interest, $8; death loss,
$2.50; and labor, $7. This means that the
feeder has actually been subjected to a
negative operating margin of $40 per head,

Imports affect domestic prices by adding
to the total supply of beef. Oattle, beef, and
veal imports added 9.4 pounds per capita to
domestic supplies in 1962,

The composition of beef and veal imports
has changed materially since the mid-1960's.
During the period 18564 to 1956, canned beef
(imported mainly from South American
countries) made up 72 percent of the total.
Currently, imported beef and veal is largely
in the form of boneless frozen product, some
of which is suitable for uses other than in
the manufacture of processed products.
Thus far in 1963, based on carcass weight, 81
percent of beef and veal imports has been
boneless beef and only 14 percent canned
beef, This radical change in composition of
imports has changed their competitive in-
fluence.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture under-
took to determine the extent of the impact
on cattle prices in a recent study.”™ The fol-
lowing statements are based on the Depart-
ment findings:

1. Imports have held utility cow prices at
Chicago down to a straight line level since
1959 despite low domestic cow slaughter;
imports increased substantially during these
years. Utility cows at Chicago averaged
$15.68 In 1960, $15.66 during 1961, and $15.50
in 1962,

2. Imports do affect the fed cattle market:

(a) The fed cattle market and the cow
market, and thus imports, are related in
that there is a downward substitution of cuts
from fed beef carcasses for use in manu-
facturing processed products; and, also, the
various classes of products do compete for
the consumer’s dollar.

Definite proof of the above is found in
the study results which showed that, at 1962
levels, a 1 pound per capita change in either
cow beef or fed beef production results in
a change of about 50 cents in the price of
utility cows.

(b) A change of 10 percent In domestic
cow beef production plus imports for the
period of 1948-62 caused prices of Cholce
steers to change in the opposite direction by
3 percent. Cow and bull beef production
from 1948 to 1962 declined some 572 million
pounds; whereas, imports increased 1,369
million pounds (carcass welght and includ-
ing meat equivalent of live animals im-
ported). This means, then, that imports
were fully responsible for whatever down-
ward price pressure resulted. During this

5 “Cattle and Beef BStatistics,” Oect. 29,
1963, and Market News Weekly Summary
and Statistics, Nov. 23, 1963, U.S, Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

1 Reported In August 1963 lssue of “Live-
stock and Meat Situation,” U.S. Department
of Agriculture,

7 Report in the November 1963 issue of
“Livestock and Meat Situation,” U.S, Depart-
ment of Agriculture.
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period cow and bull beef production plus
imports increased 18 percent, which would
result, therefore, in a downward pressure on
Choice steer prices of 5.4 percent. Trans-
lated into actual prices, such a percentage
decrease would be $1.35 per hundredweight
on a $25 Cholce steer, or $14.85 per head for
a4 1,100 pound animal.

(c) At 1962 levels, a 1 pound per capita
change in cow and bull beef production
plus imports would affect Choice steer prices
by 15 to 20 cents per hundredweight. In
1962, imports of beef and veal amounted to
9.4 pounds per capita. Based on the USDA
conclusion, this would mean $1.65 per hun-
dredwelght, or $18 per head on 1,100-pound
steers.

(d) The USDA study showed that the
amount of influence on price is affected by
the level of imports relative to domestic
production. It was indicated that when
imports equal about 10 percent of total do-
mestic beef production—as they have re-
cently—an increase of 10 percent in imports
would cause, on the average, a drop of about
1 percent in the price of Choice steers.
Choice steers in 1962 (Chicago) averaged
$27.67 per hundredweight, and for the first
8 months of 1963 imports (carcass weight)
of beef and veal were up 21.6 percent. Basad
on the USDA conclusion, then, imports have
caused a 2.16 percent drop In fed prices, or
60 cents per hundredweight and $6.60 per
head on an 1,100-pound steer (first 8 months
of 1963 versus first 8 months of 1862). In
the words of the study, “if imports are a
larger proportion of domestic production, the
effect on prices is greater.”

B. The effect on sheep and lamb feeders and
producers

Imports of mutton have caused the same
type of pressure on domestic prices as de-
scribed for beef and veal. Downward pres-
sure on domestic lamb prices has been in the
neighborhood of $1.72 or more per head.

In 1962, imports of lambs, and lamb and
mutton rose to 144 million pounds (carcass
weight and including meat equivalent of live
animals imported) .’* Of this tonnage, mut-
ton made up 656 millian pounds.® The mut-
ton imported was almost 100 percent frozen
boneless product. In actual practice this is
used to mix with beef and veal and other
manufacturing meat in preparing processed
products. Therefore, imports of mutton ex-
ert the same sort of downward price pressure
on domestic producers as has just been de-
scribed for beef and veal. Mutton imports
increased from 1.7 million pounds in 1957
to 65 million pounds in 1962, an increase of
3,724 percent.®

In the case of lambs and lamb (meat), im-
ports increased from 3.3 million pounds in
1957 to 79 milllon pounds in 1962. These
imports compete directly with domestically
produced lambs. During the post-World
War II period, on the average, for each
change in total supplies of lamb of a magni-
tude to cause a 1-percent change in annual
per capita consumption, there has been an
average change in the opposite direction in
farm lamb prices of 1 percent 2

In 1957 (year previous to the large lamb
import increase), imports of lambs and lamb
(excluding mutton) added 0.02 pound per

15 Ibid,, footnote 23.

1 Foreign Agricultural Service figures, U.S.
Department of Agriculture.

® Ibid., footnote 28.

2 Dr. R. J. Doll, Agricultural Economist,
Federal Reserve Bank, Kansas Clty, Mo., ad-
dress at the 1960 Convention of Natlonal
Livestock Feeders Assoclation. Dr. Doll elab-
orated as follows: "It also should be pointed
out that these averages were relatively good
ones because the relationships were main-
talned at fairly close to average rates for each
change that occurred from one year to the
next.”




1963

capita to US. supplies (consumption);
whereas, in 1962, imports added 0.42 pound
per person. Domestic production of lamb
(excluding mutton) for 19567 was 3.71 pounds
per capita (171 million population), com-
pared to 3.3¢ pounds in 1962 (187 million
population). Therefore, without imports,
lamb supplies would have dropped 10 per-
cent and there would have been a corre-
sponding increase in the price pald to do-
mestic producers. With the addition of
imports, however, per capita supplies were
about the same for both years, 3.72 pounds
in 1857, and 8.76 pounds in 1962. This
means, based on the Dr. Doll analysis, that
imports were responsible for depressing prices
paid to domestic producers by 10 percent (1
percent change in per capita supplies causes
1 percent inverse change in prices paid to
farmers) =2

Based on a 97-pound lamb (average for
sheep and lambs slaughtered in 1962), and a
price of $17.70 per hundredweight (price re-
celved by farmers in 1962), such price pres-
sure would result in a drop of $1.77 per hun-
dredwelght, or $1.72 per head. To put this
amount in proper perspective, most feeders
consider a net profit margin of §1 per head a
good return.

The downward pressure on domestic
prices described here is for the meat only
and does not include the very substantial

exerted by the imports of large
quantities of wool. We shall not take the
Commission’s time at this hearing to dis-
cuss wool imports. This depressing factor
has received wide attention and publicity, as
has the overall plight of the U.S. sheep indus-
try which has been, and is now, of serious
concern to the U.8. Government.

C. The effect on swine producers

In 1952 (year prior to the initial large jump
in pork imports), imports of pork stood at
71 million pounds (carcass weight). By 1962,
they had climbed to 216 million pounds.®

During the post-World War II period, for
each change in total supplies of pork of a
magnitude to cause a 1 percent change in
annual per capital consumption, there has
been an average change in the opposite direc-
tion in farm hog prices of 2 percent.®

During the period 1952 to 1962, in which
imports have continued to climb, per capita
imports have gone from 0.45 pound (157 mil-
lion population) to 1 pound (187 million
population). During the same period, there
has been a decrease of 15 percent in domestic
production per capita (7342 versus 62.67).
With the additional supplies provided by im-
ports, per capita supplies declined 14 percent.
Thus, imports have been responsible for a 1
percent change on a per capita basis.

Based on the Dr, Doll analysis, this 1 per-
cent has been responsible for a downward
pressure.of 2 percent on prices paid to farm-
ers. Prices pald to farmers in 1962 averaged
$16.30. Based on this figure, 2 percent would
be $0.33 per hundredweight, or $0.78 per head
(average welght of all hogs slaughtered in
1962 was 230 pounds).

VI. EFFECT OF CUTTING TARIFFS ON
SECTION 32 FUNDS

Section 32 of Public Law 74-320 earmarked
30 per centum of the gross receipts from
duties collected under the customs laws to
be used by the Secretary of Agriculture to
(1) encourage exports of agricultural com-
modities and products thereof; (2) encourage
domestic consumption of such commodities
and products; and (3) reestablish farmers’
purchasing power.

2 Calculated from figures in November 1863
issue of “Livestock and Meat Situation,”
U.8. Department of Agriculture, and Foreign
Agricultural Service (USDA) breakdown on
lamb and mutton.

= Ibid., footnote 21.

# Ibid., footnote 30.
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Although this section has been amended
a number of times, the purposes have re-
mained basically as originally enacted. Sec-
tion 82 funds have been used for a wide
variety of expenditures, but the major use
after amendments in the 1949 Agricultural
Act (Public Law B81-439) has been as a
flexible authority to prevent price collapses
for non-price-supported crops, poultry, live-
stock products, and to shore up milk sales.
With section 32 funds, the Secretary of Agri-
culture can move into a marketing area and
pick off surpluses accumulating in that area,
by market purchases, before price breaks
occur. The foods are then donated to school
lunch programs, the needy and welfare in-
stitutions.

The cutting of tariffs on imported products
into the United States will, therefore, reduce
the amount of funds available from this
source.

SOCIAL MEANING OF ASSASSINA-
TION OF PRESIDENT EENNEDY

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the lead
editorial in the December 5 edition of the
Catholic Transcript, the official news-
paper of the Archdiocese of Hartford,
Conn,, is a remarkable analysis of the
meaning for our society of the assassina-
tion of President Kennedy.

It throws a searching light upon the
life of Lee Harvey Oswald and the re-
flection which that life casts upon Amer-
ican society. It relates how Lee Harvey
Oswald was at an early age found to be
emotionally disturbed, and yet without
being either helped or hindered, with-
out being cared for or curbed, was al-
lowed to sink deeper and deeper into a
morass of despair, disorder, aggressive
acts, rebellion, disloyalty, subversive af-
filiations, and who finally was allowed
free access to a deadly weapon with
which he murdered the President of the
United States.

In the eyes of the Catholic Transcript,
and to all thoughtful observers “this rec-
ord adds up to a deadly indictment of
our society.”

I would like to quote the concluding
lines of this editorial:

We both neglect and overindulge the
young, not giving them the training they
need while glving them limitless license
which spares us looking after them as we
should. We are indifferent about the proper
treatment of the mentally and emotionally
disturbed, refusing to appropriate sufficient
funds to provide it on the massive scale now
urgently required, and falling to see to it that
our courts and other agencles deallng with
the young are staffed with people cognizant
of this acute problem and alert to the ne-
cessity of effective referral and therapy. We
are indulgent to troublemakers, partly out
of fear, partly out of a refusal to be firm Iin
the performance of unpleasant duty, partly
out of a vast indifference. We are embar-
rassed by the ancient virtue of patriotism,
interpret freedom to cover a grave fault like
repudiation of obligation and honor, and
are too pusillanimous to exaet respect of con-
stituted authority. We do nothing to curb
the virus of violence, actively communicated
in print, in pictures, in the television pro-
grams carried into every living room, and
any cretin, psychopath, or criminal can eas-
ily acquire instruments of murder.

The killing of the President of the United
States is a judgment on us for our mental
and moral disarray, for our abdication of crit-
ical intelligence, consclentiousness, courage
to face and withstand evil. It is a warning
of the fate awaiting our society and ourselves,
literally or figuratively.
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Mr. President, the -assassination of

President Eennedy is one of those rare
events which shocks a society into a
searching reevaluation of its short-
comings.
This editorial from the Catholiec
Transceript makes a valuable contribu-
tion to this reevaluation and, in order
that it may receive as wide a circulation
as possible, I ask that it be printed at
this point in the Recorb.

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

SociaL MEANING OF THE DEED

The assassination of President Eennedy
already seems remote, so quickly do we ac-
commodate ourselves to a radically changed
condition and press on with the buslneu of
everyday living. We regret the dark deed,
and hope that steps are taken to insure
against its repetition. By the latter we mean
no more than that President Johnson and
his successors will be better guarded. The
blame for the crime of November 22 we place
solely on a young man fanatical or crazed;
the extreme right is exculpated, as is the
extreme left, and certainly all in between
can in no way be blamed. As of so much
else, we say, "It was just one of those
things,” worse than most of course, but, in
the final analysis, freakish, unaccountable,
and not to be morbidly dwelt upon.

Such an attitude is a shameful evasion.
We should, we must, take a long look at the
man who killed President Kennedy, and ask
ourselves what he says of our soclety. He
has escaped trlal, but we are inescapably
on trial,

He was a child of a broken family and
home; his mother has been three times mar-
rled, twice divorced. His lot was poverty,
and this he bitterly resented, no doubt in-
fluenced by what appears to have been his
mother's habit of seeing unfavorable cir-
cumstances as always someone else's fault.
He was early identified as a youngster trou-
bled and troublesome, as “potentially
dangerous” and requiring detention and ex-
pert care. These he did not getf, partly
because his mother flatly refused to see
anything wrong in him, partly because she
and he moved about in a rootless sort of way.
He was thereafter always difficult and in
difficulties. Wherever he worked, his one
connection with his fellow workers was in
vexing and upsetting them. In the armed
services, he was a rebel agalnst order and
twice had to be courtmartialed. Thus he
was, unwittingly but definitely, proclaiming
the disturbance within him and demanding
aid. Unaided, he went on to more spectacu-
lar manifestations of derangement.

When he chose to defect to the Bovlet
Union, he was let go; when he chose to re-
turn, his citizenship was restored with in-
comparably greater ease and speed than
characterize the normal citizen’s normal
dealings with the Government which such
a citizen undeviatingly supports; indeed, the
young man’s fare home was handed to him.
He became identified with a pro-Castro or-
ganization which in fact is to some serious
degree doubtfully loyal to the United States,
and with other young people who have been
allowed, in the name of freedom, to demon-
strate frantically on Government property
and to express outrageous contempt of the
Congress of the United States. He could and
did obtain with the utmost ease a deadly
weapon and, both immediately before and
immediately after murdering the President
of the United States was allowed to move as
he liked, without sensible challenge or re-
straint, and, ultimately, without due pro-
tection.

This record adds up to a deadly indictment
of our soclety. What It says is that irre-
sponsibility and neglect chargeable to all of
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us and habitual led directly to the destruc-
tion of the common, lawful leader of all of
us, Symbolically, our soclety was, in this
case; destroying itself, giving apocalyptic evi=
dence of what we are dolng plecemeal all
along, of what our present course is in-
evitably leading to if not reversed.

We are complacent about divorce and its
devastatingly effect on soclety and people,
especially children. 'We both neglect and
overindulge the young, not giving them the
training they need while giving them limit-
less license which spares us looking after
them as we should. We are indifferent about
the proper treatment of the mentally and
emotionally disturbed, refusing to appropri-
ate sufficlent funds to provide it on the
massive scale now urgently required, and
falling to see to it that our courts and other
agencies dealing with the young are staffed
with t of this acute problem
and alert to the necessity of effective referral
and therapy. We are indulgent to trouble-
makers, partly out of fear, partly out of a
refusal to be firm in the performance of un-
pleasant duty, partly out of a vast indiffer-
ence. We are embarrassed by the anclent
virtue of patriotism, interpret freedom to
cover a grave fault like repudiation of obll-
gation and honor, and are too pusillanimous
to exact respect of constituted authority.
We do nothing to curb the virus of violence,
actively communicated in print, in pletures,
in the television programs carried into every
living room, and any cretin, psychopath, or
criminal can easily acquire instruments of
murder.

The killing of the President of the United
States s a judgment on us for our mental
and moral disarray, for our abdication of
critical intelligence, conscientiousness, cour-
age to face and withstand evil. It is a warn-
ing of the fate awalting our society and our-
selves, literally or figuratively.

MAIL-ORDER GUNS

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, during the
months of October and November, the
Christian Science Monitor published a
series of nine articles written by Jose-
phine Ripley. They were designed to
show the puble the tragedies that result
from the promiscuous sale of guns by
mail order, as well as for the need for
adequate control of their sale.

The articles were culminated by an
editorial, which was an intelligent plea
for new legislation to control the sales of
mail-order guns. It was published on
November 19. It was entitled “Murder
by Mail Order,” and it appeared only 3
days before President John F. Kennedy
was cut down by bullets from a mail-
order gun.

In its great public service tradition,
the Monitor was seeking public support
to eliminate an evil from our society.
Mr. President, in the belief that the ma-
terial in those articles will be helpful and
informative to the public and to this
body as gun legislation is being con-
sidered, I ask unanimous consent that
t‘;h;ytbe printed in the Recorp, at this

Y

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
[From the Christian Science Monitor,
Nov. 19, 1963]

MurpER By MaimL ORDER

Congress has been handed an antiweapon

weapon with which to crack down on crime,

crime made easy through the wide-open sale
of mail-order handguns.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

This weapon is In the form of a new bill
introduced by Senator Tromas J. Doop, Dem-~
ocrat, of Connecticut, and now befm the
Senate Commerce Committee.

The committee so far has taken no action
on this legislation which would crack down
on “murder by mail order,” as it has been
called, through an amendment to the Federal
Firearms Act.
© If passed and enforced, it would keep
mail-order guns out of the hands of trigger-
happy juveniles, eriminals, mental defectives,
and others who use the anonymity of this
type of purchase as a means of obtaining
firearms.

To the extent that these guns have con-
tributed to the Natlon's crime wave—and
the Monitor’s series of articles on mail-order
guns has shown they have—enactment of the
Dodd bill would be an important crime de-
terrent.

Not that guns are the only weapons used
by the criminal, or that this bill pretends
to offer a complete solution to the firearms
problem.

But it would help by requiring all purchas-
ers of mail-order guns to furnish a sworn
affidavit as to age and criminal record, if
any. It would also require firearms dealers
end manufacturers to notify express com-
panies in writing whenever these guns are
belng shipped in interstate commerce.

It is not a tough bill, probably not tough
enough to suit many.

It does not attempt to point up the glar-
ing inadegquacy of many State and local
laws over firearms or their lack of uniform-
ity. It does not call for gun reglstration or
for the fingerprinting of purchasers of guns.

It is minimum legislation, but it is real-
istic legislation, the only kind which stands

passage in 1939, so strong is the opposition
to firearms controls.

The Dodd bill avoids this opposlition by
concentrating only on unscrupulous gun
merchants. It would infringe in no way
on the right of law-ablding citizens to pos-
sess firearms for purposes of defense or what
is called sport.

It has the support of the National Rifle
Assoclation of America and other influential
organizations, as well as law enforcement
authorities across the Nation.

The legislation s deserving of—and
needs—support, encouragement and a vig-
orous public push to spur Congress to action.

[From the Christian Science Monitor, Nov. 14,
1963]
CrIME TRIGGERED PROBE ON GUNS
(By Josephine Ripley)

Senator THOMAs J. Dopp, Democrat, of
Connecticut, who ded over malil-order
gun crime investigations, recalls how it all
began.

“It was the Increase im the numbers of
crimes of violence, particularly assaults with
deadly weapons where guns were involved,
as well as the mysterious changes in juve-
nile gang warfare, which first aroused my
interest and prompted the investigation,” he
told this correspondent In an Interview.

It was obvious to the Senator, chalrman of
the Senate Subcommittee on Juvenile De~
linquency which conducted the probe, that
“a new source was supplying weapons by the
thousands to those who should not have
them, to juveniles, and others who were
using them in erimes."

SOURCE DISCOVERED

This source was soon discovered to be "the
malil-order outlet which has mushroomed
in the last 10 years. Mail-order gun dealers,
now virtually uncontrolled because of loop-
holes in the present law, have been shipping
untold millions of guns across State lines
where they were delivered in violation of
local regulations,” he sald.
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Because the common carrier delivers the
packaged weapon, frequently unmarked, di-
rectly to the purchaser, local police have no
way of knowing how many guns are being
recelved by whom until they show up in a
erime.

The Investigation into this traffic took
more than 2 years. “We moved cautiously,”
Senator Dopp said, “and had the support of
many responsible groups and gun manufac-
turers. In particular, such organizations as
the National Rifle Association and American
hemanu!nc'turers of arms have been a great

1p.”

CAUSE FOR CONCERN

The subcommittee’s chief cause for con-
cern, however, was not the product of the
American gun industry, “but cheap foreign
imports, which were the ones finding their
way into the mall-order gun trade.™

Through this mail-order traffic, a complete
arsenal of weapons, ranging in price from §5
to $20 is avallable to juveniles and to the
underworld, the Investigation disclosed.

“Complicating the matter for law enforce-
ment officers are the unscrupulous dealers
who have no concern for the use the guns
are put to after they are sold,” the Senator
stated.

He recalls one such dealer who, when
questioned about the sale of & gun to a
juvenile who subsequently used it to kill his
neighbor, commented that if he did not
make the sale someone else would.

BILL INTRODUCED

These Imported weapons are poorly de-
signed and engineered, Senator Dobp’'s sub-
committee was informed by experts. The
military surplus items which are purchased
in Europe and sold here as scrap have been
reworked to the point where they are even
dangerous to discharge.

On August 2, 1963, when the Investigation
was finally completed, the Senator intro-
duced a bill, 8. 1975, which would amend
the Pederal Firearms Act to make it more
difficult for juveniles, mental defectives, and
other irresponsibles to come into the pos-
session of firearms and which would provide
traceable records on those who purchased
them.

Emphasizing that “the subcommittee has
never thought of tampering with the con-
stitutional right of a free people to keep and
bear arms,” Senator Dopp described the leg-
islation as “intended primarily to bring an
added measure of responsibility into mail-
order transactions in handguns.”

PROVISIONS LISTED

It would:

1. Prevent the shipment in interstate com-
merce and delivery by common carrler of
malil-order handguns to juvenilles under the
age of 18 years.

2. Increase the Federal Firearms Act deal-
er’s license fee from #$1 to $10;

that an applicant for a Federal
ﬁma.rmu dealer's license be 21 years or over
(there is no age limitation under present
law);

4. Provide for the marking of packages
which contain handguns belng shipped in
interstate commerce to include number and
type of weapon;

5. Provide that a purchaser of a malil-
order handgun enclose a sworn affidavit with
his purchase order to establish his bona
fide age, felony convictions, etc.

PARENTS ON NOTICE

While Senator Dopp says this proposal is
not the entire solution to our firearms prob-
lems, he feels its requirements should halt
the mall-order sale of handguns to juveniles
and discourage the lurid gun advertisements
in the pulp magasines, all aimed at the ju-
venile trade.

It will also put parents on notice that no
Juvenile can legally acquire a handgun
through mail-order and express shipments.
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With the enactment of the bill, the cou-
pons signed and sent by juveniles to mail-
order dealers would no longer be taken at
face value. Express company employees will
know what the packages contain, and will
have to make sure that the persons who re-
ceive them are 15 years of age or more.

Senator Doop sald the subcommittee has
no intention or desire to deprive mature and
responsible citizens of their right to pur-
chase or possess firearms.

“Its objective is only to protect the pub-
lic by providing some assurance that hand-
guns are kept out of the hands of youngsters,
the mentally {11, and criminals,” he explained.

“I can think,” he sald, “of no group in
America, and particularly the socially con-
sclentious groups of gun makers and own-
ers, who would argue otherwise.”

As a matter of fact, the legislation was
thoroughly discussed with the industry, as
well as with the common carriers to whom
it will give additional responsibilities.

“To the credit of them all,” Senator Dobp
reported, “they have approved and endorsed
the provisions of our proposal.”

The Senate investigator sald he feels the
series of articles in the Christian Science
Monitor has done a service in generating a
heightened public Interest which he hopes
will prompt many to write to their Congress-
men and to the Senate Committee on Com-
merce, which now has the bill under con-
sideration, urging action.

[From the Christian Science Monitor,
Nov. 12, 1963]

CHA0S IN GUN Laws NOTED

(By Jooephine Ripley, staff correspondent of
e Christian Science Monitor)

The na.ttonwide hodgepodge of laws with
respect to the possession of handguns in the
United States has contributed directly and
substantially to the increase of crime in re-
cent years.

This is the word of law-enforcement au-
thorities from J. Edgar Hoover, Director of
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, down
to the policeman on the beat.

Urgent appeals for stronger, more effective,
more uniform laws have been made to Con-
gress by way of the Senate Subcommittee on
Juvenile Delinquency during the course of its
2-year Inveatigation, under the chairman-
ship of TaHomMAs J. Dobp, Democrat, of Con-
necticut, into mail-order gun traffic.

SURVEY TAKEN

Sentiment for a strengthening of the Fed-
eral Firearms Act of 1989, which now does
little more than establish procedures for 1i-
censing dealers in firearms, apparently is
growing.

A Gallup poll in 1959 indicated that a pre-
ponderant majority of the adults surveyed
around the country favored stricter regula-
tions of handguns,

Testimony before the Dodd subcommittee
disclosed the almost unlimited extent to
which handguns are constantly being boot-
legged from city to city and State to State,
slipping easily through the inconsistencies in
the laws.

INCONSISTENCY PUZZLING

This nationwide lack of uniformity in
laws governing the purchase, sale, and pos-
session of handguns, is hard to understand
considering the crime problem with which
the country is confronted.

In 41 Btates and the District of Columbia
there are no license requirements for the
purchase of firearms.

Only 21 States and the Distriet of Colum-
bia require dealers to obtain licenses to sell
handguns at retail.

Only 7 States require a permit to purchase
a gun. Beven States and the District of Co-
lumbia require a waiting period between
purchase and delivery.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Only in New York State is a license re-
quired to possess & handgun. Only in Ha-
wall must guns be registered, and only in
South Carolina is it against the law to sell
a handgun,

These restrictions become largely ineffec-
tive, however, when a person can cross a
border into another city or another State,
buy the gun of his choice and return with
it concealed in his pocket or where mall-
order guns can be shipped in freely by com-
mon carrier.

One very vocal advocate for “stricter con-
trols on handgun sales” is James V. Bennett,
Director of the U.8. Bureau of Prisons.

“We already have controls on tobacco,
alcohol, narcotics, poisons, and, of course, any
food or drug that might be dangerous for
human use,” he points out.

“In my opinion, the trafic in handguns
must also be similarly supervised.”

EXERCISES IN FUTILITY

Legislation alone will not put an end to
shootings, but many law-enforcement au-
thorities believe that stronger Federal laws
would help to curb these crimes and proba-
bly stimulate more effective local efforts,
“which are now so largely exercises in fu-
tility,” as Mr. Bennett put it.

Nor is It suggested that the right of in-
dividuals to purchase guns for defense, or
use in sports, or for gun collections should
be infringed.

Mr. Hoover points out that many commu-
nities already have local ordinances “which
protect the rights of society without infring-
ing on the rights of individuals who pur-
chase guns for protection or legitimate rec-
reation and pleasure.”

LOCAL ACTION URGED

It is his feeling that the answer lies in
local action. “No one blanket proposal or
universal regulation will meet the needs and
requirements of all communities,” he has
said.

But he has stated his conviction that “the
spotlight of public attention should be
focused on the easy accessibility of firearms
and its influence on willful killings.

“Where local controls and regulations exist,
they should be fully implemented. Where
there are none, measures should be taken to
protect the puhllcs interest.

“Loss of human lives cannot be rational-
ized—certainly not until all possible preven-
tive action has been exhausted,” he declared
in an unusually vigorous statement for the
FBI chief, who generally confines himself to
the subject of law enforcement, not law-

In New York, San Francisco, Philadelphia,
and other cities where firearms are strictly
regulated, high officials have urged the de-
velopment of more uniform laws controlling
the sale and possession of handguns.

New York Gov, Nelson A. Rockefeller, Po-
lice Commissioner Michael J. Murphy, and
Mayor Robert F. Wagner have all spoken
out.

Justice John E. Cone of the New York
State Supreme Court, chairman of a com-
mittee to discourage sales of weapons to
juveniles, put it this way:

“Certainly it is of no value if the weapons
outlawed within the borders of this State or
city are advertised in numerous magazines
and then may be lawfully shipped from some
other State to purchasers ir New York.”

[Prom the Christian Science Monitor, Nov. 9,
1863]
U.S. Trams MaJor NATIONS IN CENTRAL
CoNTROL OF FmEARMS OWNERSHIP
(By Josephine Ripley)

An airing of the Nation's firearms laws
during the course of the investigation of the
Senate Subcommittee on Juvenile Delin-
quency produced evidence of their inade-
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quacy to cope with the concealable weapons
favored by today’s hoodlums and gangs.

This country has fewer enforcible re-
strictions on the purchase and ownership of
handguns than most other natlons of the
world, the subcommittee investigators were
lnform.ad

In Australia, the Irish Republic, Israel,
Great Britain, and Sweden, it is necessary
to have a license in order to buy a pistol
or revolver. In SBweden, a person must show
that he has a need for the weapon and knows
how to handle it. Japan goes so far as to
prohibit entirely the private ownership of
handguns.

TWO FEDERAL LAWS

The United States, in contrast, has only

two Federal laws governing firearms, both

in the 1930's—following the lawless

1920's. There has been only one amendment

since that time and it has proved ineffective

in keeping concealable weapons out of the
hands of criminals.

The first of these, the National Pirearms
Act, was passed in 1934. Its main purpose
was the control of machineguns and sawed-
off shotguns, the principal gangland weap-
ons of that day.

Excluded from these restrictlons were
pistols, revolvers (a favored weapon of mod-
ern gangsters), weapons with barrel lengths
over 18 inches (most rifies), and .22-caliber
weapons with barrel lengths of 16 inches or
more.

OTHER WEAPONS CHECKED

A reference to other weapons makes it
possible to control weapons such as tear gas
pen guns, which are capable of discharging
a standard bullet, and other odd instruments
such as umbrellas, which are sometimes de-
signed for that purpose.

Weapons under this act must be registered
with the Treasury Department.

Five years later, in 1939, the Federal Fire-
arms Act was passed, its main purpose being
to control the transfer of all firearms to cer-
tain designated groups, such as mental de-
fectives or those formerly convicted of a
crime of violence.

IRONIC ROLE FOLLOWED

This act requires that all manufacturers
and dealers of any firearms shipped in in-
terstate commerce must have licenses from
the Federal Government.

(This provision, years later, was to play
an ironic role in promoting the sale of “mall
order guns.")

The 1939 law, among other things, re-
quired that dealers and manufacturers of
weapons going interstate must maintain rec-
ords as to the purchaser.

Both of these laws are enforced by the
Alcohol and Tobacco Tax Division, Firearms
Section of the Treasury Department.

CONTROL LIMITED

They have proved inadequate to control
the new-type weapons to which criminals
have turned today, mainly the concealable
weapon, such as the pistol and revolver, ac-
cording to the testimony of law-enforcement
officials.

The Treasury's enforcement division, the
subcommittee was informed, has control
over pistols, revolvers, and most rifles only
in a limited way under the Federal Firearms
Act.

Thus there is no way accurately to check
ownership of such weapons. The manufac-
turer, or dealer, must keep records of the
original recipient, but after the first transfer
(normally to a retailer) there are no further
records maintained.

Also, the provision of the act which re-
quires the recipient to show a license when
State law requires a license is ineffective,
Senate Investigators were informed.

LOCAL LAWS IGNORED

State law as referred to in the act does
not include city and county ordinances.
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Therefore, only those States which have

laws requiring a license to purchase a fire-
arm are affected.

This means that citles and communities-

with strong firearms regulations are help-
less to control the Influx of weapons from
other States or even from another county
within the State.

Firearms imports are under the control
of the State Department, through the Mu-
tual Security Agency. This control is exer-
cised in a limited manner. All that is re-
quired of the foreign dealer is that it is a
bona fide transaction.

APPROVAL AUTOMATIC

If the weapons do not come under the Na-
tional Firearms Act—that is, unless they are
machineguns or sawed-off shotguns—the de-
partment approves the import.

This has opened the gates to millions of
foreign-made guns of the mail order vari-
ety, many of which come in, disassembled, as
parts of scrap to avoid the high tariff on guns
as such.

The dealer license to trade In guns, re-
quired under the Federal Firearms Act, Is
only $1 and some mail order firms have
stepped up sales by urging buyers to become
dealers and go Into business.

It has been estimated that of the 60,000
dealer licenses issued a year, 45,000 of them
are not to bona fide dealers,

NO FINGERPRINTS TAKEN

The applicant is not fingerprinted or
checked for criminal record. With such a
license, the holder can avold police clearance
on each gun purchased in cities and States
which require such clearance.

He can avold being subject to arrest for
transporting guns in his private car (since he
i8 a dealer); he can purchase guns at
wholesale, save on sales tax, and make bulk
purchases.

That’s a lot for a dollar, as one wily indi-
vidual obviously recognized when he inserted
this advertisement in Gun News: “For SBale—
Guns, Buy Wholesale. Become a Dealer. In
structions $1.”

Whoever responded was, of course, simply
told to apply for a Federal license—for an-
other dollar.

Dapp,

crease this fee to $10 and thus

this kind of thing. It would also ecall for a
sworn affidavit that any purchaser of a
mail order handgun is of age, eliminating
Juveniles from these fake dealerships.

[From the Christian Science Monitor,
Nov. 7, 1963]
RirLE GrOoUP Backs MamL-Gun CURss
(By Josephine Ripley)

Any proposal for tightening controls over
firearms is critically and thoughtfully scruti-
nized by the Natlonal Rifle Association of
America (NRA).

The assoclation’s role is that of a defender
of law and order and of the comstitutional
right of American citizens to bear arms.

It has a shooter-sportsman membership
of more than half a million persons and rep-
resents more than 11,000 afiliated clubs and
associations.

It is a formidable opponent to any legls-
lation which would impose restrictions on
firearms dealers, sportsmen, or other repu-
table persons who wish to possess arms

But when it comes to curbing the vl.rt.unny
unrestricted sale of mail-order guns, the as-
soclation goes along with the Senate Sub-
committee on Juvenile Delinquency.

“The assoclation agrees that steps must
be taken to curtall the trafic of mail-order
guns into wunauthorized hands,” asserts
Franklin L. Orth, executive vice president of
the assoclation.

This does not mean that the NRA has
changed its policy or softened its long-time
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stand against punishing the gun Instead of
the criminals, as it is often put.

It is still opposed to proposals which it
feels amount only to enacting another gun
law, or putting more teeth into
laws, and is highly critical of New York's
tough Sullivan law.

EXCEPTION MADE

Buf it makes an exception in the case of
mail-order guns on which it looks with dis-
daim. “For the most part,” says Mr. Orth,
“this traffic involves the relatively inexpen-
sive imported pistols and revolvers that are
advertised in many cheep pulp magazines
throughout the country.”

The NRA has conducted product evalua-
tion studies on many of these handguns
and found them to be largely worthless for
sporting purposes.

Frank G. Danlel, secretary of the associa-
tion, sald in an interview that “they are not
good for anything except to get someone in
trouble.”

The National Rifleman, official journal of
the assoclation, refuses to accept their adver-
tising. In a strong ediforial on mail-order
guns several month.u ago, it referred to them

as “junk guns.”

The NRA 1s obviously concerned lest the
bad name of these guns and the juvenile
crime to which they have contributed re-
flect on the American industry and create
& public demand for more gun laws.

ENFPORCEMENT URGED

“Many reputable firearms dealers of good
repute based on a history of adherence to
existing laws on all levels, could suffer finan-
cial disaster if the tide of public opinion is
turned in the direction of all-encompassing
legislation,” said Mr. Orth in an appearance
before the Senate investigators.

Instead of more laws, why take it out
on the gun, is his attitude.

After establishing its traditional stance,
the association which worked closely with
the subcommittee on plugging the mall-
order loopholes, agreed to proposals em-
bodied in the bill of Senator THomMaAs J.
Dopp, Democrat of Connecticut, which
would:

Prevent the shipment in interstate com-
merce and delivery by common carrier of
mail-order handguns to juveniles under the
age of 18 years;

Increase the Federal Firearms Act dealer’s
Heense fee from $1 to $10 in an effort to eli-
minate the fiy-by-night dealers, the unscru-
pulous and juveniles from the firearms

Provida that firearms dealers and manufac-
turers glve written notice to common car-
rlers of handguns being transported in Inter-
state commerce;

Provide that the purchaser of a mail-order
handgun enclose & sworn afidavit with his
purchase order to establish his bona fide
age, felony convictions, or criminal records.

SOLUTION INCOMPLETE

Senator Dopp admits “this is not the en-
tire solution to our firearms problem. But
its requirements should halt the mail-order
sales of handguns to juveniles.”

As the Rifleman editorial put it: “Steps
must be taken to the trafic of mail-
order guns into unauthorized hands. At the
same time, due caution must be exercised so
that law-abiding citizens are not severely
penalized or deprived of their individual
rights. * * * It is reassuring that proposed
solutions to this particular situation are
being directed at irresponsible merchants and
purchasers.”

[From 'the OChristian Science Monitor,
Nov. 5, 1963]
Mar-OrpErR Guns Sire THrROUGH LAws
(By Josephine Ripley)

The mail-order handgun e¢ame on the
American scene like a mysterious thief in
the night.
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It began mn.ldng its appearance on the
streets around 1958. This is the story of
of how it came to the attention of the
police in Pittsburgh.

“While an inspector of police in charge of
a district station house, I was traveling down
& main thoroughfare in my ecity when I
8aw a man with a gun in his hands,” As-
sistant Superintendent Willlam J. Gilmore
told Senator THomas J. Dobb, Democrat, of
Connecticut, Chairman of the Subcommittee
on Juvenile Delinquency.

“A few seconds later I heard shots being
fired. I alighted from the automobile and
placed him under arrest. He stated to me
that he was only firing at rodents behind a
display advertising board.”

NO QUESTIONS ASKED

“After questioning him as to where he ob-
tained this gun, he stated he had seen an
advertisement in a printed periodical; that
he had forwarded a money order. * * * A
short period of time later he recelved the
gun without answering any questions or fur-
nishing further information.

“This man, prior to this incident, was
under investigation for armed robbery but
was released because of lack of evidence.
Bince that incident, he was arrested on var-
ious other charges.

“It was not until 1960, when I was pro-
moted to assistant superintendent of police,
that I recelved information as to how these
guns were arriving in the eity of Pittsburgh
and the names of individuals to whom they
were being forwarded.”

Pittsburgh Police Superintendent James
W. Slusser testified that “the problem of
mail-order handguns being shipped into the
city of Pittsburgh has been of seriocus con-
cern to the Bureau of Police for the past
several years.”

BUYER CHECKED

The State of Pennsylvania operates under
the Uniform Firearms Act which requires
that when a handgun is purchased within

the State, coples of the purchasing agree-
ment are forwarded to the State and local
police.

The gun is then held for a period of time

before being delivered to the purchaser, thus

the police agency time to ascertain

identity of the purchaser and whether he is
competent to possess guns.

The mail-order shipment of guns Into
Pennsylvania *“takes away this legislated
safeguard and delivers handguns to indi-
viduals who should not own them,” the
superintendent told the subcommittee.

LACK OF CONTROL CITED

It was not until 1960 that the police were
able to develop a source of information and
compile at least a partial list of handguns
shipped into Pittsburgh by out-of-State
dealers.

From Sgt. Eenneth Carpenter and Sgt.
George Carr of the Los Angeles Police De-
partment, Senate investigators heard a fan-
tastic story of California’s mail-order gun
business. The State is a center from which
some of the most notorious dealers in the
country operate.

“Our investigation has disclosed the mail-
order traffic in concealable weapons from the
Los Angeles area is virtually uncontrolled,”
the report stated.

Existing laws prohibiting the sale of con-
cealable firearms within the States are cun-
ningly circumvented “by ' unscrupulous
dealers who operate in a manner which re-
spects neither business ethics mor public
safety,” according to the police.

Sergeant Carpenter cited the case of
dealer A, This dealer fills California mail
orders by way of Phoenix, Ariz., to get around
California laws.

OPERATION OUTLINED

Tt works this way, the Senate investigators
were told: Dealer A, on recelpt of a mall
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order from a California resident, will enclose
a form letter advising this aser that,
“since California State law prohibits the
mail-order sale of concealable weapons, the
purchase order has been forwarded to deal-
er A's out-of-State store in Phoenix for
handling.”

“What dealer A has really done is to ship
the gun order in Los Angeles to his out-of-
State mail drop, have it rewrapped and
shipped back into California to the customer
via Railway Express. In this way, dealer A
is able to circumvent the California State
laws covering the sale of mail-order firearms,"
stated the police sergeant.

VARIOUS NAMES USED

Mail drops are maintained by many dealers
within the city, as well as outside of the
State. They are used, it was explained, by
“nefarious dealers as a shield from dissatis-
fied customers who wish to make in-person
complaints.”

The mail drop is not an office, but only a
place to which malil orders are delivered and
at which the dealer picks them up.

One dealer may have several mail drops us-
ing different names at each one. “A cus-
tomer, once billed, may unknowingly re-
spond to later magazine ads placed by a com-
pany that previously cheated him,” explained
Sergeant Carpenter.

He added that a "dealer himself admitted
that the sale of most commodities and par-
ticularly firearms through the mail-order
business was immoral, unethical, and that
laws should be passed to prevent this sort
of activity.”

[From the Christian Science Monitor,
Nov. 2, 1963}
Gun IMPORTS SuiP PasT TARIFF BARS
(By Josephine Ripley)

The alarming rate at which the United
States is being flooded with cheap, foreign-
made guns was one of the startling discov-
eries of the Senate Subcommittee on Juvenile
Delinquency in its investigation of juvenile
crime.

More than 5 milllon of these imports—
and possibly as many as 7 million—have
come into thls country during the past 5
years, according to the estimate of Senator
Tuomas J. Dopp, Democrat, of Connecticut,
subcommittee chairman,

These have become known as malil-order
guns because they are sold largely by mail-
order dealers, They are inexpensive, adver-
tised extensively in the pulp magazines, and
can be ordered easily by mail and delivered
almost anywhere to anyone by express, no
questions asked.

LEGISLATION TURGED

They have come into the hands of thou-
sands of juveniles, adding tragically to the
Nation’s rapidly rising rate of crime.

SBenator Doop is hopeful that Congress will
put an end to this murder by malil order, as
he has called it, by passing his bil which
would stop this free-for-all type of gun sale.

The manner in which these guns have been
reaching the United States was one of the
sensational disclosures of his investigation.

While most of the dealers handling these
guns are probably reputable men, some were
reported to have highly questionable back-
grounds.

And the guns themselves are barely within
the law, being imported by devious means to
avold the normal gun tarifi.

To do this, foreign exporters dissassemble
the weapons and ship them into the United
Btates as scrap or machine parts, at a
fraction of the tariff which is imposed on a
complete weapon,

CONVERTIBLE GUNS

Another gimmick is the starter pistol. If
all the starter pistols which are imported
today were in races or athletic events as in-
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tended, the country would be one big sports
arena.

Starter (or blank) pistols come in at a
duty of about 12 percent compared to 52 per-
cent on firearms.

But they can be converted into shooting
guns ready for real ammunition within a
matter of minutes.

They are the hottest items in the mall-
order gun business today. Some are even
shipped with the separate gun barrel, bored
for a real cartridge, ready to be inserted in
seconds In place of the original barrel.

These guns are imported so cheaply they
sell for as little as $6.95. They are small,
light, usually have an imitation pearl handle.
They could fit easily Into a woman's handbag,
and are indeed favored by women, the sub-
committee was told.

LAWS BYPASSED

Last year in Brooklyn, N.Y., a 14-year-old
girl was accidentally shot by her 17-year-old
brother who was playing with just such a
gun in their home.

Police investigation into the shooting led
to the discovery of a do-l1t-yourself gunsmith
who was bypassing New York State's tough
gun laws by ordering the guns by mail from
out of State at $5.80 each, converting them
to take .22 caliber cartridges, selling them
to a confederate for $15, who in turn, peddled
them to youth gangs for $20.

‘We feel this and other cases vividly em-
phasize the need for Federal action to re-
strict the ease with which such potential
firearms can be imported in this country at
nominal cost,” sald Deputy Commissioner
Lawrence W. Plerce of the New York Police
Department in strong statement to Senate
investigators.

EURCPEAN IMPORTS

These pistols are imported mainly from
West Germany which, along with Italy, pro-
vides most of the imports which find their
way into the mall-order market in the United
States.

War-surplus guns are another source of
cheap imports. These are reconditioned and
sold at ridiculously low prices in comparison
with those paid by dealers in domestic
‘Weapons.

Many of them are guns of American manu-
facture supplied to Great Britaln and other
Allies during the war.

Smith & Wesson, manufacturer of guns for
the U.S. Government, estimates that some
2 million of these American-made guns have
found their way back into this country
where they are being rebored, converted to
popular calibers and sold at cut-rate prices.

GUNS CALLED UNSAFE

“Such guns are, of course, unsafe,” said
the manufacturer in a letter to Sgt. Kenneth
Carpenter, an investigator for the Los Angeles
Police Department, “and a detriment to our
reputation, since they carry our original
trademark."

There 18 no question in the minds of Sen-
ate Investigators or the police that mail-
order guns have contributed substantially to
the tremendous rise in the Nation's crime
rate.

The extent to which they have done so
can only be estimated but, as BSergeant
Carpenter put it, “We do know that the in-
flux of concealable weapons is rising at a
time when crime is increasing five times
faster than the population.

“In addition, we have no way of knowing
how many of these weapons are being col-
lected to form the secret arsenal of some sub-
versive or revolutionary group.”

New York's Mr. Pierce reported that a
survey in New York City over a 2-year period,
1960 and 1962, showed that firearms, particu-
larly handguns, were used in 70 percent of
the arrests of persons under 21 years of age
in which dangerous weapons, felonious as-
sault, robbery, and homicide were Involved.
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During that same period, one out of every
four victims in youth-gang killings was killed
by & handgun, he said.

[From the Christian Science Monitor, Oct.
31, 1963}
MAIL GUNS BLasT Roap To CRIME
(By Josephine Ripley)

There are few grimly amusing incidents in
the grim story of mail-order-gun-toting
juveniles.

But this one ilustrates the ease and
legality with which guns may be purchased
by teenagers today.

A 13-year-old SBan Francisco boy, with the
consent of his parents, ordered by mail for
$9.95 what he thought was a model of a
Soviet bazooka.

He wanted it to add to his plane collection,
and from the advertisement he was sure this
would be just like the real thing.

It finally arrived in a 4-foot crate with
a $22.60 freight bill. It was, indeed, the real
thing.

EASY TO OBTAIN

The boy's parents refused to pay the
freight bill. The company said “keep it.”
And it was eventually turned over to the
police.

Another youngster who purchased a mail-
order bazooka took it out in the countryside
and began shooting transformers off utility
posts, The repalr bill came to several thou-
sand dollars,

These are exceptions to the tragic run-of-
the-mill gun stories, as disclosed in the in-
vestigation of the Senate Subcommittee on
Juvenile Delinquency.

The freedom with which guns may be pur-
chased in many States, not only by mail
order but over the counter by criminals and
the mentally disturbed, has paved the way
for crime after crime.

A man who went to the gallows in Iowa
for kidnaping shot and kiiled his victim
with an automatic bought openly in a sport-
ing goods store in a Milwaukee suburh.

This man had a long record of crime and
delinquency at the time he made this pur-
chase,

INTO THE PAWNSHOP

An ex-convict who ran out of money in
Las Vegas bought a .22 caliber revolver in
a local pawnshop and robbed a bank the
next day.

A 19-year-old youth who escaped from a
mental institution in the State of Washing-
ton, drew some savings from & bank in
Seatile, bought a .38 caliber automatic pistol
in a Portland, Oreg., pawnshop, shot and
killed a traveling businessman

He used the same gun to bludgeon a stu-
dent nurse.

Another man, released from the Nebraska
Btate Prison traded his wristwatch 3 days
later for a 9 mm. automatic Luger and clip
of shells in a Casper, Wyo., pawnshop.

He kidnaped a car salesman, foreing him
at gunpoint to go on a wild ride through
several Western States.

These are case histories In the U.S. Bureau
of Prisons.

“All of these young men, although they
had serious records of imprisonment and
mental illness, had no trouble buying guns
at a moment's notice,” comments Prison
Director James V. Bennett.

In Fairfax County, Va., not long ago a
17-year-old boy walked into a gun shop,
sald he was 23, gave a fictitious name and
address, paid $65 for a gun, and walked out
with the weapon.

The gun was used to kill another youth
some months later.

The purchase of this gun was a legal trans-
action. Under the Iaw in Fairfax County no
registration of weapons Is required. The
only requirement is that the seller be satis-
fied that the buyer is at least 18.
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A few miles away, in the District of Co-
lumbia, & person must be at least 21 and of
good moral character to buy a gun. He must
have a police check of his application and
cannot buy a gun if he has been convicted
of any crime down to and including petty
larceny.

LAW CIRCUMVENTED

Strict as the District of Columbia law is,
it can be easily clrcumvented by anyone who
buys a gun in Fairfax County, slips it into
his pocket, and enters the District of Co-
lumbia. Also guns may be ordered by mail
from outside the District and delivered by
express.

In the District of Columbia, it was found
that out of about 200 recipients of mail-
order weapons, 25 percent had criminal
records

“The highest incidences of mail-order gun
deliveries are in those police precincts of
the city which are high crime areas,” Sena-
tor TaomMAs J. Doop reported.

In New York City, despite the fact that
State legislation regulating the sale and pos-
session of firearms is among the most strin-
gent in the country, police report the amount
of weapons found in the illegal possession
of persons In the city is shocking.

Of most concern, say police authorities
there, are the 1illegal weapons which come
from out of State, either by direct over-the-
counter purchase or mail-order sales,

“Guns play a tremendous and increasing
role in the overall crime pleture of this
country,” Senate investigators have been told
repeatedly by police and prison officials.

[From the Christian Science Monitor,
Oct. 29, 1963]

SEnATE ExHIBITS MAIL-ORDER GUN CACHE—
SHOWCASE OF NATIONAL Scanpan CoL-
LECTED IN DELINQUENCY PROBE

(By Josephine Ripley)

WasHINGTON —Even the U.S. Senate has
a gun cache,

These firearms are stashed away in filing
cabinets in a second-floor room in the Sen-
ate Office Building, or openly exhibited on
enormous squares of heavy cardboard where
they are mounted, like venomous insects.

These are the weapons collected by the
Senate subcommittee to investigate juve-
nile delinquency during the course of its
2-year probe into the highly questionable
traffic in mail-order guns.

Thousands of the Nation’s youth have
been armed—many of them secretly without
the knowledge of parents or police—by guns
ordered by mail and delivered by express.

This gun collection now in the possession
of the Senate is not a pretty one.

SCANDAL BEEN

It represents a national scandal of grow-
ing proportions, according to subcommittee
chairman, Senator THOMAS J. Dopp, Demo-
erat, of Connecticut.

These guns have been used by juveniles
to hold up banks, gas stations, kill police-
men, murder chums and even members of
their own family.

They are easily obtainable. All a young-
ster has to do 1s pay his money, either down
or cash on delivery, fill in a form saying he
is 21 or over, has not been convicted of a
crime, is not a fugitive from justice, or an
alien.

These statements do not have to be made
under oath, are not verifled in any way,

So guns—real guns—come into the hands
of teen-age cowboys, youthful criminals,
the mentally confused, the careless, and in-
experienced.

MORE GUNS REPORTED

Police in many parts of the country report
there are “more guns on the street today
than ever before.”

“Three policemen are shot to death each
month, on the average, by persons they are
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trying to arrest,” says James V. Bennett,
director of the U.8. Bureau of Prisons.

It was the rising rate of juvenile crime
that brought the Senate investigating sub-
committee into the plcture.

How do juveniles find out about mail-order
guns? Where do they get them?

These were the questions investigators
asked themselves. They found the answer
in cheap, sex-and-sensation pulp magazines.

Here they found advertisements such as
these:

“Enfleld Commando revolvers—the hand-
gun bargain of all time. Genuine ordnance-
built, time tested, Enfield Commando revol-
vers at less than the price of a BB gun—or
even pop-gun, Carrled in World War II by
the illustrious battle-worn commandos. So
dependable it fires double action. Only
$14.95."

“Webley & Scott MK VI revolvers—the
ultimate Webley & Scott revolver—the
biggest bore for the least cash ever. The
Tommy’s World War II favorite sidearm—so
potent it was almost barred by the Geneva
Convention, Dependabllity at its best and
plenty of ammo in stock. Only $14.95."

“Colt new service revolvers—back again at
the lowest price ever, The pride of the Royal
Mounted Police, yours at a token price. The
revolver that made the most desperate des-
perado cringe with fear. Only $35.95.”

AD EXAMINED

An advertisement in a Los Angles news-
paper:

“Submachinegun for Father's Day?"

There is more to this advertisement than
meets a quick glance. Since it is illegal to
ship out submachine guns, this one is de-
scribed as a “collector’s item."” The advertise-
ment also states that “bores (are) plugged
in accordance with Federal law covering de-
activated machineguns. * * *"

However, it adds that the gun “can be
easily disassembled and assembled for study
of all design features.”

The Senate subcommittee staffl obtained
one of these guns and found it could indeed
be “disassembled and assembled.” It took
only 2 minues to knock out a small plug
about the size of a fingertip, making the
gun capable of firing a .45 caliber shell, and
fully automatie.

“A limited quantity of brandnew, hard-
to-get, U.S.-made machineguns now avall-
able. * * * For mail orders, send check, cash,
or money order, $49.95. ($10 deposit for c.od.,
California residents add 4-percent State
tax.)”

Another company in Hollywood, Calif., had
this advertisement in a number of pulp
magazines:

“Reach—for greater protection.”

“A genuine Enfleld revolver * * * de-
signed for quick draw. The ideal weapons for
the plainclothes detective or for personal
protection * * * send only #$10 desposit—
balance c.o.d. $19.50.”

While most of these guns are advertised
for sport or recreation, experts told the Sen-
ate subcommittee that these guns are “use-
less” for such occupations and “serve no pur-
pose other than to kill, maim, or injure.”

WEAPONS IMPORTED

Reputable gun dealers do not engage in
this cheap, exotic type of advertising, ac-
cording to Lt. Manuel Pena, of the Los An-
geles Police Department.

Nor do legitimate firms make a principal
business of the importation of junk guns
from foreign countries. They deal with
American standard conventional weapons
mainly. They also keep records in accord-
ance with local, Federal, and State laws,
and cooperate with the police.

As a matter of policy, the National Rifle
Assoclation’s official publication, “The Amer-
ican Rifleman,” refused to carry advertising
for the cheap, foreign-type guns.

December 10

" [From the Christian Science Monitor, Oct.
26, 1963]
GUN TRAFFIC—VIOLENCE MARKETED
(By Josephine Ripley)

A small, easily concealable pistol or re-
volver may be purchased today almost as
easily as a tube of toothpaste, so lax, in-
effective, and all too often utterly lacking are
laws governing the sale and purchase of these
weapons.

The trafic in mall-order guns, in par-
ticular—guns ordered by mail and delivered
by express—is virtually uncontrolled since
it circumvents postal laws which prohibit
such merchandise in the mails.

These guns are known to be pouring into
racial trouble spots in the United States. A
Birmingham official recently warned that ex-
tremists on both sides have been arming
themselves.

Checking into this report, the Senate Sub-
committee on Juvenile Delinguency dis-
covered that 180 shipments of firearms were
delivered by express to 77 cities in Alabama
over a 2-month period this summer.

The largest number went to Birmingham
and the biggest percentage of these guns were
delivered in the areas where the raclal
troubles have flared, the subcommittee staff
was informed.

ACTION NOT TAKEN

The subcommittee completed a 2-year in-
vestigation into the mall-order gun traffic
early this year, following which Chairman
THOMAS J. Dopp, Democrat, of Connecticut,
introduced a bill to curb the delivery of these
guns and tighten Federal firearms laws.

No actlon has been taken on the measure,
now in the hands of the Senate Interstate
and Foreign Commerce Committee.

According to J. Edgar Hoover, Director of
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, “the
easy accessibility of firearms" has contributed
significantly to the Nation's crime problem.

Amazing to many, realized by compara-
tively few, is the fact that in many cities any
adult—be he even a criminal, or mentally
ill—can buy a gun over the counter in a
sporting goods store or a pawnshop, no ques-
tions asked.

Even more shocking is the ease with which
children may buy guns today. Any child
who has 85 in his plggy bank and can scrawl
his name and falsify his age on a mail-order
form can obtain a gun.

Thousands do, as police records show.
Guns are lethal “toys.”

WHOLESALE WAR FOR SALE

The traffic in guns today has become so
overwhelming and uncontrolled that some of
the big, unscrupulous cutrate dealers could
“gsell you a war, wholesale,” as someone has
put it.

The appalling fact is that they can do it
legally.

One dealer, who operates a multimillion-
dollar business in weapons and has often
been under investigation by various depart-
ments of the Government, insists, “I have
never done anything illegitimate and I don't
intend to.”

FBI Director Hoover calls the question-
able traffic in deadly weapons in many sec-
tions of our country a disgrace.

It has contributed substantially, FBI rec-
ords show, to the thousands of murders com-
mitted annually in the United States today.

In 18 States which have “bare minimum
control laws over firearms, 65 percent of the
murders were committed with guns,” Mr.
Hoover reported in a special message to law
enforcement officials.

Guns play “a tremendous and increasing
role in the overall crime picture in this
country,” says James V. Bennett, Director of
the U.S. Bureau of Prisons.

He cites case after case in which young
men with prison records as well as mental
defectives have had no trouble buying a gun
at a moment’s notice.
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“Anyone,” he has testified, “‘can buy a gun
in this country, almost anywhere. All that
one needs is the ce.”

Nor is price a problem. Mail-order guns
are cheap. Almost anyone can scrape up the
$56 or $£10 necessary to buy one,

They bypass the postal laws which ban
guns by using common carriers, express that
is, as a means of delivery. Thus, they can
be ordered by almost anyone, delivered any-
where.

One mail-order gun dealer, when asked to
estimate the number of guns sold by this
means every year, refused to commit himself.
He admitted, however, that sales of one type
gun alone, the Webley revolver, were in the
millions.

They are among the most dangerous weap-
ons in the country, not because they are big,
but because they are small—concealable,

The problem distributors are not the
reputable brand name houses with which the
Federal Government has no quarrel, but cer-
tain military-surplus dealers who now manu-
facture parts abroad, bring them in at mini-
mum cost as machine parts or scrap, and
assemble them here under their own trade-
mark.

Most of these come from Italy and West
Germany at the rate of a million a year, it
has been estimated.

Some are small as toys, but spit a .22-cali-
ber bullet. Many a policeman fighting erime
in the streets has been felled by them.

“Every other kid has a gun,” muttered one
District of Columbia policeman privately.
He had just made four separate arrests on
the same street cormer. All four carried
mail-order guns.

These guns are widely, luridly, and openly
advertised and pictured in pulp and sporting
magazines.

Those who sell them have no moral scru-
ples. A Los Angeles dealer, when told by
Benate investigators that an 18-year-old boy
in Fairfax, Va. had accidentally killed a 14-
year-old companion with a gun purchased
from his California firm, shrugged:

“I didn't break the law, did I? If they've
got the money, I sell the gun. I'm not re-
sponsible for what they do with it.”

BPW SUPPORTS SENATOR NEU-
BERGER, SEEES LIBERALIZATION
OF CHILD CARE DEDUCTION

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
am indeed pleased by the strong and
active support the National Federation
of Business and Professional Women’s
Clubs, Inc., has given to my amendment
No. 209 to the pending tax bill, H.R. 8363,
which would liberalize the child care tax
deduction in line with the recommenda-
tions made by the late President Ken-
nedy and the President’s Commission on
the Status of Women.

In a strong, forthright, able statement
Miss Virginia R. Allan, president of the
National Federation of Business and
Professional Women's Clubs, testified
before the Senate Finance Committee
in support of my amendment.

As Miss Allan states:

The present House bill is highly unrealis-
tic. The joint husband-wife limitation is
50 low as to exclude most married couples
from the benefits of the bill.

It is a truism, as Miss Allan points
out:

Child care is hardly a luxury item. Nearly
3 million mothers of children under 6 are
employed, even though there is a husband in
the family. Most of them work because
they must—to make ends meet. In order to
do their jobs efficiently these mothers need
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the assurance that their children are proper-
1y cared for during working hours. The Na-
tion, too, needs the assurance that children
of working mothers are not left to shift for
themselve or roam the streets while their
parents work. We can have such assurance
if we are willing to open the way for their
care by providing tax relief to their parents.
To the business and professional women in
our organization this seems like good busi-
ness—an investment In the future.

Mr, President, the Business and Pro-
fesional Women'’s Clubs have over 170,000
members nationally, with 3,567 clubs in
every State of the Union and in every
congressional district. It is my earnest
hope that Congress will carefully con-
sider Miss Allan's statement and take fo
heart her recommendation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to include at this point in my re-
marks the testimony by Miss Virginia R.
Allan, president of the National Federa-
tion of Business and Professional Wom-
en’s Clubs, Inc., before the Senate Fi-
nance Commitiee, December 6, 1963.

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

Mr, Chairman and members of the com-
mittee, I am Virginia R. Allan, president of
the National Federation of Business and Pro-
fessional Women’s Clubs, Inc., the largest
organization in the world dedicated to the
interests of women in business and the pro-
fesslons.

I wish to thank you and members of your
committee most sincerely for this oppor-
tunity to present the views of our federation
members, many of them working mothers,
and to assure you of their support of the
amendments to H.R, 8363 which Senator
Nevsercer has introduced.

The federation finds that the tax deduc-
tion allowance now provided under the law
falls far short of achleving its objectlve—
to give real tax relief to those who need it
most.

Nor does H.R. 8363, as passed by the House,
meet the needs of most working married
couples. The $4,500 income limitation for
married couples, adopted in 1954 is retained,
as is the $600 limitation on deductions. This,
in spite of the fact that incomes and the
cost of living have advanced considerably
since 1954. In that year, the median in-
come of families where both husband and
wife were in the labor force was approxi-
mately $5,336; by 1961 it had risen to $7,188.
Surely it is obvious, In the light of these
data, that the present House bill is highly
unrealistic. The joint husband-wife limita-
tion is so low as to exclude most married
couples from the benefits of the bill.

The current tax law recognizes the need
for tax deductions for many expenses essen-
tial to employment. Certainly the cost of
child care while a mother works is such an
expense and the relief provided should be
adequate to meet the need.

We were pleased to note that the House
increased the allowable deduction to $900
for two or more dependents for widows, wid-
owers, and single women but we protest the
exclusion of married women from this pro-
vision. There seems to be little logic in in-
creasing benefits for some categories but not
for all. .

The amendments suggested by Senator
NeveserceEr would correct the inequities and
bring the bill more nearly into line with
today's needs. For this reason the federa-
tion gives it our wholehearted support.

Child care is hardly a luxury item. Nearly
3 million mothers of children under six are
employed, even though there is a husband
in the family. Most of them work because
they must—to make ends meet. In order
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to do their jobs efficiently these mothers
need the assurance that their children are
properly cared for during working hours.
The Nation, too, needs the assurance that
children of working mothers are not left to
shift for themselves or roam the streets
while their parents work. We can have such
assurance if we are willing to open the way
for their care by providing tax relief to
their parents. To the business and profes-
sional women in our organization this seems
lr.tke good business—an Investment in the
uture.

SENATOR KEFAUVER

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have included
in the Recorp a letter published in the
Washington Post on November 25, 1963,
concerning the late Senator Kefauver’s
stockholdings in drug companies. The
letter is by John M. Blair, chief econo-
mist of the Senate Subcommittee on An-
titrust and Monopoly. It is in the form
of a reply to an article by Mr. Philip
Meyer, of the Knight newspapers, which
appeared on November 10 in the Wash-
ington Post. The article contended that
Senator Kefauver’s ownership of drug
stocks “cast a shadow on the respected
Senator’s career.”

The letter shows that the Senator
owned stock in only two firms which
are properly regarded as drug compa-
nies; one of the holdings was purchased 6
months after the Kefauver-Harris drug
bill was passed. The letter goes on to
demonstrate that, far from favoring these
two companies, Senator Kefauver's in-
vestigative fervor fell with greater force
on these particular concerns than on
any of the major drug companies. Any
assertions or implication that the Sena-
tor in any way favored the companies
whose stock he owned is thus shown to be
completely without foundation.

I also wish to call the attention of this
body to an editorial appearing in the
Washington Post on November 24. The
editorial urges that the pending Ke-
fauver-inspired investigation of drug
industry practices in South America go
forward. The Washington Post exhibits
its concern over the allegation by the
head of the world’s largest wholesale
drug firm that “concerted and malicious
practices’” have been engaged in to pre-
vent his company from selling low-price
drugs in South America. The Post is
similarly concerned with the evidence
which has developed concerning the pos-
sible existence of an international price-
fixing cartel in drugs. The editorial says
in part:

Last summer the board chairman of Mec-
Kesson & Robbins, the world’s largest whole-
saler of drugs, charged that several American
pharmaceutical manufacturers were engaging
in “concerted and malicious practices™ in an
effort to prevent his ecompany from market-
ing low-cost drugs In Latin America under
generic labels. The late Senator Estes Ke-
fauver, before whose Antitrust and Monopoly
Subcommittee the complaint was lodged, pro-
posed to ascertain the wvalidity of these
charges by subpenaing the relevant records.
But a division of opinion within the sub-
committee has delayed action.

To permit doubts to linger on this score
ecan only play into the hands of the enemies
of the United States on the Latin American
econtinent who never fall to inflate and exploit
issues that can be manipulated to sustain the
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charge of "imperialist exploitation.” And a
failure to investigate would also create fur-
ther uncertainty in an area where the ap-
plicability of the antitrust has never been
very clear,

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

EeErFAUVER'S MEMORY UNTARNISHED

I find it difficult to discern in Philip
Meyer's article concerning Senator Kefau-
ver's drug stock holdings any factual basis
for his charge that their ownership *“casts
a shadow on the respected Senator's career.”

Mr. Meyer notes that in a speech of August
2, 1962, Senator Kefauver, who the day
earlier had acquired 76 shares of American
Home Products, “denounced four of that
firm’s competitors * * * in which he had no
interest.”

The speech of August 2 was simply a brief
plea, given in the morning hour when Sena-
tors are limited to short speeches, for the
Senate leadership to bring up the drug bill
for action on the floor. In a speech lasting
about 3 minutes, American Home was
among the many matters which the Senator
did not discuss,

Moreover, the immediate occasion of the
plea was President Kennedy's reference on
the previous day to the shattering tragedy of
‘thalidomide. To make the point that tha-
lidomide was not alone, the Senator cited
examples of other drugs with particularly
dangerous side effects, none of which is a
product of American Home for the simple
reason that American Home has not put out
any drugs of this type.

If Senator Eefauver’s omission of Ameri-
can Home from his August 2 speech is under-
standable, the same cannot be saild of Mr.
Meyer's failure to make reference to the
" Benator's speech of August 23. In this, the
Senator’s major speech on behalf of his drug
bill, he excoriated the drug industry in gen-
eral and, among others, American Home and
Pfizer in particular. He specifically noted
that American Home’s profits had been suffi-
cient to repay its entire net worth in just
a few years and that its gross profit margin
exceeded that of any of a representative list
of leading corporations in other industries.

In referring to the Senator’s stockowner-
ship, Mr. Meyer uses the artfully contrived
term “six drugmaking companies.”

To clear away some of the underbrush,
three of the companies cited by Mr. Meyer—
Monsanto, Commercial Solvents, and Rex-
all—are not among the major prescription
drug companies and were not subjects of
the investigation by the Subcommittee on
Antitrust and Monopoly of which Senator
Kefauver was chalrman. The first two are
primarily chemical firms which, as a minor
part of their operations, supply some mate-
rials to the drug companies. Although own-
ing a small drug-producing subsidiary, the
third is primarily engaged in distributon.
To the question of what effect they might
have had on Senator Kefauver's conduct of
the drug investigation, these holdings are
simply irrelevant.

The same observation is true of Olin
Mathieson whose drug division, Squibb, has
a long-established name but is not a lead-
ing producer of any of the major classes of
prescription drugs and accordingly did not
figure in the subcommittee’'s hearings.

This leaves American Home Products and
Chas. Pfizer, in which the Senator’s holdings
(756 shares of the former and 100 shares of
the latter) have a combined current market
value of $9,713. It is ironic that these two
companles have been more directly and ad-
versely affected by the drug investigation
than any of the other major drug companies.

Basing its action in part upon evidence
developed by the subcommittee, the Depart-
ment of Justice brought an antitrust suit
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against the patent owner, Carter Products,
and its exclusive licensee, American Home
Products, for restricting trade in meproba-
mate, more famillarly known as Miltown
(Carter) and Equanil (American Home).
The Department was successful in securing
a consent decree under which the exclusive
control by Carter and American Home was
ended, licensing of other drug companies
was required, and today the product is avail-
able to druggists at 2.6 to 3.6 cents a pill as
compared to Carter and American Home's
previous price of 6.5 cents. During the hear-
ings it was demonstrated that profits from
meprobamate exerted a clear and direct in-
fluence upon American Home’s overall profit
position.

Senator Eefauver's investigation had a
similar adverse effect on Pfizer, whose stock
he purchased on May 16 of this year—6
months after the Kefauver-Harris drug bill
was passed. On the day of the Senator’s
death the Federal Trade Commission issued
a finding that Pfizer's patent on the impor-
tant antibiotie, tetracycline, had been ob-
tained through “misrepresentations'” to the
Patent Office and that Pfizer had engaged
in a price-fixing conspiracy, and ordered the
patent monopoly to be terminated.

At the time of his death Senator Kefauver,
as Mr. Meyer correctly noted, was “moving
heaven and earth" to Investigate ¢
that Pfizer and a few of the other major
drug companies had engaged in “concerted
and maliclous" activities to prevent McKes-
son & Robbins from selling drugs under
generic names in South America. The re-
sults of this Investigation, plus the burgeon-
ing competition in tetracycline at home,
could hardly be expected to enhance the
value of Pfizer’s stock, which at the time
of his death had already declined 21} points
since its purchase 6 months earlier.

Finally, to support his charge of hypocrisy
in drugs Mr. Meyer infers that the Senator
was guilty of hypocrisy on the whole issue
of monopoly. Against this opinion must be
set the Celler-Eefauver antimerger amend-
ment to the Clayton Act, unquestionably the
most important addition to the antitrust
laws since 1914, as well as laws making final
orders issued wunder the Clayton Act,
strengthening penalties for violation of the
antitrust laws, giving the Department of
Justice civil demand authority to secure
documents in antitrust proceedings, and the
many provisions of the Kefauver-Harris drug
law designed to promote competition and
lower drug prices.

JoHN M. BLAIR,
Chief Economist, Senate Subcommitiee
on Antitrust and Monopoly.

LA PrATA, MbD.

TEXAS AND SOUTHWESTERN CAT-
TLE RAISERS' ASSOCIATION
WARN OF ADVERSE ECONOMIC
IMPACT OF EXCESSIVE FOREIGN
BEEF IMPORTS

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
am deeply concerned by the serious im-
pact on the domestic beef cattle indus-
try of the current beef import situation.

The feeder committee and board of di-
rectors of the Texas and Southwestern
Cattle Raisers’ Association, at their quar-
terly director’s meeting in Fort Worth,
December 5, 1963, passed a resolution of
national significance. I ask unanimous
consent that this resolution be printed in
the RECORD.

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

Whereas the beef cattle industry is of ma-
jor importance to the economy of Texas and
the Southwest;

December 10

Whereas current levels of foreign beef ship-
ments to the United States are causing ad-
verse economic impact on our domestic beef
cattle industry resulting in substantial
monetary losses to producers and to the Na-
tion’s general economy;

Whereas this situation places in jeopardy
the economically stable and efficlent do-
mestic beef cattle industry and the indus-
try’s ability to continue to supply the con-
suming public with wholesome beef at rea-
sonable prices: Therefore be it

Resolved, That this association recom-
mends that no tariff concessions be granted
on livestock, meat, and meat products at the
forthcoming Geneva trade talks; and be it
further

Resolved, That both the legislative and
executive branches of our Government be re-
quested to take note of the serious beef im-
port situation and take immediate action to
provide reasonable protection for the do-
mestic beef cattle industry through adequate
tarifis and the establishment of a beef im-
port quota system.

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES EXPRESS
THEIR ABIDING LOYALTY, AFFEC-
TION, AND GRATITUDE FOR THE
LATE PRESIDENT, JOHN F. KEN-
NEDY

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
the National Association of Letter Car-
riers has passed a resolution in eulogy
to the late President John F. Kennedy
which expresses the deep scnse of loss
and sorrow shared by all Federal em-
ployees.

President Kennedy, with his encour-
agement and boundless drive, provided
the leadership that was doing more to
raise the status of Federal employees,
more to get for them a fair living wage,
more to bring about improved Federal
service in this country, than had ever
been done before.

As a member of the Post Office and
Civil Service Committee, and chairman
of the Civil Service Subcommittee, I had
many occasions to learn of the love and
loyalty Federal employees had for Presi-
dent Kennedy—and many occasions to
witness this administration‘s deep con-
cern for members of the Federal service.

I ask unanimous consent that the re-
solution adopted December 2, 1963, by
the National Association of Letter Car-
riers be printed at this point in the
RECORD:

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

Whereas the cowardly and senseless assas-
sination of President John Fitzgerald Ken-
nedy has spiritually impoverished the entire
free world, and

Whereas the cause of intelligent liberal-
ism has suffered an irreparable blow through
the sudden death of John Fitzgerald Ken-
nedy, and

Whereas the National Association of Letter
Carriers, its officers and its 165,000 members,
feels a deeply personal loss in the death of a
man whom they considered a very great
President and a beloved friend: Be it

Resolved, That the executive council of the
Natlonal Association of Letter Carrlers con-
vey to the widow of the martyred John Fitz-
gerald EKennedy and to his children, the
expression of their deep and personal grief,
their abiding affection, their loyalty, their
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gratitude and their boundless admiration
and sympathy.

Jerome J. Keating, President; James H.
Rademacher, Vice President; J. Stanly
Lewis, Secretary-Treasurer; Charles N.
Coyle, Assistant Secretary-Treasurer;
George A. Bang, Director, Life Insur-
ance; James P. Deely, Director, Health
Insurance; Philip Lepper, Carl J. Sax-
senmeler, J. Joseph Vacca, George G.
Morrow, Jr., James C. Stocker, Thomas
M. Flaherty, Glenn M. Hodges, Dean E,
Soverns, Fred Gadotti, Edward F. Ben-
ning, William T. Sullivan, Tony R.
Huerta, Austin B. Carlson.

TRIBUTE TO NEVILLE HOLCOMBE

Mr. THURMOND. Mr, President, the
Kiwanis Club of Spartanburg, S.C., has
selected the former mayor of Spartan-
burg, Mr. Neville Holcombe, to receive
its citizenship award of 1963. The citi-
zenship award is made annually by the
club to that citizen who has given out-
standing civic contributions and unself-
ish service to our community. I was very
pleased to learn, Mr. President, that the
Kiwanis Club has recognized Mr. Hol-
combe’s distinguished service to his com-
munity, both as an individual citizen and
as mayor of Spartanburg during the pe-
riod 1953-61. Mr, Holcombe is noted in
South Carolina not only as one of the
most capable attorneys in our State, but
also as a gentleman of impeccable per-
sonal integrity and as one who made par-
‘ticularly important contributions to the
improvement of his community as a ded-
jecated and forward-looking public
servant.

Mr. Holcombe is a graduate of Wofford
College and received his bachelor of law
degree from Harvard University. Dur-
ing World War II he rendered distin-
guished service to his country as an intel-
ligence officer attached to the eastern sea
frontlier. In addition to his service as
vice president of the chamber of com-
merce of the Greater Spartanburg area,
‘Mr. Holcombe also serves as director of
the united fund, chairman of the city
crime prevention council, and is a very
active and loyal member of the Episcopal
Church of the Advent.

Mr. President, the Spartanburg Herald
has made particular note of this award
being given to Mr. Holcombe, pointing
out that he might well be considered the
citizen of the decade for Spartanburg,
8.C., in view of the outstanding service
he has rendered to his community. Iask
unanimous consent that this editorial
entitled “Man Named Neville Blew Into
Town” be printed in the REcorbp.

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

Man Namep Neviipie BLEw INTo Toww

Neville Holcombe would be among perhaps
three or four people considered for “Citizen
of the Decade” if Spartanburg were bestow-
ing such an honor.

The Eiwanis Club chose well to name him
its “Citizen of the Year.”

It would be sufficient to name some of the
major improvements which came to this
community during Mr. Holcombe’'s B years as
mayor, accomplishments which required the
leadership he gave.

City limits extension, offstreet parking,
slum clearance, downtown renovation, new
city hall, major traffic and street improve-
ments.
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But the story would be only partially told
if you continued the list on and on.

Neville Holcombe and his lovely wife rep-
resented this city with dignity and charm.
They became personifications of Spartan-
burg's wholesome character and warm
friendliness.

He left the office of mayor in May 1961,
nearly 3 years ago. At that time, word of his
leadership and Spartanburg’s progress had
spread throughout the State—and people
from other communities were asking whether
he Intended to run for statewide office.

Whatever he planned on that, an extremely
serious illness intervened.

As he regained his strength, Neville Hol-
combe again offered himself to his commu-
nity as a citizen. He is now first vice presi-
dent of the chamber of commerce, among
many capacities of leadership.

His recognition by the Kiwanis Club brings
to mind Rudy Rivers’ tribute at the time Mr,
Holcombe relinquished his office:

“Once a man named Neville blew into town
from Woodruff via some Yankee school and
hung out a shingle as a counselor at law.

“He spent some years at this and picked up
enough political savvy from somewhere to
run for and win the mayor's post. That was
Spartanburg's good fortune.

“It is probably by dint of personal persua-
sion on his part and careful organization of
goals and resources that Spartanburg has
enjoyed the most fruitful years since the first
rallroad hit town.

“To the outgoing Mayor Holcombe and
Councilman L. L. Hyatt and Sam Mize, I
believe Spartans owe a large debt of grati-
tude.

“I don't know how to clear my debt except
with a sincere, thank you ”

PROTECTION AGAINST NUCLEAR
ATTACK

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
have been impressed with recent testi-
mony that has been given by Assistant
Defense Secretary Steuart Pittman be-
fore the special Subcommittee on Civil
Defense of the Senate Armed Services
Committee. Mr. Pittman has emphas-
ized the importance of proceeding ex-
peditiously toward making adequate pre-
parations in this country to protect our
country against an enemy attack, espe-
rc:lally under conditions of nuclear war-
are.

I have noticed in reading the Decem-
ber 1963, issue of Army magazine that
the Association of the U.S. Army, at its
9th annual meeting, approved a number
of resolutions, including two important
resolutions which support concepts which
would help provide our Nation with a
more effective defense posture in the
event of a nuclear exchange. I call par-
ticular attention, Mr. President, to Reso~
lution No. 5 entitled “Defense Against
Ballistic Missiles” and Resolution No. 12
entitled “Civil Defense.” I ask unani-
mous consent that both of these resolu-
tions be printed in the Recorp and re-
{erred to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ces.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

No. 5. DEFENSE AGAINST BALLIsTIC MISSILES

Whereas an effective antiballistic missile
defense at the earliest practicable time is
vital to the security of the United States;
and

Whereas the Army has in an advanced
state of development the Nike-Zeus, which
has successfully intercepted ICBM targets,
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and is developing an even more effective
system, the Nike X: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That, in the interest of national
security, the Association of the U.S. Army
urges the earliest possible production and
deployment of an effective defense system
against ballistic and other space environ-
mental threats.

No. 12. CiviL DEFENSE

Whereas the threat of an attack against
the United States by mass destruction weap-
ons continues to be an ever-present possi-
bility despite recent indications of decreas-
ing cold war tensions; and

Whereas the Presldent has declared the
need for a greatly accelerated civil defense
program, including the provision of effective
fallout protection for both civilian and mili-
tary personnel; and

Whereas the public is manifestly inter-
ested in its own active and passive self-
defense against mass destruction attack;
and

Whereas the protection of our population
requires the coordinated effort and resources
at Federal, State and local levels: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved, That adequate resources, funds
and priorities be allocated to insure the de-
velopment of a reasonably effective civil
defense throughout the country so that all
citizens will be better informed on this vital
subject; and be it further

Resolved, That since the Army has been
given certain responsibilities of military sup=
port of civil defense, it be furnished in-
creased funds and personnel commensurate
with the tasks assigned

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, BAYH
inut.he chair). The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

OBJECTION TO COMMITTEE MEET-
ING DURING SENATE SESSION

During the delivery of Mr. ErVIN's
address:

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from North Carolina yield to me
to make a unanimous-consent request,
with the understanding that the inter-
ruption will appear elsewhere in the Rec-
orp, and that he will not lose his right
to the floor for so yielding?

Mr, ERVIN. I am glad to yield for
that purpose, with the understanding
that I will not lose my right to the floor.

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

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcommit-
tee on Accelerated Public Works of the
Committee on Public Works be per-
mitted to meet during the session of the

‘Senate today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. ALLOTT. Iobject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, may I
;a;lddrees myself to the Senator from Colo-

0?
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Mr. ERVIN. I yield fo the Senator
from Kentucky with fhe understanding
that I do not lose my right to the floor.

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

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the
hearing is upon the proposed extension
of the accelerated public works program.
A number of witnesses are in the city,
having come here from other States, to
testify. It would be a hardship on them
if they had to wait over, or perhaps go
back home. I wish to address this in-
formation to the Senator from Colorado
for his consideration.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, if I may
reserve my objection for a few moments,
until after I have an opportunity to dis-
cuss the matter with the distinguished
Senator from Kentucky, I may withdraw
it. If I must state it at this time, I object.
May I do that?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is temporarily entered.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I will
renew my request later.

I hope the Senator from Colorado
understands that I am acting under in-
structions in making the request.

Mr. ALLOTT. I understand.

ASSISTANCE TO HIGHER EDUCA-
TION—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. MORSE., Mr, President, I submit
a report of the committee of conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Sen-
ate to the bill (H.R. 6143) to authorize
assistance to public and other nonprofit
institutions of higher education in fi-
nancing the construction, rehabilitation,
or improvement of needed academic and
related facilities in undergraduate and
graduate institutions, I ask unanimous
consent for the present consideration of
the report.

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

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House
proceedings of November 6, 1963, pp.
21123-21129, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

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

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

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oregon yield, with-
out losing his right to the floor?

Mr. MORSE. Iyield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded fo call
the roll.

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

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

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that, if the Sen-
ate is still considering the pending legis-
lation when the hour of 2 o’clock arrives,
1tti' be continued as the pending legisla-

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

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that members of the
majority staff and the minority staff of
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare be granted the privilege of the fioor,
to assist in connection with the debate on
the higher education bill conference re-
port.

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

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, before
explaining the conference report on the
higher education bill, I am pleased to an-
nounce that a few minutes ago the Sen-
ate conferees on the vocational education
bill succeeded in reaching an agreement
with the House conferees. The confer-
ence report is signed; and I thank each
of the Senate conferees for the great as-
sistance he was to me throughout this
very difficult conference. I also thank
each of the House members of the con-
ference committee, including those who
finally voted against the conference re-
port, for the unfailing courtesies they ex-
tended to me, as chairman of the con-
ference committee, during our markup of
the conference report.

At another time, I shall have more to
say about the conference report on the
vocational education bill. At this time,
I say only that this is a great day for
school dropouts in America, because the
conference report offers them some hope
of getting back into sechool at a school
level at which they can succeed. It
offers great hope also for the many thou-
sands of school dropouts between the ages
of 18 and 21 who are fast becoming an
increasingly large part of the pool of un-
employability in the United States. I
have been heard to say, and I repeat it
today, that in my judgment this aspect of
the educational problem is one of the
most serious which confronts the Re-
public. Not only is it vital, from the
standpoint of its human aspects, it is also
exceedingly important from the stand-
point of its economic aspects.

I believe that all the conferees are de-
serving of many thanks from the Mem-
bers of both Houses of Congress for what
I—as one who observed the conference
committee discussions—consider the
greatest exhibition of educational states-
manship I have observed at any time in
my many years of service in the Senate.
I am greatly indebted to them.

The Senator from New York [Mr.
Javirs] was of inestimable assistance to
me, as chairman of the conference com-
mittee, when yesterday he made a sug-
gestion which broke the most difficult
deadlock which confronted us—a dead-
lock over residential schools and work-
study programs. The Senate version of
the bill made provision for both resi-
dential school and work-study programs.
Those subjects were not covered in the
House version of the bill. For a long
time it seemed that it might not ke
possible to obtain a conference report.
Because of this difference in view of the
testimony taken by the Senate com-
mittee, many of the Senate conferees
were of the opinion that the work-study
program and the residential school pro-
gram were among the most important
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aspects of the entire program, those two
topics deal directly with the problem of
school dropouts or potential school drop-
outs between the ages of 18 and 21. The
Senator from New York [Mr. Javirsl
finally suggested that the two programs
be combined into one lump-sum pro-
gram—which was done; and on the
basis of that suggestion, an agreement
was reached. I particularly thank the
Senator from New York for the great
assistance he was to me.

Mr. President, I believe in giving credit
where it is due. In my judgment, if it
had not been for the mever failing
shoulder-to-shoulder support I received
from the chairman of the full Senate
committee, the Senator from Alabama
[Mr, HmpLl, an agreement never would
have been reached on'the vocational
education bill, The Senator from Ala-
bama sat next to me throughout the
many days of the conference. Never
was there a time, after we had listened
to the objections on the House side and
the suggestions for compromise, when I
failed to receive the finest support from
the Senator from Alabama, after he and
I conducted a whispered conversation as
to what we thought would be a reason-
able compromise of the differences.

One of our very difficult problems con-
cerned the definitions in the bill. The
Senator from Vermont [Mr. Proury]
had been our leader in regard to the area
vocational school definitions problem.
These are exceedingly important in con-
nection with this vocational education
bill since it involves a broadening of the
concept. The Senator from Vermont
led us out of that wilderness, and was
instrumental in helping us to reach an
agreement in this area.

Mr, President, before taking up the
conference report on the higher educa-
tion bill, I have mentioned the voca-
tional education bill, because I would
have Senators remember that if the con-
ference report on the higher education
bill is approved by the Senate and If,
subsequently, the conference report on
the vocational education bill is approved
by both Houses of Congress, we shall
have made more progress in the field of
education legislation in this Congress
than has been made in this field in the
last 100 years.

That is not an original thought of
mine for that is what the late President
Kennedy said when he was discussing
the challenges of education which faces
Congress at this session. He pointed
out, that if we succeeded in having these
two bills passed by both Houses before
the adjournment of Congress this year,
we would have made more progress in
the field of education than has been
made in the last century. Unquestion-
ably, he was correct about that.

The first of these two challenges—the
conference report on higher education—
is now before the Senate.

Senators who do not agree with me on
the conference report know the great re-
spect I have for them. They also know
that, as chairman of the Senate con-
ferees on higher education, I have done
the best I could to the maximum extent
possible to carry their wishes. I shall
have more to say about that when we
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discuss the Ervin-Cooper judicial re-
view amendment adopted by the Senate
but deleted in conference.

I wish to make it clear at the begin-
ning of the debate that I do not ques-
tion the sincerity and the dedication to
education of the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. ErviN] nor that the Sen-
ator from Kentucky [Mr. CooreErl. I
say to them most respectfully, that the
Senate is confronted with a practical
legislative problem. We are bringing be-
fore the Senate a conference report on
higher education that, in my judgment,
is very much in the best interests of the
country, in the best interests of educa~-
tion, and in the best interests of the
tens of thousands of young men and
women who will be the beneficiaries of
the program.

Later, if it is sought and desired, I
shall give a round-by-round account, as
to how the Ervin amendment was
handled in conference; but I wish Sen-
ators to know that I shall keep faith
with the Senate—in the legislative proe-
ess as I did in conference—in connec-
tion with the provision on judicial re-
view.

When the higher education bill was
before the Senate, I said on the floor of
the Senate that in my judgment the
judicial review amendment did not have
a proper place in the higher education
bill. I said that it involved a subject
which should be considered in a separate
bill, and not by way of an amendment
written into the bill at that time. I
said there should be hearings on the
subject, and that the most outstanding
constitutional lawyers and authorities
in the country, as well as leading edu-
cators, should be called before the com-
mittee. I said then that in due course
of time I would introduce a bill along
the lines of S. 1482 the Clark-Morse
judicial review bill of the 87th Congress
which was introduced after consultation
with the present Attorney General of
the United States and the Solicitor Gen-
eral of the United States.

The language in S. 2350 of this session,
the successor bill to S. 1482, is substan-
tially the same language that was agreed
upon and written in the Office of the
Solicitor General of the United States in
consultation with the Senator from
Pennsylvania and myself. I believe S.
2350 will stand the test of the courts. I
believe it is an improved bill. I believe
that S. 2350 is a much better legal instru-
ment to achieve its purpose of judicial
review than the Ervin-Cooper amend-
ment. In my judgment, we should
agree to the conference report on higher
education and then proceed with early
hearings on the judicial review bill that
has been introduced on behalf of myself
and a group of cosponsors. I invite
other Senators to join us as cosponsors.

As I said during the October debate on
higher education I believe that is the way
to handle the question. This issue will
be brought before the Supreme Court
anyway. It has started its climb to the
Supreme Court in connection with the
Maryland case brought by the Horace
Mann League. The Maryland case
raises points under both the 1st and 14th
amendments.
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As a lawyer, it is my opinion that the
issue, will be before the Court in due
course of time, and that it will not be a
long time.

I have great respect for lawyers, in-
cluding the proponents of the Ervin-
Cooper amendment who disagree with
me in this matter. However, in my
opinion they are in error and that my
view will prevail. If the Maryland case
does not reach the Supreme Court, there
are other cases that will. But I am not
for delay. I advocate going ahead and
obtaining early action on S. 2350, the
Morse-Clark judicial review bill.

A similar bill has been introduced on
the House side by my able colleague from
the Third Congressional District of Ore-
gon, Representative EpiTH GREEN; and I
have been given assurance that it will
receive prompt consideration in the
House.

I now request Senators to turn to page
18 of the report of the Higher Education
Facilities Act of 1963. I will point out
the differences between the House bill
and the Senate bill and the final results
of the conference. I shall read those
differences quickly:

The differences between the House bill
and the substitute agreed upon in confer-
ence are described In this statement, except
for minor, clarifying, or technical differ-
ences.

The conference substitute contains four
titles., Titles IT, III, and IV of the substitute
are substantially the same as the correspond-
ing titles of the House bill. In most respects,
title I of the conference substitute is also
the same as title I of the House bill. There
are, however, two significant differences
which are discussed below.

CATEGORIES OF FACILITIES ELIGIBLE

The House bill permitted Federal grants
for facilities so long as they were "academic
facilities” within the meaning of the act.
The term “academic facilities” excluded, spe-
cifically, certain athletic facilities and facili-
ties used or to be used for sectarian instruec-
tion or as a place for religious worship or
used or to be used in connection with a
divinity school.

The Senate amendment provided Federal
grants for “academic facilities” (defined as
in the House bill), but also contained an
additional limitation. It limited construc-
tion to structures, or portions thereof, es-
peclally designed, and to be used only, for
instruction or research in the natural or
physical sciences or engineering or for use
as a library.

The substitute agreed upon in conference
limits construction (except in the case of
public community colleges and public tech-
nical Institutes) to structures, or portions
thereof, especially designed for instruction or
research in the natural or physical sciences,
mathematlcs, modern foreign languages, or
engineering, or for use as a library.

It will be noted that the conferees
added to the categories, eligible for
grants “Modern foreign languages and
mathematics.” In our opinion, mathe-
matics as a subject matter discipline was
included under the science category. All
the definitions that have been used here-
tofore in connection with the sciences
include mathematics. But it was sug-
gested that we should specifically name
mathematics to remove any doubt on the
matter, so it was included. We also in-

cluded modern foreign languages, be-
cause modern foreign languages, as is
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true also of mathematics, is a category
covered in the National Defense Educa-
tion Act.

I stress that what we are giving the
Senate is what the Senate has already
approved category-wise in the national
defense education program and a Sen-
ate passed library construction bill.

I read further from the report:

SPECIAL FROVISIONS FOR PUBLIC COMMUNITY
COLLEGES AND PUBLIC TECHNICAL INSTI-
TUTES

The House bill provided special treatment
for junior colleges and technical institutes
by requiring that 22 percent of each Btate's
allotment of funds for construction of aca-
demic facilities could be used only for these
institutions. In all other respects junior
colleges and technical institutes were treated
the same as other types of institutions of
higher education. Since the House bill au-
thorized the appropriation of $230 million,
the result would be to earmark, on a full
appropriation, $50,600,000 for junior colleges
and technical institutes.

The Senate amendment, in contrast, con-
tained a separate title providing construction
grants for public community colleges; that
is, junior colleges which are under public
supervision and control. It authorized the
appropriation of $50 million for this pur-
pose. This title differed in many respects
from the provisions of the House bill gov-
erning grants to other types of institutions
of higher education. Of these, the five listed
below are of the greatest significance:

1. The method of administration.

2. The formula for allotting the funds
among the States.

3. The mateching requirements.

4. The differing treatment of public com-
munity colleges and of private junior col-
leges.

5. The treatment of technical institutes.

These differences, and the conference ac-
tion on each, are discussed below:

1. The method of administration in the
House bill is to have a State agency, broadly
representative of the public and the various
types of institutions of higher education in
the State, be responsible for carrying out
the program in the State. The State agency
would establish the relative priority to be
accorded projects for construction, and would
also fix for projects for institutions of higher
education other than public community col-
leges and public technical institutes the ex-
tent of Federal participation (the Federal
share) within the prescribed celling. The
grant would be made directly to the institu-
tion by the Commissioner of Education. The
Senate amendment, in the case of these
grants for public community colleges, pro-
vided that the grant should be made to a
State agency, and that that agency would in
turn make the grants to the public com-
munity colleges. The conference substitute
is llke the House bill in that public com-
munity colleges and public technical insti-
tutes are embraced within title I along with
all other types of institutions. However,
where deemed appropriate, special provisions
applicable only to these institutions are in-
cluded in title I.

2. The formula for allotting funds among
the States contained in the House bill ap-
plied to public community colleges and pub-
lic technical institutes in the same manner
it applied to all others.

The Senate amendment, in the title deal-
ing with public community colleges, con-
tained a formula for allotting funds among
the States which was entirely different from
the formula used in the case of other types
of institutions of higher education. This
formula provided that the funds would be
allotted among the States on the basis of
(a) the number of persons graduating from
high school in the respective States in the
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most recent school year for which satisfac-
tory data are available, and (b) the relative
income per person in the respective States.
The formula contained speclal provisions to
insure that no State would receive more
than three times as much as any other State
per high school graduate no matter what
its relative per capita income, and to provide
that Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Ameri-
can Samoa, and Guam would receive the
same amount per high school graduate as
the States with the lowest per capita In-
come.,

The substitute agreed upon in conference
provides 22 percent of each year's allotment
shall be allotted among the States on the
basils of the Senate formula just described
{with one minor modification) and that the
funds so allotted may be used only by publie
community colleges and public technieal in-
stitutes. The minor modification referred
to is to reduce the maximum spread between
the States with the lowest per capita incomes
and those with the highest from 3 to 1 to
2 to 1. The result is that under the con-
ference substitute each State will receive
substantially the same allotment for public
community colleges and public technical in-
stitutes as it would have received under the
Senate amendment for public community
colleges.

8. The matching requirements In the House
bill were the same for all types of institu-
tions of higher education; that 1s, the State
commission would fix the amount of the
Federal share, which could not exceed one-
third of the cost of the project. The Senate
amendment provided for variable matching
in the case of projects for public community
colleges. The conference substitute retains
the House pattern but provides that in the
case of public community colleges and pub-
lic technical institutes the Federal share
sghall be 40 percent of the cost of the project.

4. The treatment of public community
colleges and private junior colleges differed
between the House bill and the Senate
amendment., The conference substitute
earmarks 22 percent of each year’s appro-
priation for the public community colleges
(and public technical institutes), and, cor-
respondingly, does not permit any of the
funds allotted for other institutions to be
used for these. Private junior colleges will
be eligible for assistance, but must draw
their funds from the remaining 78 percent
of the annual appropriations. The private
Junior colleges will be able to use their funds
only for the categories of specially designed
facilities referred to above. The sums al-
lotted for publle community colleges are
not limited to use for such categories of
speclally designed facilitles, and may be used
for construction of any facility coming with-
in the definition of “academic facility.”

5. The Senate amendment treated public
and private technical Institutes allke. The
conference substitute provides that public
technical institutes will be treated like pub-
lic community colleges and that private
technical Institutes will be treated like pri-
vate junior colleges. The conference sub-
stitute includes the provisions of the House
bill providing a special accreditation pro-
cedure for technleal institutes.

Mr. President, on one other technical
aspect of the bill, I should like to reas-
sure those who have expressed to me
their concern over the language of that
part of section 403 (a) which reads: “but,
in the case of any nonprofit educational
institution, the Commissioner may waive
the application of this subsection in
cases or classes of cases where laborers
or mechanics, not otherwise employed
at any time on the construction of the
project, voluntarily donate their serv-
ices for the purpose of lowering the costs
of construction.”
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I should like to make it erystal clear
that it is the intent of the bill that vol-

untarily donated services means those

services which are given without any
compensation at all. I make this legis-
lative history for the purpose of clarify-
ing a possible ambiguity.

I close by saying that there are many
fine features of the higher education
facilities bill, but I suppose the thing
of which I am most proud—and I would
not be surprised if most of my colleagues
share that pride—is what we will do to
help community and junior colleges.

In the years immediately ahead the
great need in higher education is at the
community level, at the junior college
level. So many young men and women
at the present time are being denied a
higher eduecation only because the facili-
ties are not available.

It was brought out in our hearings on
the bill, by one education expert after
another, that within the next 10 years—
the demand on the part of the American
people for junior and community col-
leges will be so great that there will be
more young people going to college at
the community and junior colleges of
this country, than there will be in all of
the standard universities and colleges,
public and private combined but only if
we do our job in this Congress.

We must provide such facilities in this
age of automation.

Let us never forget that if we are to
meet the higher education needs of the
young people of this counfry in 1980;
that if we are to respond to their knocks
on the doors of the colleges for admis-
sion; that if we are to insure fo them
equal opportunity for the development
of their potential brainpower, we shall
have to double the size of every uni-
versily and college in America, public
and private, and we shall have to build
at least 1,000 new ones, to accommodate
studench t bodies of at lea.st 2,500 students
each.

Let me recall again to you the basic
reasons for this bill. They are set forth
in an article in the New York Herald
Tribune of September 29 entitled, “War
Baby Population Boom To Hit Colleges
Next Fall.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article to which I have
alluded be printed at this point in my
remarks,

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

War Bapy PorvraTioN Boom To Hrr COLLEGES
Next FaLLn
(By Terry Ferrer)

It's all been sald. Now it's going to be
done.

For almost a decade, the educational seers
have been warning about the coming col-
lege boom, the tidal wave of students, the
need to bulld more and more college class-
rooms, the zooming costs for which parents
should be saving.

Now the deluge ls beginning.

This year's high school seniors—who will
be headed for college next fall—and the
present high school junlors are going to
have the toughest college admissions prob-
lems of any young students for the next 12
years, that s, through 1975.

Beginning in the fall of 1964, almost one-
half of the total increase in college fresh-
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men expected by 1976 will be concentrated
in a 2-year period.

Between now and the fall of 1965, some
309,000 more freshmen will be enrolled across
the country (one can't even consider the
boys and girls who won't make it). The
total increase in a dozen years, U.S. Office of
Education figures show, will be 645,000—or
a jump from this fall’s 1.117 million fresh-
men to 1.762 million,

And even these figures may be too low—
they have been in the past. The war babies
of 1946 and the continuing population boom
will jump the high school senior age group
from 1ts present 2.9 milllon to almost 4
million by 1970 alone. As a higher and
higher percentage of high school graduates
go to college each year, the freshmen figures
may well rise even higher.

And adding to the pressures of numbers
are the strictures of space. Not only do more
students go to , but more stay in.
For example, this year's 4.4 million college
students—expected to double by 1975—
number 200,000 more than they did last year.
But the estimated number of freshmen ls
down from 1962. Obwiously, if more stu-
dents stay in, there is less room for those
coming

in. .

How well have the colleges—long warned—
prepared for the deluge?

Who will get in—and who will be left at
the post?

How expensive will it be—and how about
scholarships?

The '‘answers are uniformly gloomy. The
country’s 2,000 colleges have been building—
but they are running about $1 billion a year
behind what is needed. Dr. W. Robert Bokel-
man, Chief of Business Administration in the
Office of Education’s Higher Education Divi-
slon, says that the annual construction rate
for colleges should be $2.3 billion; instead
it is $1.3 billlon.

“The colleges can probably get by next
fall,” he said, “but the real pinch will be in
1965. Shortages of classrooms, libraries, and
laboratories—right in the heart, that's where
the pinch will be felt.”

As far as admissions are concerned, more
and more college candidates will have to look
to the public institutions rather than the
private colleges. The present ratio of public
to private enrollment is 60-40. By 1985, when
there will be 12.8 million students in col-
lege, the ratio will be public 80 percent, pri-
vate 20 percent.

And the signs are already going up at the
publie colleges and universities. Don't come
looking for admission in September. Rather,
the nonselective public institutions are be-
ginning to spread their freshman enrollments
over a whole year instead of 1 month.

DEFERRED

Thus Miami University in Oxford, Ohlo,
already tells its weaker applicants that they
must wait until February for admission,
rather than September. By February, pre-
sumably, first-semester flunkouts will make
a little room available. Students can take
Jobs while they wait.

Both Ohio University and Ohilo State, who
by law must admit all comers, now say that
students in the lower third of their high
school class cannot enter in the fall, but
must begin work in the summer, winter, or
spring quarters.

New alao is the “summer tryout,” the
catch word of Dr. Robert E. Iffert, coordi-
nator of research for colleges in the Office
of Education. The University of Maryland,
for example, says “we will admit you next
fall if you take summer work now and do it
satisfactorily. If you don't do well in the
summer, we won't.”

In similar vein, the University of Illinois
has a “progressive admissions plan”—It takes
the upper half of each class in the regular
fall term, and does not even consider the
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lower half until after May 31. The lower
half must take college-entrance tests, and
if they don't do well, they are deferred ad-
mission for a term.

CUT OFF

The University of Tennessee is even more
brutal. Beginning next fall, any student
with a high school average below C who
scores In the lower fifth of the American col-
lege testing program simply will not be ac~
cepted.

Does this mean that all the not-that-bright
students will never get out of the starting
gate? Not if they have the funds to pay for
an education at one of the smaller, not-too-
selective private colleges.

What about those students who don’t have
the money? If they are extra bright, they
will probably make it into college, with help
in a combination of scholarship, loan, and
job.

The problems of college admission will be
most real for the B-minus or C and C-plus
students. These are the boys and girls who
will suffer the most in the cruclial 2 years.

As for the cost of college, there is just one
word—up. College costs have been doubling
every 12 years, according to Dr. Ernest V.
Hollis, college finance expert of the Office of
Education. Tultlon fees alone are jumping
7 percent each year, and living and other ex-
penses 3 to 5 percent.

This year's average cost in a public Insti-
tution 1s $1,775, and In a private college
$2,375. If you multply that by 4 years, as-
suming present rates, public costs for a col-
lege education would be $7,100 and private
$9,600. Double these figures, and, by 1975,
it will cost $14,200 for 4 years in a public and
$19,000 in a private college.

Will there be any help In paying the bill?
By next fall, there should be about $400 mil-
lon avallable to college undergraduates in
scholarships, Jobs, and loan (exclusive of
commercial loans). This compares with $169
million available in 1955-56, says Rexford G.
Moon, head of the College Scholarship Serv-
ice of the College Entrance Examination
Board.

But, as costs go up, this $400 million will
be nowhere near enough, Mr. Moon predicts.
The trend is for fewer students to be
helped—more in actual numbers but fewer as
a percentage of the whole.

For example, the total number of scholar-
ship, loan, and job awards made to college
students by their colleges in 1955 amounted
to 34 percent of the college enrollment. But
in the next 4 years, the awards went to only
27 percent of the enrcllment—a drop of 7
percent.

Higher costs, waves of students, not enough
classrooms—Iit's all coming true right now,
just as the prophets sald it would.

And after the deluge, more,

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, that is
the challenge whicsi confronts the
American people in the field of higher
education.

It is the prayer of the conference com-
mittee that the Senate will recognize
this need by approving the conference
report this afternoon, postponing for
later consideration the issue of judicial
review We believe that is the way to
face this issue.

I say most respectfully to my friends,
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Ervin] and the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. Coorer], that I fully respect their
position. I sincerely hope, however,
that they will see their way clear to per-
mit an early vote on the conference re-
port. Further I hope will join me next
session in putting through the Senate
at the earliest possible date the Morse~
Clark bill on judicial review.
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CANADA’'S ATD PROGRAMS

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp a recent statement by Mr.
Paul Martin, Secretary of State for Ex-
ternal Affairs of Canada, which con-
cerns the programs of the Canadian Gov-
ernment in the field of foreign aid,
following one paragraph from a letter
I have received from the Ambassador,
which I shall read.

While the expected level of Canadian eco-
nomic ald durlng the current fiscal year
(April 1, 1963, to March 31, 1964) is expected
to reach about $120 million, this amount
will be increased by 870 million ($20 million
in grants and $50 million in a new loan fund
from which loans will be available on terms
of 50-year maturity, three-fourths of 1 per-
cent interest and 10-year grace period) dur-
ing the 1964-65 fiscal year.

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

CANADA’S ATD PROGRAMS

(Statement in House of Commons, Novem-
ber 14, 1963, by Mr. Paul Martin, Secretary
of State for External Affairs)

I should like to make an announcement
on a subject which I am sure will be of con-
siderable interest to the House and to the
Canadian people—Canada's programs of eco-
nomie assistance for the developing countries
of the world.

The record demonstrates, I think, that
since 1050, when Canada was one of the
founding members of the Colombo plan,
Canadian governments have regularly re-
viewed the adequacy of their ald programs
and have made provision for increases when-
ever national circumstances permit. Last
year only was a reduction made in the level
of our assistance as part of a general pro-
gram to reduce expenditures in every area
of Government activities,

When the present government took office
it became increasingly apparent that because
of the changing framework of international
asslstance a fresh look was required at our
international aid effort. The requirements
of the developing countries are urgent and
growing and economic assistance for them
has become an established policy of all of
the advanced nations of the free world, who
have recognized the need to cooperate in
assisting to the best of their abllity those
countries in the process of economic de-
velopment. Accordingly, our Canadian ald
effort cannot be viewed in isolation but
rather as part of a broad collective effort.
We would be failing in our responsibilities
both to the developing countries and to other
advanced countries with which we are as-
sociated if we did not Insure that Canada
played its proper role in this common ald
effort.

As an Integral part of our foreign policy,
our Canadian aid programs have, I am con-
vinced, the broad support of the Canadian
people. By sharing our resources, skills, and
experiences, we not only benefit others but
also help to expand and enrich our own ex-
periences. Incidentally, our ald programs
provide a stimulus to the domestic economy
and contribute to a betterment of employ-
ment conditions, since the maln part of our
aid funds is spent in Canada to purchase
Canadian goods and services required in the
developing countries. Taking all these fac-
tors into account, the Canadian Government
has now formulated general plans for an
expansion of Canada’s ald programs begin-
ning in the fiscal year 1964-65.

The maln proposed area of expansion
would be in special Canadian lending for
development purposes. If Canada is to be
in a position to provide assistance on terms
commensurate with the needs of recipient
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countries, consistent with the agreed objec-
tives of international bodies of which Canada
is a member, and in line with what other
major donors are providing, there should be
available for implementing Canada’s bilateral
assistance programs facilities for lending of
the type now carrled out by the International
Development Assoclation, involving such fea-
tures as long maturity perlods, liberal grace
periods, and little or no interest. It is pro-
posed, therefore, that a lending program of
this type should be commenced in the fiscal
year 1964-65 with an initial celling for com-
mitments of $50 million.

It is the Government’s Intention to ask
Parliament to make separate provision be-
ginning In 1964-656 for a food ald program,
as already announced by the Minister of
Trade and Commerce, and for Canada's con-
tribution to the Indus Basin Development
Fund, which was set up In an effort to re-
solve the difficult dispute between Indla and
Pakistan over the use of the waters of the
Indus Basin. These have been included in
Canada’'s bilateral grant ald programs which
will be continued in 1964-65 at their present
level of about $50 million, but which will in
the future be devoted to the provision of
project assistance, the supply of industrial
commodities and the carrying out of tech-
nical assistance only for the developing
countries. The result will be a significant
increase in our grant ald. These improve-
ments in our aid programs would of course be
additional to Canada’s other existing pro-
grams of assistance, including our long-term
financing arrangements under section 21(A)
of the Export Credits Insurance Act and our
contributions to the multilateral programs of
the United Nations. Recent references have
been made in the House to the increased
Canadian contribution to the U.N. Speclal
Fund and the International Development
Association.

In the current fiscal year, 1t is expected
that the overall level of Canada's expendl-
tures for asslstance to less-developed coun-
tries will be in the neighborhood of $120
million. It is the Government’s intention
to seek authority to make available an addi-
tional §70 million in 1964-65. It is, of course,
not possible at this stage to forecast an
actual expenditure level for 1964-65 but it
is expected that with the new resources avail-
able, the level might be in the range of $180
to $180 million.

The overall program which I have de-
scribed will be a flexible one designed to
place Canada in a position to make an ef-
fective response to changing mnational and
international circumstances. In particular,
it will provide for:

(a) Ald to Colombo plan countries of Asia
at a higher level than was provided prior to
the reduction in 1962;

(b) A more comprehensive and sizable
Canadian program for the Commonwealth
countries of the Caribbean;

(c) Larger and more effective programs
for Africa, including the French-speaking
states;

(d) A further contribution to Latin Amer-
ican development, in close cooperation with
the Inter-American Development Bank,
through the availability of new and addi-
tional lending resources.

I make this announcement at this time
in view of the OECD ministerial meeting in
Paris next week at which the subject of aid
to developing countries will be discussed.

SPEECH BY CHANCELLOR ERHARD
ON FOREIGN AID AND ATLANTIC
PARTNERSHIP
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, on

October 27, in Frankfurt, Germany, the

new Chancellor of the West German

Federal Republic delivered one of the

most sensible and hopeful speeches that
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it has been my good fortune to hear in
many years. His speech gives us encour-
agement to hope that the concept of an
Atlantic partnership and close coopera-
tion is still being seriously and hope-
fully considered by the people.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in my remarks a
copy of the speech delivered by Chan-
cellor Erhard.

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

SPEECH BY CHANCELLOR ERHARD, PAULSKIRCHE,
OcToBER 27, 1963

The following is an unofficial translation
of Chancellor Erhard’'s speech delivered in
Frankfurt, October 27, 1963:

“The historieally short perlod of 16 years
which has elapsed since the initiation of the
greatest aid action in history will, neverthe-
less, suffice to evaluate properly and judge
the almost miraculcus developments which
have taken place since the hostile division of
the world. We Germans cannot do justice to
the significance of the Marshall plan in a
better way than by remembering this accom-
plishment at the present time, as well as in
the future, and by drawing the necessary
conclusions.

“It seems to me that an interpretation of
the Marshall plan would be particularly use-
ful at the present time when many problems
are demanding solutions.

“Qur thoughts do not have to go back
very far to find some parallels between the
events of those years and today's tasks.
Possibly all of us are today again facing
a similar decisive turn of events. When in
1947 the United States assumed the respon-
sibilities of the world's leading power by
announecing the Truman doctrine and the
Marshall plan, they gave to the world much
more than mere dollars. They gave hope
to discourage people and nations. They
launched the idea of cooperation and gave
‘all persons of good will a tremendous im-
pulse toward reconciliation and progress.
The concept that the economic life of the
Western. World requires common ground
rules which in the meantime has become
generally accepted is the fruit and the result
of that impulse.

“I do not mean any disrespect for the
merits of all those theoreticians who labored
for unification and reconciliation of Europe
if I say that Europe as a political value and
concept began with the Marshall plan. This
is a historic truth. We should remember
this today when a new appeal is being made
to Europe for an enlarged Atlantic com-
munity. And there is something else which
we must not forget: General Marshall's plan
was a concept of peace and not a plan to
begin a separation of East and West. It is
indeed tragic that the dangers of war pre-
sented by the Korean crisis imposed all too
soon new burdens on the nations of the
world. Nevertheless, the success of the
Marshall plan makes me hope that com-
munism in Europe has been defeated once
and for all. And this defeat was not the
result of military or police action, but was
brought about by the reestablishment of
dignified human existence.

“We Germans in our divided country feel
clearly the value of this success. Not be-
cause of the Marshall plan but, unfortu-
nately, in spite of it, the division of the world
by an Iron Curtain has been accentuated.

“It is a historical fact that people will
only reunite for genuine cooperation if they
can affirm a common, liberal, social, political,
and ecenomic order and are prepared to de-
fend it. This truth was confirmed by the
refusal of the East bloc countries to partici-
pate in the Marshall plan. The idea of the
plan was based on understanding and recon-
ciliation. During the period 1947-62 the
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United States has given more than $32 bil-
lon in economic aid to the countries of
Western Europe. Of this sum, the Federal
Republic has received not less than $4.5
billion. Two-thirds of this amount was an
outright gift from the American people, that
is, from the American taxpayer. I am proud
to be able to say that this magnanimous aid
has not only been gratefully received in the
Federal Republic but it also has been put to
good use, This can be proven not only
by economic statistics but even more by the
close hond which has existed between the
United States and the German people since
that time.

“I have often emphasized that the moral
help of the Marshall plan gave us Germans
the confidence that we had not been written
off, an assurance which, in retrospect, seems
particularly valuable.

“I would like to mention two things which
seem to me particularly important as far as
the solidarity of the West and the well-
being of all free people is concerned. By
taking this approach I will explain the con-
cept of the Marshall plan in a broader, but in
my opinion logical, fashion. Everybody
knows that the political face of the future
world will depend essentially on the long-run
attitude of the industrial nations of the
world toward the problems of development
aid,

“Also, we in Europe now have a possibly
not recurring chance to apply again a great
deal of the theory and practice of the Mar-
shall plan for the benefit of the young Afro-
Asian countries. We must help these nations
to become self-supporting, exactly as the
United States assisted a hopelessly prostrate
Europe in those 16 years. Indeed, there is
very much at stake and it is our duty to do
not just everything possible but actually the
very best possible.

“By our own experience we have learned—
and the developing countries will have to
appreciate this too—that assistance from
outside must 'e accompanied by mutual
confidence and by a determined fruitful co-
operation. As controversial as these prob-
lems may appear today, the Europeans have
not forgotten the times of the dollar drive;
and the developing countries will do well in
alming at a similar improvement in produc-
tion and in increased and intensified foreign
trade. A healthy growth of free world econ-
omies offers a chance to the emerging coun-
tries to enter usefully into this process and
at the same time to strengthen their readi-
ness to recognize the principles of a free
democracy as their own obligations.

“At that time we Europeans did not hesi-
tate to take advantage of the technical
knowledge and the modern methods of our
American friends. Today technical aid is
also offered by Europe, and it should be ac-
cepted in good will, even if it is offered in
the form of social and economic policy and
organization. And finally, like the United
States which at that time, by giving approval
to the founding of the European Economic
Council, agreed to a discriminating liberaliza-
tion of the Europeans among themselves, we
should temporarily apply the same principle
to the developing countries in order to en-
courage their free cooperation. As far as the
prineiple of reciproeity is concerned, which
appears to be unimpeachable for future tariff
politicians, I should like to mention that
with the first tariff reductions in GATT the
United States offered a unilateral advantage
to the Europeans inasmuch as the simulta-
neous tariff reductions on the European side
were only of very low material value due to
the sharp quantitative limitations on their
imports.

“This we should remember when shortly
we will be confronted with the question of
whether the industrialized nations will be
ready to give preferential treatment in the
field of tariffs to the rest of the world, I
know how difficult this will be. In examin-
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ing the difficulties which we are challenged
to meet on our side—especially the unifying
political formula we Europeans have not yet
found—it appears to be difficult to overcome
national egotisms. But precisely this prob-
lem shows the inseparable association be-
tween politics and economy. A broad spirit
and a strong moral power as embodied by
George Marshall could bring hope and re-
covery to us Europeans in our entanglement.
We sin against him if we isolate ourselves or
even split up in Europe.

“This obligation presupposes that Europe
really opens its doors to the world and does
not merely pay lip service to this idea. Aid
through trade may in the first place seem
to be pure altruism, but in the long range
and in reality it is a kind of selfish altruism.
Trade aid will be of advantage not only to
the developing countries but also to the im-
porting Europe, even to the whole world.
If this thesis were false, the idea of inte-
gration would be false in principle and as
a whole. The lessons and experiences of
the last decade would be false. Who would
seriously venture to state that the division
of labor would not be beneficial to all? It
goes without saying that there are problems
of adjustment and losses may oeccur here
and there. But I consider it to be the duty
of the governments of the industrialized
world to answer for these consequences de-
spite internal political difficulties. Each re-
nunciation of natural production advan-
tages—whether it be effective in develop-
ing countries, in the United States or in
Europe—is expensive, too expensive, to allow
protectionism.

“What is called division of labor in eco-
nomic terms means integration and coopera-
tion in the political field. This endeavor
emerges from the insight that nations must
have to unite their strengths and apply
them in the right places. We gained this
insight when the Marshall plan began to
become effective, and we must maintain it.
It would be a shameful disgrace for the
newly strengthened Europe if it refused to
exercise a world-open policy to the advantage
of all. We know that we on both sides of
the Atlantic will soon be called to trial if
the so-called Eennedy-Round is to be suc-
cessful. The good cooperation between you
and our country preceding the GATT nego-
tlations was in the spirit of George Mar-
shall. During those 16 years supranational
cooperation was intensified in many cases,
but as yet Europe has not been built and
therefore the Atlantic partnership is visible
only in its beginnings. Let us turn to a
significant problem that will have to be
solved jointly by the TUnited States and
Europe. In only 6 years from now, the
members of the European Economic Com-
munity will speak only with one voice in
economic policy, and in the last analysis the
language which Europe will then use will
depend on political developments.

It seems that Europe is united—and I
hope it is—in its dedication to creating a
greater Atlantic community. The positive
position of the Federal Government is be-
yond any doubt, but it will take much good
will from all sides to lead the negotiations
between the economic areas of the Common
Market, the other free countries of Europe,
the United States and the rest of the world
to the desired successful end. We are happy
about the fact that hate and envy among
the people of the free world are diminishing.
We must work and see that no new rivalry
will emerge, rivalry concerning the leading
role in continental Europe or just rivalry
concerning the first place among equal
partners. There is no place for mistrust of
this kind when we reach a point where peo-
ple come together and governments work
together.

It was a fertile idea to have in OEEC all
countries, big and small, rich or poor—even
victors and losers of the war—sitting to-
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gether as equals among equals to arrange
our matters. There should be no question
of who was a better friend of the other. It
is an unbearable thought to anticipate that
today the favor of one partner can be paid
for automatically only by the disfavor of
another partner. The Common Market is
very well on its way to becoming a well-
fitting organization of states—mainly in the
economic fleld. In the political and mili-
tary fleld there is at least a conviction which
is held in common in its basic features.
This is so far a benefiting factor. But it
will last only if the political structure of
Europe will mature at the same time. This
structure will not grow automatically out
of the progress of economic integration; it
makes necessary an original political incli-
nation. Only then can the Common Market
get free from the reproach that it discrimi-
nates agalnst others. It will not and should
not be the idea of a closer cooperation of
some countries to do harm to other coun-
tries. For myself, I can claim to have
pointed out this view at the right time, es-
pecially to the United States. The Common
Market, after all, will be more than just a
customs union, as claim those who look at
it as just an enlarged home market. It is
a common market and there is nothing—
really nothing—which could justify its sep-
aration from the outside in the long run. It
would be bad if a common market would
degenerate to a market which is satisfied
with itself. It is not new—and we all were
aware of it—that the customs union meant
remarkable preferences to Its members.
But when we strive toward the goal of in-
tensifying the world economy, we must draw
our conclusions as early as possible; namely,
that a too individual existence of a partner-
ship is basically no better than the isola-
tlonism of national economic areas. The
faster the economic union progresses, the
more it is necessary to remove the pressure
for isolation from the outside. On the con-
trary, the Common Market should make it a
point to use every occasion to measure its
own power and potential with the outside.
Supranational reglonalism is worse than a
national one, because it comes in a modern
package and pretends to have a good con-
science. When I ask myself which alterna-
tives we have, my decision is quickly made.
Let us take a look at today's world.

TUNCLASSIFIED

“While Europe’s position in trade and fi-
nancial policy is growing stronger all the
time, the United States is rendering the ma-
jor portion of economic and military ald to
the free world. Neither today nor in the
foreseeable future will Europe be able to
take the place of the United States in this
respect. If we were alming at a compensa-
tion between Europe and the United States
by merely finanecial means, this would—in the
best possible case—be only an interim solu-
tlon. A bharmonic and organic balance of a
future world economy could not be guaran-
teed in this manner. Nothing, therefore,
seems more appropriate than to aim at a
solution which will become the final solution.
‘We must see to it that the flow of trade cor-
responds to the flow of capital, that the Eu-
ropean governments seriously explore all pos-
sibilities of how to make allowance to the
desire for mutual assistance in the Atlantic
cooperation during the future economiec pol-
icy negotiations. Even though in connec-
tion with Marshall plan ald economic co-
operation between peoples is asked for, we
are not as shortsighted as to forget that this
is only part of the relations hetween states
and countries. Politics have to include all
phases of life. And the better politics are
able to take care of this, the more peacefully
the world and the people in it will be joined.
Our future decisions will have to be borne by
the inner obligation to assist each other.
Under the present obligation and determina-
tion for solidarity of the West, politics are
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a continual giving and recelving. George
Marshall wanted to educate us toward this
approach.

“During our darkest hour the American
nation set an example for us on the meaning
of colidarity. Let me, dear Mrs. Marshall
(hochverehrte), add a personal confession.
I am standing here not only as the chief of
the Federal Government but even more as
the man, the politician, who was particularly
close in the fateful year of the beginning of
the Marshall plan to your husband—the per-
sonality who has so well deserved of his
country and of the whole world, and his
assoclates (let me mention only Paul Hof-
mann as one out of many).

“I am proud and grateful if I may be con-
vinced to have done Justice to the spirit,
the conceptions and the aims of George Mar-
shall. If we do not want to perish from
history, the name and figure of George Mar-
shall must remain an obligation and an in-
spiration for the free world, particularly
for us Germans., He is unforgotten.”

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed, without amendment, the
joint resolution (S.J. Res. 137’ author-
izing the Commission established to re-
port upon the assassination of President
John F. Kennedy to compel the attend-
ance and testimony of witnesses and the
production of evidence.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (HR. 1395) for
the relief of Rear Adm. Walter B.
Davidson.

The message further announced that
the House had disagreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
9139) making appropriations for mili-
tary construction for the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1964, and for other purposes; agreed
to the conference asked by the Senate
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and that Mr. SHEPPARD,
Mr. Sikes, Mr. CannoN, Mr. Jonas, and
Mr. CEDERBERG were appointed managers
on the part of the House at the con-
ference.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 9140)
making appropriations for certain civil
functions administered by the Depart-
ment of Defense, certain agencies of the
Department of the Interior, the Atomic
Energy Commission, the St. Lawrence
Seaway Development Corporation, the
Tennessee Valley Authority, and certain
river basin commissions for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1964, and for other
purposes; agreed to the conference asked
by the Senate on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon, and that Mr.
CanvonN, Mr. KirwaN, Mr. FoGARTY, Mr.
JENSEN, and Mr. PILLION Were appointed
managers on the part of the House at
the conference.

HIGHER EDUCATION FACILITIES
ACT OF 1963

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the report of the committee of con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the
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Senafe to the bill (H.R. 6143) to author-
ize assistance to public and other non-
profit institutions of higher education
in financing the construction, rehabili-
tation, or improvement of needed aca-
demic and related facilities in undergrad-
uate and graduate institutions.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
while I have the floor, I should like to
compliment the conferees of the Senate
on the bill encompassed in the pending
conference report. As I understand the
conference report on the Higher Educa-
tion Facilities Act, this is one of the
many education proposals before the
Senate. I think this is one of the most
important activities to come before the
Senate and before the country. ;

I was quite interested this morning, in
a briefing on other subjects, to hear
mentioned that our competitors and an-
tagonists, the Russians, are spending al-
most twice as much of their gross
national product on education as this
country is.

I predict that history will show that it
is in this area that the real struggle
will be determined—whether or not we
do what needs to be done for the youth
of this country in training and prepar-
ing them for the kind of world in which
we live and shall live.

I compliment the Senator from Ore-
gon for guiding this, and another bill in
the same area, to what appears to be
completion and enactment. I shall sup-
port the conference report. I think this
is a very good start, at least, and a good
Christmas present for a period when
we have long been suffering delay in
other legislative matters.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr, FULBRIGHT. I yield.
Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator

from Arkansas very much. Senators
have just listened to one of the great
educators of America, who not only is
a former president of the University of
Arkansas, but the author of the Ful-
bright program in the field of education.
I do not know of any program passed by
the Congress in our generation that has
meant so much to so many young people
in this country as the Fulbright pro-
gram.

I appreciate very much his support of
the conference report.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. 1 appreciate the
words of the Senator. I realize that in
this field, because of other questions, this
is an especially difficult matter to get
through conference. Not because of the
merits of the bill, but for what I could
say are irrelevant reasons, although they
are not entirely irrelevant, it has been
especially difficult to move forward. I
think it is a great accomplishment to
bring two bills in the field of education
to completion just before adjournment,

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I rise for
the purpose of urging the Senate to re-
ject the conference report. I do so be-
cause, under the parliamentary situa-
tion which exists, the Senate cannot ask
for another conference with the House
on the so-called higher education bill
and instruct its conferees to insist upon
the retention in another conference of
the Cooper-Ervin judicial review amend-
ment until this is done. It would be my
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purpose to request a second conference
with the House on the bill, and to have
the Senate instruct its conferees to insist
upon the inclusion of the judicial review
amendment, if the Senate should reject
the conference report.

The distinguished Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. Coorer]l and I are deeply
grateful to our friend the distinguished
senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse]l
for the many courtesies which he has
extended to us in conneection with this
matter, and for giving us ample opportu-
nity to advocate the wisdom of adopting
our judicial review amendment.

I also appreciate very much the state-
ment the distinguished Senator from
Oregon made with reference to our de-
votion to the cause of education.

As a member of the school board in my
hometown, as a member of the North
Carolina Legislature, as a member of
the boards of trustees of the University
of North Carolina and Davidson College,
and as a Member of the Congress, I have
consistently supported all programs for
education, other than the program em-
bodied in the higher education bill. I
have opposed this program because I
believe that this bill, as it was phrased
at the last session of Congress, and as it
is phrased at present, gives religious de-
nominations access to the Federal Treas-
ury for the purpose of financing schools
owned and operated by them. I con-
ceive this to be a violation of the provi-
sions of the first amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States which de-
clares that—

Congress shall make no law respecting an
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the
free exercise thereof.

I say to my good friend the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon that if I
were not convinced that the House would
not pass a judicial review bill in this
field without some pressure being ex-
erted upon its Members by the Senate,
I would agree with him that it would
perhaps be a better way to handle the
problem to adopt a specific law in the
nature of the bill introduced by him and
our distinguished colleague the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Crarx]. How-
ever, the question whether authorization
bills of this nature, and appropriation
bills implementing such authorization
bills, violate the first amendment to the
Constitution has arisen every time one
of these bills has been presented to Con-
gress.

The very department which would
administer these bills, the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
has stated that it has grave doubts as to
whether a judicial review of this question
could be obtained under existing law,
because of the decision of the Supreme
Court in the case of Massachusetts
against Mellon, which is reported in 262
U.5. 447.

When this bill was originally pre-
sented to the House drafting subcom-
mittee, it contained a provision for a
judicial review of the constitutionality
gfl lgrsml;s and loans to be made under the

ill.

The proponents of the bill in the House

waged an all-out effort to remove that
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provision from the bill in its original
form, and were successful in that en-
deavor, The proponents of the bill have
fought on every occasion to make it as
certain as they possibly can that there
shall be no judicial review of grants or
loans to church-owned, operated, or
controlled colleges and universities under
the provisions of the bill.

Therefore, I believe the only chance
that the American taxpayers have to de-
termine whether the provisions in the
bill controvene the first amendment, in-
sofar as they apply to church-owned,
operated, or controlled colleges and uni-
versities, is to have such a provision writ-
ten into the bill itself.

I am convinced that if a judicial re-
view amendment is not written into the
higher eduecation bill, the American tax-
payers will have great difficulty in ob-
taining an adjudication from any court
as to whether or not the provisions of
the bill authorizing grants and loans to
church-owned, operated, or controlled
colleges and universities are constitu-
tional under the first amendment to the
Constitution.

I do not have any faith that the case
now pending in the Maryland court, in-
volving grants or loans of State funds to
religious colleges will reach the Supreme
Court of the United States. The reason
why I have no faith in that taking place
arises from the fact that in recent years,
namely, since the Everson decision was
handed down, State courts have ordi-
narily held that financial aid from States
to religious institutions violates State
constitutions, and have ordinarily re-
frained from passing on the Federal
question. I infer this to be so because
of the disapproval by State courts of
the obviously incorrect determination of
the Everson case that the use of State
tax moneys to reimburse parents for the
cost of transporting their children to
church schools does not offend the first
amendment.

The only recent State court decision
which passed on the Federal question is
the case of Swart against South Burling-
ton Town School District. This is a
decision of the Supreme Court of Ver-
mont, which is reported in 167 Atlantic,
2d series, at page 514.

The decision in the Everson case,
which upheld the State law authorizing
reimbursement to parents for the trans-
portation costs they incurred in trans-
porting their children to parochial
schools, was a 5 to 4 decision. The ma-
jority in the Everson case stated that
that State law was at the verge of the
Constitution.

If that statute went to the verge of the
Constitution, certainly a statute which
would authorize the appropriation of
hundreds of millions of dollars to con-
struet buildings for church owned or con-
trolled or operated colleges and universi-
ties would go far beyond the verge of the
Constitution.

I say that the Senate should reject the
conference report so that a request may
be made for another conference, and so
that the Senate conferees may be in-
structed to insist at the other confer-
ence upon the inclusion of the judicial
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review amendment in the bill. If that
is done, the House will know that the
Senate wanfs the question of constitu-
tionality settled, and settled speedily. It
it necessary for us to do this if we wish to
make it certain that congressional ap-
propriations for educational purposes
are consistent with the first amendment.

The great cases dealing with this sub-
ject were discussed by the Senator from
Kentucky and myself during the con-
sideration of the bill upon its merits. I
call attention at this time to only one
or two cases dealing with the merits of
the situation. I wish to refer briefly to
the Everson case, 330 U.S. 1, as follows:

The establishment of religion clause of the
first amendment means at least this: Neither
a State nor the Federal Government can set
up & church. Neither can pass laws which
aid one religlon, aid all religions, or prefer
one religion over another, * * * No tax in
any amount, large or small, can be levied to
support any religious activities or institu-
tions, whatever they may be called or what-
ever form they may adopt to teach or prac-
tice religion. Neither a State nor the Fed-
eral Government can, openly or secretly, par-
ticipate In the affairs of any religious orga-
nizations or groups and vice versa. In the
words of Jefferson, the clause against estab-
lishment of religion by law was intended to
erect “‘a wall of separation between church
and state” ® = *,

The most recent case dealing with the
merits of this subjeet is Abington School
District against Schempp, which was de-
cided on June 19 of this year. I wish
to read one passage from that deecision.

I read an except from the concurring
opinion of Mr. Justice Douglas in the
case of Abington School District against
Schempp:

But the establishment clause is not limited
to precluding the State itself from conduct-
ing religious exercises. It also forbids the
State to employ its facilities or funds in a
way that gives any church, or all churches,
greater strength in our society than it would
have by relylng on its members alone. Thus,
the present regimes must fall under that
clause for the additional reason that public
funds, though small in amount, are being
used to promote a religious exercise,
Through the mechanism of the State, all
of the people are being required to finance
a religious exercise that only some of the
people want and that violates the sensibili-
ties of others.

The most effective way to establish any
institution is to finance it; and this truth
is reflected in the appeals by church groups
for public funds to finance their religious
schools. Financing a church either in its
strictly religious activities or in its other
activities is equally unconstitutional, as I
understand the establishment clause. Budg-
ets for one activity may be technically
separable from budgets for others. But the
institution is an inseparable whole, a living
organism, which is strengthened in pros-
elytizing when it is strengthened in any
department by contributions from other
than its own members,

Such contributions may not be made by
the State even in a minor degree without
violating the establishment clause, It is not
the amount of public funds expended: as
this case illustrates, it is the use to which
public funds are put that is eontrolling, For
the first amendment does not say that some
forms of establishment are allowed; it says
that “no law respecting an establishment of

religion'™ shall be made. What may not be

done directly may not be done indirectly lest
the establishment clause become a mockery.
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The bill is wholly inconsistent with
the declaration made by Mr. Justice
Douglas in that statement, because it
attempts to divorce the supposed secular
activities of church colleges and univer-
sities from their religious activities, and
to provide for financial support from
the Federal Treasury only for their secu-
lar activities. As Mr. Justice Douglas
sald in the Abington case, and as the
Supreme Court said in the case of Zor-
ach v. Clauson, 343 U.S. 306, and Mc-
Collum v. Board of Education, 333 U.S.
203, that cannot be done.

The Supreme Court has held that the
first amendment prohibits either the
Federal Government or the State gov-
ernment from assisting institutions of
learning which blend religious and secu-
lar instruction. This being true, the
proponents of this bill base their con-
tention of its constitutionality upon the
theory that Congress can separate what
it ecalls the nonreligious, irreligious, or
unreligious activities of a religious in-
stitution from its religious activities and
finance the former but not the latter.
This is exactly what the Supreme Court
has said cannot be done. The constitu-
tionality actually rests upon the gquestion
whether the grant or the loan is made
to church-owned or controlled or oper-
ated college or university.

A number of recent decisions on this
subject have been handed down in the
State courts. One of the most illuminat-
ing of them is the case of Dickman
against School District No. 62-C, Oregon
City. This decision of the Supreme
Court of Oregon is reported in 366 Pacif-
ic 2d series 533. The Constitution of
Oregon provides that public money may
not be used for the benefit of any reli-
gious institution. The Supreme Court of
Oregon held in this most lucid decision
that under that provision it was uncon-
stitutional for the State of Oregon even
to furnish secular textbooks to be used
for instruction in secular subjects in a
religious school.

In the Swart case, to which I alluded
a moment ago, the Supreme Court of
Vermont held that it was an unconstitu-
tional blending of secular and religious
instruction under the first amendment
to the Constitution of the United States
for the State of Vermont to pay tax
moreys to religious schools for providing
secular instruction in such schools to
high school students. These things being
true, it is manifest that the bill offends
the first amendment to the Constitution
of the United States.

I believe that the able and distin-
guished Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morse] puts the same construction on
the Mellon case that I do. Some persons
construe the Mellon case to reach a
ridiculous conclusion. They assert that
those who drafted and ratified the Con-
stitution provided that Congress shall
make no law respecting the establish-
ment of religion, but decreed that the
same Constitution disables Congress
from passing any law which would con-
fer upon Federal courts the power to
determine whether that prohibition of
the Constitution is being violated. With
all due respect to those who take that
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position, I must say that such assertion
does not give any credit to the intelli-
gence of those who drafted and ratified
the Constitution. ;

The reason why I say there should be
a judicial review amendment written into
the bill is the uncertainty that has been
engendered in the minds of many per-
sons concerning the interpretation of
Massachusetts v. Mellon, 262 U.S. 447.
That decision illustrates the fact that
sometimes judges emulate the example
of Senators and talk too much.

The only point in this case which has
any relevancy for us is the portion of the
decision which involves the claim set
forth by Mrs. Frothingham, an individ-
ual plaintiff. Mrs. Frothingham merely
sued as an individual to enjoin the execu-
tion of an appropriation of Federal funds
for grants to the States for maternal
benefits.

She did not sue on behalf of all the
taxpayers. She did not sue on behalf of
a class of taxpayers. She sued merely
for her individual benefit and asked that
the appropriation of Congress for this
purpose be adjudged a violation of the
Constitution. The Court held—and I be-
lieve quite properly held—that, under
existing laws, applicable to a plaintiff
seeking equitable relief in the form of an
injunetion, she failed to make a case in
her complaint.

The relevant portion of the opinion,
and the only portion which is not obiter
dicta, is to be found on page 487 of the
opinion, as follows:

But the relation of a taxpayer of the
United States to the Federal Government
is very different. His interest in the moneys
oI the Treasury—partly realized from taxa-
tioh and partly from other sources—is shared
with millions of others; is comparatively
minute and indeterminable; and the effect
upon future taxation, of any payment out of
the funds, so remote, fluctuating, and uncer-
tain, that no basis is afforded for an appeal
to the preventive powers of a court of equity.

When all is said, this decision merely
recognizes and enforces the well-
established proposition that under exist-
ing procedure when a plaintiff seeks
injunctive relief in a Federal court, he
must show that it is necessary for the
court to issue an injunetion, as prayed
by him, to prevent him from suffering
irreparable injury. That is as far as the
decision of the Court actually goes.

However, the Court proceeded further
to say, by way of dicta, that if one tax-
payer could sue to enjoin the execution
of one appropriation, other taxpayers
could sue to enjoin the execution of all
other appropriations, and that this would
make it difficult for the Federal Govern-
ment to operate. When the Mellon case
is properly analyzed, however, it simply
holds that since the plaintiff showed no
standing to sue for equitable relief, she
failed to state a cause of action.

The argument that Congress cannot
enact a law which would authorize a
taxpayer to sue to enjoin the consumma-
tion of a specific grant or specific loan is
wholly inconsistent with many decisions
of the Supreme Court.

Let me call the attention of the Sen-
ate to what the Supreme Court said on
this point in the case of Nashville, C. &
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St. L. Railway v. Wallace, 288 U.S. 249,
Iread from page 259:

After the jurisdictional statement re-
quired by Rule 12 was submitted, this Court,
in ordering the cause set down for argument,
invited the attention of counsel to the
question “whether a case or controversy is
presented in view of the nature of the pro-
ceedings in the State court.” This pre-
liminary question, which has been elabo-
rately briefed and argued, must first be con-
sidered, for the judicial power with which
this Court is invested by article 3, section 1,
of the Constitution, extends by article 3,
section 2, only to “cases’ and ‘‘controver-
sles”; If no “case” or “controversy” is pre-
sented for decision, we are without power to
review the decree of the court below.

Mr. President, under this statement
a suit which challenges the validity, un-
der the first amendment, of the use of
State funds or property for religious
purposes constitutes a case or contro-
versy within the meaning of the judi-
ciary article of the Constitution. If this
were not so, the Supreme Court could
not have reviewed, as it did the State
action involved in Everson v. Board of
Education, 330 U.S. 1; Zorach v. Clau-
son, 343 U.S. 3068; McCollum v. Board of
Education, 333 U.S. 203; Engel v. Vitale,
370 U.S. 421; and Abington School Dis-
irict v. Schempp, handed down on June
17, 1963.

So the fact that the Supreme Court
reviewed these five cases to determine
whether the use of the State funds or
State property involved in them violated
the first amendment shows that each
of them constituted a case or contro-
versy within the meaning of the judi-
ciary article of the Constitution; that is,
Article 3.

It is well to remember that the lower
Federal courts owe their existence fto
Congress, and that Congress can confer
upon them jurisdiction to determine any
case or controversy which involves the
construction of a provision of the Con-
stitution of the United States. I could
take the time of the Senate to read a
great many decisions to show exactly
what a case or controversy is within
the purview of the judiciary article of
the Constitution. A case or controversy
arises, under the Constitution of the
United States, whenever the interpreta-
tion of a provisicn of the Constitution of
the United States is necessary in order
to determine conflicting claims of rights
of adverse litigants.

Those who deny the power of Congress
to provide for a judicial review of the
constitutionality of grants or loans to
church-owned or church-operated or
church-controlled colleges or universities
base their claim fundamentally on the
proposition that no one has standing to
sue.

As I construe the statements of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oregon [Mr,
Morse]l and the provisions of the bill
which he and the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Crarx] have introduced,
which calls for such judicial review, I
infer that he does not accept this con-
clusion, but, instead, accepts the con-
clusion that Congress can authorize a
suit to be brought to determine this gues-
tion,
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from North Carolina yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. RisI-
corF in the chair). Does the Senator
from North Carolina yield to the Senator
from Oregon?

Mr. ERVIN. Iyield.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from North
Carolina correctly states my position.

Mr. ERVIN. Yes; that is what I
understood.

Mr. MORSE. That is why I think the
Morse-Clark bill should be passed.

Mr, HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator from North Carolina yield to
me?

Mr. ERVIN. Iyield.

Mr. HILL. Then why not put that
provision in this bill?

Mr. ERVIN. That is exactly what T
say should be done; and that is where
the Senator from Oregon and I disagree
as to what is the wise thing to do.

Mr. HILL. The Senator from North
Carolina wants to lock the door before
the horse gets out; is that correct?

Mr. ERVIN. Yes, whereas the Sena-
tor from Oregon wants to lasso the horse
after it has gotten out on the range—
and on the range controlled by the House
of Representatives, rather than by the
Senate.

Mr. MORSE. The reason why I am
not in favor of putting that provision
in this bill is that I try to be an apt
student of my great parliamentary
teacher, the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
Hmrl., I know very well what would
happen to this proposed legislation if we
tried to proceed in that way. But I
think in due course of time we will pass
the Morse-Clark bill.

Mr. ERVIN. I hope so, because I be-
lieve it is a well-phrased bill. But I
believe we would have to convert a ma-
jority of the 435 Representatives before
we could secure passage of the bill. I
am not so certain that they are suscepti-
ble to conversion on this specific point.

Mr. HILL. When the Senator says,
“In due course of time,” how much time
is that? Has not provision been in the
Constitution since 1787?

Mr. ERVIN. It was written in as the
first amendment.

Mr. HILL. Yes, which was adopted
very shortly after ratification of the
Constitution.

Mr. ERVIN. In 1791.

Mr. HILL. In 1791?

Mr. ERVIN. The amendment was
drawn up by the Congress which assem-
bled in 1789.

Mr. HILL. The amendment became
effective in 1791; is that not correct?

Mr. ERVIN. That is correct.

Mr. HILI.. That is 172 years ago.

Mr. ERVIN. It was written in the
first amendment because the people of
many States—notably the States of
Maryland, Massachusetts, New York,
North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia,
and Virginia—had been fighting over
that very question before and after the
Revolutionary War. The people wrote
the amendment into the Constitution to
put an end to that fight. I do not be-
lieve we should have to wage that same
fight in the year 1963, since the question
was supposed to have been settled in
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1791, when the first amendment was
written into the Constitution. But we
shall have to renew and repeat the con-
troversy at every session of Congress
unless the Federal courts place an au-
thoritative interpretation upon the es-
tablishment of religion clause of the first
amendment.

Mr. HILL. Action was taken under
the leadership of Thomas Jefferson and
James Madison, was it not?

Mr. ERVIN. Exactly. James Madi-
son drew the first amendment in order
to make clear that what the people of
Virginia had written into the Virginia
Statute for Religious Liberty should be
a part of the Constitution of the United
States; namely, that people should not
be taxed to support the dissemination
of religious opinions which they did not
believe.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from North Carolina yield
to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. ERVIN. I am glad to yield.

Mr. HILL. James Madison carried
forward the effort to a successful con-
clusion and victory. He got into a battle
which Thomas Jefferson had been wag-
ing prior thereto, is that not true?

Mr. ERVIN. That is true. Thomas
Jefferson had been fighting for a number
of years to have the Virginia Statute of
Religious Liberty written into the law
of Virginia. It was a long fight, which
started about 1776 when Virginia drew
up its first constitution—after the Revo-
lutionary War had started. Jefferson
and Madison did not win the battle until
1784. 1t took them T years to win. We
do not wish to spend 7 more years try-
ing to persuade the House to adopt an
amendment which would bring about a
determination as to whether the House
and Senate are violating the Constitu-
tion of the United States in passing bills
of this nature.

Mr. HILL. The Senator will recognize
as true, I am sure, that if the Ervin
Cooper amendment were retained in the
conference report, certain persuasion
in behalf of the amendmenf would re-
sult which would not perhaps be avail-
able if the bill to which the Senator from
Oregon has referred went to the House
by itself.

Mr. ERVIN. The amendment would
certainly operate both as a carrot and as
a stick to persuade the House of Repre-
sentatives to act in what I consider to
be a righteous manner. There is nothing
strange in the Cooper-Ervin amendment.
As a matier of law, the amendment is
virtually similar in all respects save one
to a rule of procedure which has pre-
vailed in Federal courts of equity from
time immemorial. I refer to the pro-
cedure permitting class suits which was
originally embodied in the Federal Equity
Rules, and which is now incorporated
in rule XXIII of the Rules of Civil Proce-
dure prescribing the procedure of Federal
district courts.

I ask unanimous consent that sub-
section (a) of rule XXIII of the Rules
of Civil Procedure goverming Federal
district courts may be printed in the
Recorp at this point in my remarks.
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There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

RULE 23. CLASS ACTIONS

(a) Representation: If persons consti-
tuting a class are so numerous as to make
it impracticable to bring them all before the
court, such of them, one or more, as will
fairly insure the adequate representation
of all may, on behalf of all, sue or be sued,
when the character of the right sought to
be enforced for or against the class 1s—

(1) joint, or common, or secondary in the
sense that the owner of a primary right re-
fuses to enforce that right and a member of
fthe class thereby becomes entitled to enforce

(2) several, and the object of the action
is the adjudication of claims which do or
may affect specific property involved in the
action; or

(3) several, and there is a common ques-

‘tion of law or fact affecting the several rights

and a common relief is sought.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, the only
substantial difference between that rule,
which permits the bringing of class
actions in instances when all the mem-
bers of a class having a common interest
in the same question of law are too nu-
merous to be brought into court and the
Cooper-Ervin amendment is that under
rule XXIIT of the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure, the jurisdictional amount of
$10,000 must be involved between each
plaintiff and the defendant. Conse-
quently the Cooper-Ervin amendment,
for all practical purposes, would merely
amend rule XXIIT, so as to eliminate the
requirement that the jurisdictional
amount must be shown to exist between
each plaintiff and the Federal Commis-
sioner of Education.

So the Cooper-Ervin amendment is
entirely in harmony with rule XXIII,
which is nothing but a reembodiment of
the previous Federal equity rule giving
the Federal district courts jurisdiction
of class actions.

There is clearly a case or econtroversy
within the meaning of the judiciary arti-
cle of the Constitution in any claim by a
taxpayer that a Federal official, whom
he seeks to sue, is expending tax money
in violation of the provisions of the first
amendment. By our amendment we
merely seek to make certain that the
taxpayer suing for himself and all other
taxpayers shall have what we call stand-
ing to bring suit.

The courts have held in a number of
cases that if a controversy between ad-
verse claimants involves the inter-
pretation of a provision of the Federal
Constitution, a provision of an act of
Congress, or a provision of a treaty, Con-
gress has the power to confer upon the
Federal courts jurisdiction to determine
such controversy.

In many instances Congress has au-
thorized the Federal Government to
bring suit in eases in which the Federal
Government has no pecuniary interest,
insofar as the old doctrines of equity are
concerned, and in which the Federal
Government would not have power to
bring such suit except for the act of Con-
gress.

I wish to call attention, among other
things, to the provisions of the Taft-
Hartley Act, which allow the Attorney
General to bring a suit on behalf of the
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United States to postpone a strike which
would threaten injury to the national
health or safety.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy
of the pertinent part of this statute be
printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was oraered to be printed in the REcoRrp,
as follows:

178. Strikes subject to injunetion; inappli-
cability of sections 101-115 of this
title; review.

(a) Upon receiving a report from a board
of inquiry the President may direct the At-
torney General to petition any district court
of the United States having jurisdiction of
the parties to enjoin such strike or lock-out
or the continuing thereof, and if the court
finds that such threatened or actual strike or
lock-out—

(i) affects an entire industry or a substan-
tial part thereof engaged in trade, commerce,
transportation, transmission, or communica-
tion among the several States or with foreign
nations, or engaged in the production of
goods for commerce; and

(i1) if permitted to oceur or to continue,
will imperil the national health or safety, it
shall have jurisdiction to enjoin any such
strike or lockout, or the continuing thereof,
and to make such other orders as may be ap-
propriate.

(b) In any case, the provisions of sections
101-115 of this title, shall not be applicable.

(¢) The order or orders of the court shall
be subject to review by the appropriate
United States court of appeals and by the
Supreme Court upon writ of certiorari or
certification as provided in sections 346 and
947 of title 28. (June 23, 1947, 3:17 p.m.
EDT, ch. 120, title II 208, 61 Stat. 1556; June
25, 1948, ch 646 32(a), 62 Stat. 991; May 24,
1949, ch. 139, 127, 63 Stat. 107.)

Mr. ERVIN. The Supreme Court of
the United States held that that statute
is valid; that the citizens of the United
States have a basic interest to have un-
impeded for a period of time production
in industries vital to the national health
and safety; and that Congress can give
the Attorney General standing to sue in
the name of the United States to pro-
teet this interest of the citizens. The
Supreme Court so held in Steelworkers
v. United Stales, 361 U.S. 39. I read
from page 43 of the opinion in that case:

But the statute does recognize certain
rights in the public to have unimpeded for
a time production in industries vital to the
national health or safety. It makes the
United States the guardian of these rights
in litigation.

A very interesting case on this point
is the decision of the Supreme Court in
United States v. Raines, 362 U.S. 27,
which interprets the provision of the
Civil Rights Act of 1957 authorizing the
Attorney General to sue to vindicate the
private constitutional rights of citizens
who are denied the right to register and
vote. I call attention to this statement
by the Supreme Court in that case:

It is urged that it is beyond the power of
Congress to authorize the United States to
bring this action in support of private con-
stitutional rights, but there is the highest
public interest in the due observance of all
the constitutional guarantees, Iincluding
those that bear the most directly on private
rights, and we think it perfectly competent
for Congress to authorize the United States
to be the guardian of that public interest
in a suit for Injunctive rellef.
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There is another interesting case on
this point which holds that Congress can
confer upon the Federal courts juris-
diction to entertain a suit in which a

State challenges the constitutionality of -

the provisions of the Hatch Act insofar
as the act requires the reduction of
grants to the States for highway pur-
poses for violation of the provisions of
that act.

I refer to the case of Oklahoma v.
Civil Service Commission, 330 U.S. 127,
In this case the Court held that Congress
acted within its constitutional author-
ity to regulate the jurisdiction of the
Federal courts when it enacted section
12(c) of the Hatch Act, conferring upon
States the power to challenge the con-
stitutionality of provisions of the Hatch
Act decreasing grants to States for re-
taining in their service State employees
guilty of violating the Hatch Act.

Since a grant is something in which
nobody has any property right of any
character, this case is a recognition of
the constitutional power of Congress to
confer a standing to sue upon a legal en-
tity; namely, a State, even in the absence
of any title to moneys which are to be
covered by a prospective grant out of the
Federal Treasury.

We find, upon consideration of recent
decisions of the Supreme Court of the
United States, that the Court has recog-
nized that not only can Congress confer
upon the Federal Government the right
to sue as guardian of the legal rights of
citizens of the United States and upon
the State the legal right to sue for the
purpose of securing the full amount of a
prospective grant to the State, but also
that Congress can confer such a right
upon individuals, having no property
right in the subject of the action. One
of the most interesting cases on this
point is Anti-Fascist Commitiee v. Mc-
Grath, 341 U.S,, 123. In this case there
is a very illuminating concurring opin-
ion by Justice Frankfurter, who states
on page 151 that:

Adverse personal interest, even of such an
indirect sort as arises from competition, is
ordinarily sufficient to meet constitutional
standards of justiciability. The courts may
therefore by statute be given jurisdiction
over claims based on such interest.

Justice Frankfurter said further, on
page 152 of his concurring opinion:

A litigant ordinarily has standing to chal-
lenge governmental action of a sort that, if
taken by a private person, would create a
right of actlion cognizable by the courts. Or
standing may be based on an interest created
by the Constitution or a statute.

There are at least two decisions sus-
taining the power of Congress to confer
upon an individual who has no property
right the power to litigate a matter in-
volving Federal law in the Federal courts.
I refer to Commission against Sanders
Radio Station, reported in 309 U.S. 470,
and Scripps-Howard Radio against Com-
mission, reported in 316 U.S. 4. I wish
to read two extracts from the second of
these cases:

The Communications Act of 1934 did not
create new privat.e rights. The purpose of
the act was to protect the public interest
in communications. By section 402(b) (2)
Congress gave the right of appeal to persons
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“aggrieved or whose interests are adversely
affected” by Commission action. But these
private litigants have standing only as rep-
resentatives of the public interest. :

That a court is called upon to enforce
public rights and not the interests of private
property does not diminish its powers to
protect such rights.

If Congress can confer upon a mere
applicant for a radio license or a pro-
spective competitor of such an applicant
statutory standing to sue as representa-
tives of the public interest as it did in
the Communications Act of 1934, it cer-
tainly can confer upon taxpayers the
statutory power to sue to prevent the
disbursement of tax moneys to church
owned, operated, or controlled colleges
or universities in violation of the first
amendment.

I respectfully submit that the deci-
sions I have cited sustain the proposi-
tion that whenever there is an actual
controversy between a taxpayer and a
Federal officer that the Federal officer

is disbursing Federal tax moneys in vio-_

lation of the Constitution, a controversy
exists within the meaning of the judi-
ciary article, and Congress has the
power to confer a statutory power to sue
the Federal officer upon any one individ-
ual taxpayer who has sufficient interest
to apply to the Federal court to obtain
an interpretation of the relevant con-
stitutional provision and to prevent the
disbursement of Federal tax moneys
contrary to such provision.

There is a rather intriguing decision
of the Cireuit Court of Appeals for the
second circuit in the case of Associated
Industries v. Ickes, 134 Fed. 2d 694,
This case involved an interpretation of
the Bituminous Coal Act of 1937, and
the opinion was written by Circuit Judge
Frank. He says, at page T04:

While Congress can constitutionally au-
thorize no one, in the absence of an ac
justiciable controversy, to bring a suit for
the judicial determination either of the con-
stitutionality of a statute or the scope of
powers conferred by a statute upon Govern-
ment officers, it can constitutionally author-
ize one of its own officials, such as the At-
torney General, to bring a proceeding to pre-
vent another official from acting in violation
of his statutory powers; for then an actual
controversy exists, and the Attorney General
can properly be vested with authority, in
such a controversy, to vindicate the interest
of the public or the Government. Instead of
designating the Attorney General, or some
other public officer, to bring such proceed-
ings, Congress can constitutionally enact a
statute conferring on any nonofficial per-
son, or on a designated group of nonofficial
persons, authority to bring a suit to prevent
action by an officer in violation of his statu-
tory powers; for then, in like manner, there
is an actual controversy, and there is noth-
ing constitutionally prohibiting Congress
from empowering any person, official or not,
to institute a proceeding involving such a
controversy, even if the sole purpose is to
vindicate the public interest. Such persons,
so authorized, are, so to speak, private at-
torney generals.

It is very interesting to note the state-
ments dealing with this question by Dr.
Bernard Schwartz, author of the most re-
cent commentary on the Constitution of
the United States, bearing the title “The
Powers of Government.”

I ask unanimous consent that a por-
tion of Dr. Schwartz' book, volume 1,
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beginning at page 459, and ending at
page 462, be printed at this point in the
Recorp as a part of my remarks.
There being no objection, the extract
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:
SAME: STJ\TU'I‘OI'-! STANDING

In Massachusetis v. Mellon, we saw, a Btate
was held without standing to challenge the
validity of a Federal statute appropriating
moneys to be pald to the States for maternity
benefits. In the more recent case of Okla-
homa v. Civil Service Commission, on the
other hand, a State was ruled to possess
standing to attack the constitutionality of a
Federal law providing for the withholding of
Federal grants from Btates which refused to
remove State officers who took an active part
in political management or political cam-
paigns. The relevant Federal agency had
found that a member of the Oklahoma High-
way Commission had engaged in the pro-
scribed political activities and issued an or-
der directing his removal. This order
foreshadowed, if he were not removed, a
further order that Federal highway grants
be withhela from Oklahoma in an amount
equal to 2 years’ compensation of the State
officer concerned.

Oklahoma brought an action in the Fed-
eral courts seeking review of the order which
had been issued, asserting the unconstitu-
tionality of the statute under which it had
been made. Interestingly enough, the con-
stitutional claim was essentially similar to
that urged in Massachusetts v. Mellon—
namely, that the Federal statute, so far as
it attempted to regulate the internal affairs
of a Btate, was an invasion of the rights re-
served to the States under the Constitution,
Yet, as already stated, Oklahoma, unlike
Massachusetts in the earlier case, was held to
have standing to raise this constitutional
issue.

The sharp difference in result as between
Massachusetts v. Mellon and Oklahoma V.
Civil Service Commission may be explained
by the fact that the Federal statute in the
latter case contained an express provision au-
thorizing judicial review of any order issued
under it by any party aggrieved. The Su-
preme Court ruled that a State like Okla-
homa was such a party within the congres-
slonal intent and that, under the statutory
review provision, it could attack the consti-
tutionality of the statute. As the Court put
it, “By providing for judicial review of the
orders of the Civil Service Commission, Con-
gress made Oklahoma’s right to receive
funds a matter of Jjudicial cognizance.
Oklahoma's right became legally enforce-
able. Interference with the payment of the
full allotment of Federal highway funds to
Oklahoma made the statutory proceeding to
set aside the order a case or controversy be-
tween Oklahoma and the Commission whose
order Oklahoma was authorized to challenge.

If the standing of the party initiating a
constitutional action is essential to the exist-
ence of a “Case"” or “Controversy” under arti-
cle III, how can a statutory provision confer
standing where, under Massachusetts v. Mel-
lon, none would otherwise exist? And how
can the Supreme Court say that the statutory
proceeding makes for a *“Case” or “Contro-
versy” over which the judicial department
has jurisdiction, when no such jurisdiction
could constitutionally be exercised in the
absence of the statutory standing provision?

In a suggestive opinion, Justice Douglas
has implied that a statutory standing provi-
glon may not go so far as to make for a
“Case” or “Controversy,” where none would
otherwise exist. According to him, unless
one seeking to challenge a governmental act
“can show that his individual interest has
been unlawfully invaded, there is merely
damnum absque injuria and no cause of ac-
tion on the merits. * * * On that assump-
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tion I fail to see how an appeal statute con-
stitutionally could authorize a person who
shows mo case or controversy to call on the
courts to review an order of the Commission.”

From the point of view of strict logle, it is
difficult to rebut the Douglas position on
the congressional power to confer standing
where none would otherwise exist. The only
answer which the Supreme Court has given
to such position was expressed in the major-
ity opinion In Seripps-Howard Radio v. Fed-
eral Communications Commission—the case
in which the Douglas opinion quoted from
was delivered in dissent. Referring there to
the standing conferred by the Communica-
tions Act of 1984 to seek review of govern-
mental action taken under that statute, the
Scripps-Howard opinion states that the Act
“did not create new private rights. The pur-
pose of the Act was to protect the public
interest in communications.” That being
the case, those private litigants whom the
Comunications Act permitted to bring review
actions “have standing only as representa-
tives of the public interest.”

What the High Bench is saying in Scripps-
Howard is that, In an actlon brought to
challenge the valldity of governmental ac-
tion, “the rights to be vindicated are those
of the public and not of the private 1iti-
gants.” That is the case even though, in
our system, the public interest in mainte-
nance of the rule of law is normally vindi-
cated in an ordinary lawsult instituted by
private litigants, “That a court is ecalled
upon to enforce public rights and not the
interests of private property,” said the Court,
“does not diminish its power to protect such
rights.”

If, under Scripps-Howard, the action to
secure judicial review of the validity of a
governmental act vindicates the public in-
terest, it should follow that the legislative
department, as the representative of the
public, can delegate the task of vindicating
such public interest as It chooses. If it sees
fit, it can confer such task upon some public
official, such as the Attorney General, or even
upon some private litigant, who might not
otherwise possess standing.

The approach just expressed has been best
articulated judicially in a remarkable opinion
on the subject by Judge Jerome Frank. As
he puts it: “While Congress can constitu-
tionally authorize no one, in the absence of
an actual justiciable controversy, to bring
a suit for the judicial determination either
of the constitutionality of a statute or the
scope of powers conferred by a statute upon
Government officers, it can constitutionally
authorize one of its own officials, such as
the Attorney General, to bring a proceeding
to prevent another official from acting in
violation of his statutory powers; for then
an actual controversy exists, and the Attor-
ney General can properly be vested with
authority, in such a controversy, to vindicate
the interest of the public or the Government,
Instead of designating the Attorney General,
or some other public officer, to bring such
proceedings, Congress can constitutionally
enact a statute conferring on any nonofficial
person, or on a designated group of nonoffi-
clal persons, authority to bring a sult to
prevent action by an officer in violation of
his statutory powers; for then, in like man-
ner, there is an actual controversy, and there
is nothing constitutionally prohibiting Con-
gress from empowering any person, official
or not, to institute a proceeding involving
such a confroversy, even if the sole purpose
is to vindicate the public interest. Such
persons, so authorized, are, so to speak, pri-
vate Attorneys General.” .

As seen In sectlon 165, the United States
has a direct interest in insuring compliance
with the organic instrument. That being
the case, an action seeking to insure such
compliance, brought by a Federal official,
such as the Attorney General, who is duly
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authorized by the Congress to institute such
action, presents a justiciable controversy.
Following the Frank view, Congress may, in-
stead of designating the Attorney General, or
some other public officer, to bring such ac-
tlon, enact a statute conferring upon some
private -citizen authority to bring suit.
When such a suit is brought, such “private
attorney general” is vindicating, not his
own personal interest (which may not be
affected at all by the governmental act which
is' challenged), but that of the public,
asserted in accordance with the governing
provision enacted by the people’s representa~-
tives. If that is true, there is still an actual
controversy whenever the public interest is
asserted by a duly authorized congressional
delegate,

If the Frank approach just outlined is
followed, it makes for a different result in a
case like Muskrat v. United States, discussed
in section 158. There the Supreme Court
ruled that it was beyond the judicial power
to entertain what was essentially a test case
framed by the Congress. The legislative de-
partment was held without authority to
create a “‘case"” or “controversy” by statute
merely by stating a constitutional issue and
designating parties who might raise it. Un-
der the Frank approach just discussed, such
a congressional statute could be sustained
on the theory that those designated possess
the standing of “private attorneys general”
vindicating the congressional interest in
insuring compliance with the basic docu-
ment.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I invite
attention to footnote 933, which is ap-
pended to that portion of Dr. Schwartz’
commentary which appears at page 382
of velume 2 of his most illuminating
work. He gives this footnote:

Under this approach, proposed statutes
authorizing taxpayers to sue to challenge
Federal ald to education, where, under
Massachusetts v. Mellon and Frothingham v.
Mellon, no one would otherwise have stand-
ing, would be valid.

The judicial review amendment of-
fered by the distinguished Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. CoopEr] and myself is a
simple amendment. It would make cer-
tain that there would be no delay in
bringing such actions, because it pro-
vides that before making a specific loan
or grant under the bill, the Federal
Commissioner of Education must pub-
lish in the Federal Register a notice of
his intention to do so.

The bill provides that any faxpayer
who desires to contest the constitu-
tionality of the proposed loan or grant
may sue to determine its constitutional-
ity in a suit which must be brought be-
fore the date specified by the Federal
Commissioner of Education in the notice
which he publishes in the Federal Regis-
ter. The taxpayer can bring the suit
in behalf of himself and other taxpayers
against the Federal Commissioner of
Education only, and he must bring it in
the Distriet Court of the United States
for the District of Columbia.

This provision is to prevent the Fed-
eral Commissioner of Education from be-
ing harassed by suits throughout the
United States.

The amendment undertakes to prevent
a multiplicity of suits even in the Dis-
triet Court of the United States for the
District of Columbia. To this end, it
provides that if two or more suits are
brought to challenge the constitutional
validity of the same proposed grant or




1963

Joan, the District Court can consolidate
all such suits for the purpose of a single
trial and judgment.

The amendment would take care of
any proposed loan or grant to a specific
college by providing that when the suit
is brought, the Federal Commissioner of
Education shall hold the amount of the
proposed loan or grant in escrow until
the suit is determined.

Under an existing statute, any deci-
sion adverse to the Federal Commissioner
of Education could be appealed direetly
to the Supreme Court of the United
States, without first being heard by the
Court of Appeals of the District of Co-
lumbia.

Such direct appeal would lie from a
decision adverse to the Federal Com-
missioner of Education under the pro-
visions of section 1252 of title 28 of the
United States Code.

I ask unanimous consent to have a
copy of this statute inserted af this point
in the REcorp as a part of my remarks,

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

United States Code, title 28, page 5012:
1252, Direct appeals from decisions invali-

dating acts of Congress

Any party may appeal to the Supreme
Court from an interlocutory or final judg-
ment, decree or order of any court of the
United States, the U.S. District Court for
the District of the Canal Zone, the District
Court of Guam, and the District Court of the
Virgin Islands and any court of record of
Hawail and Puerto Rico, holding an act of
Congress unconstitutional in any civil action,
gult, or proceeding to which the United States
or any of its agencles, or any officer or em-
ployee thereof, as such officer or employee, is
a party.

A party who has received notice of appeal
under this section shall take any subsequent
appeal or cross-appeal to the Supreme Court.
All or cross-appeals taken to other
courts prior to such notice shall be treated
as taken directly to the Supreme Court.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, to re-
capitulate, in my considered judgment,
it is necessary to have the Cooper-Ervin
amendment, providing for judicial re-
view, inserted in the higher education
bill before it is enacted into law. I say
this because I have no hope that we shall
be able to obtain enactment, within any
reasonable period of time, of a separate
bill providing for judicial review of the
constitutionality of the loans or grants
authorized by the bill.

The amendment is simple. It provides
for speedy trial. It prevents a multi-
plicity of actions. It prevents the Fed-
eral Commissioner of Education from
being harassed by suits all over the coun-
try. It provides, in harmony with exist-
ing law, that any decision which is ad-
verse to the Federal Commissioner of
Edueation with respect to any particular
proposed loan or grant can be reviewed
directly by the Supreme Court of the
United States, without infervention by
the Court of Appeals of the District of
Columbia.

I do not believe a more simple, direct,
adequate, or speedy method of obtaining
a Court review can be obtained than that
set Lorth in the Cooper-Ervin amend-
men
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Regardless of how they may view the
question of whether grants or loans
should be authorized by the bill to
church owned, controlled, or operated
colleges or universities, Senafors should
join in voting down the conference re-
port and requesting a new conference,
and insisting on the insertion of the
amendment in the bill. This is true be-
cause we ought not to legislate in con-
stitutional darkness; we ought to legis-
late in constitutional light. Then we
shall know how far we can go, and what
appropriations are valid, and what ap-
propriations, if any, are invalid.

It seems to me that Senators, who
have taken an oath to support the Con-
stitution of the United States should
favor the judicial determination, as pro-
vided in the amendment, of this grave
constitutional question, so that they may
not have to argue again the question
that Thomas Jefferson thought had been
resolved when he persuaded the Vir-
ginia Legislature to adopt the Virginia
statute for religious liberty, and which
James Madison thought had been re-
solved when the first amendment was
written into the Constitution.

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

Mr. ERVIN. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. First, I apologize for
having left the Chamber three times
when the Senator from North Carolina
was speaking; but it was only because
I had to answer official calls. I did not
want to miss any of the Senator's legal
views.

With reference to the legal argument
of the Senator from North Carolina, he
does not find the Senator from Oregon
in disagreement.

I shall do the best I can to see to it
that that legal argument is put to work
when the hearings are held on the Morse-
Clark judicial review bill. If the Senate
votes down the Senator's motion this
afternoon—as I pray it will—I wish the
Senator from North Carolina to know
that I believe he should open the hear-
ings as the first witness on the Morse-
Clark bill.

Mr. ERVIN. I thank the Senator. I
appreciate his remarks. One reason why
I made my presentation was to call to
the attention of Senators the fact that
there are some Members of the Senate
and some news commentators who do
not agree with the Senator from Oregon
and me on the constitutional power of
Congress to enact a statute such as the
judicial review amendment, proposed by
the Senator from Kentucky and myself,
or a statute conforming to the bill in-
troduced by the Senator from Oregon
[Mr, Morse] and the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Crarx].

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from North
Carolina has very generously referred
to the motion under discussion as the
Cooper-Ervin amendment. In truth, the
senior Senator from North Carolina de-
veloped the amendment to the bill which
I cosponsored, providing for judicial re-
view, and which it is hoped will be
adopted by the Senate and by the con-
ference, if our initial motion to reject
the conference report should be adopted.
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When the bill was before the Senate
in October, the Senator from North
Carolina and I discussed at great length
and in detail the history and background
of the first amendment, which led him
to the belief, as it has led me, that the
provision of general aid to church schools
in the bill before the Senate is uncon-
stitutional. We gave our reasons for the
support of the amendments which had
been offered by us and which have been
referred to as the Ervin-Cooper amend-
ments.

Therefore, today I do not intend to
deal at great length with the same sub-
ject matter.

Nevertheless, I believe it is important
to provide some background for the situ-
ation which faces Senators ftoday.

I have the highest regard for the senior
Senator from Oregon, as he knows, not
only for his devotion to education, buf
also for his great legal ability. I am ap-
preciative that the Senator from Oregon
has referred so kindly to my interest and
devotion to the cause of education. I
had the honor of serving as a member
of the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare with the Senator from Oregon,
under the leadership of the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Hinrl. It was my happy
privilege to participate in the develop-
ment of several bills in aid of education
which were enacted, among them, nota-
bly, the National Defense Education Act.
In 1947, I joined with Senator Taft in
sponsoring one of the first bills designed
to provide assistance to States for ele-
mentary schools which passed the Sen-
ate. Again, in 1953, I introduced a simi-
lar bill, which was accepted by the com-
mittee, but was not acted upon by the
Senate.

It is difficult for me to oppose an edu-
cation bill, for I believe that education
is one of the most important problems
before the Nation.

I know that our colleges are in diffi-
culty, whether they be publie, or private,
or religious. They need additional
funds for the construction of facilities
and for their teachers. Church colleges
confribute to the richness of our educa-
tional system, and to its spiritual values,
and without them our educational sys-
tem could not be as full, as rich, and
as helpful fo our free system, and to our
soclety.

All of these realities make it difficult
to oppose this bill, as one thinks of the
great needs of our educational institu-
tions and their importance to our coun-

Nevertheless, we are faced, as I see it,
with the question—not a simple ques-
tion, but certainly a direct question—
whether Congress has the authority to
provide tax funds to church schoels.

I should like to have inserted in the
Recorp at this point a table from the
Educational Directory, 1962-63, part 3,
Higher Education, U.S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, page 13,
providing statistics concerning the num-
ber of public institutions of higher learn-
ing, and denominational institutions of
higher learning in our country over a pe-
riod of years.

The figures for 1962-63 indicate that
there were 482 Protestant schools, 435
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Roman Catholic schools, and 25 others.
A footnote states that the 25 include
Greek Orthodox, interdenominational,
Jewish, Latter-day Saints, Russian Or-
thodox, and one Unitarian. I believe this
table will show that the problem of aid
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to church schools cuts across the whole
framework of all our denominations, not
merely one or two.

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

Public and denominational institutions of higher education in the United States, 1938-68

Public Private
Year Tota. Inde- Denominational
Distriet | pend
State or city of
church | Protes- | Roman | Jewish Other
tant Catholic
2,100 308 345 56156 482
, 040 308 328 512 475
2,028 380 314 620 406
2,011 387 411 520 494
1, 957 386 201 500 486
1, 851 367 279 4806 471
1,728 362 206 466 472
1,702 360 201 453 480
1, 686 352 196 445 S0z

1 In¢ludes 1 Greek Orthodox, 9 interdenominational, 8 Jewish, 6 Latter-day Saints, 2 Russian Orthodox, and

1 Unitarian

2 Bame as note 1 except as follows: 6 Jewish, 5 Latter-day Saints,

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, all of us
are familiar with the first amendment
to the Constitution, which provides:

Congress shall make no law respecting
an establishment of religion, or prohibiting
the free exercise thereof.

The first amendment was directed
against the Federal Government, and
against the Congress. The 14th amend-
ment has made the 1st amendment effec-
tive against the States.

One cannot find many decision of the
Supreme Court, except in recent years,
interpreting the first amendment as it
related to action by the Congress, or by
the States. As I said when I spoke in
October, I believe there is good reason
for this.

The States abandoned the early prac-
tice of establishing State churches,
which, curiously enough, was the prac-
tice of some of the original colonies in
the early days of our Republic. Many
States adopted constitutional prohibi-
tions against aid to church schools.

The question of Federal aid to church
schools has not been directly before the
Court.

I believe that one of the reasons it has
not reached the Supreme Court is that
Congress has respected the prohibition
of the first amendment until it acted
upon this bill, which provides full aid to
church schools.

A second reason is that there is great
difficulty in bringing congressional ac-
tion before the Supreme Court for a
constitutional decision—unless the Con-

“gress adopts the amendment offered by
Senator Ervin and myself.

I shall not attempt to cover the entire
judicial history of the Supreme Court’s
interpretation of the first amendment,
but in the Everson case, which brought
in issue the constitutionality of the use
of State tax funds, the Supreme Court
determined the basie prineiple. It stated
the constitutional principle to be this:

No tax in any amount, large or small, can
be levied to support any religious activities
or institutions, whatever they may be called
or whatever form they may adopt, to teach
or practice religion.

e a0 o e

The Supreme Court, by a decision of
5 to 4 in the Everson case, upheld the
use of State tax funds for the transpor-
tation of pupils to parochial schools.
The Court made its decision upon the
ground that tax funds were not provided
for the general use of church schools, but
were of direct benefit to the child, and
;mly incidentally beneficial to the school
tself.

In a number of cases since that time,
the Supreme Court has upheld the prin-
ciple of the Everson case again and again.
In the recent Prayer cases—and while
many may disagree with that decision it
is, nevertheless, the decision of the Su-
preme Court—one of the grounds upon
which the Court held that religious ex-
ercises could not be conducted was that
the school building was constructed by
tax funds and, therefore, such exercises
fell within the prohibition of the first
amendment. If religious exercises can-
not be held in a school building con-
structed by taxes, I submit it is incon-
gruous for the Congress to provide lit-
erally hundreds of millions of dollars to
church colleges to build practically any
building, even to start a church college.

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

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. MILLER. Was there not another
factor present in that decision, besides
the recital of a prayer or the reading of
the Bible in a building constructed by
public funds? Was it not that attend-
ance in that building by the students
concerned was compulsory?

Mr, COOPER. Yes, I appreciate the
Senator’s comment. I have used the
prayer decisions as an illustration, I do
not wish to enter into a discussion of the
prayer issue.

Mr. MILLER. I thought I should point
out that other factors were present.

Mr. COOPER. Actually, the Supreme
Court said there were only two factors:
First, the direction of a prayer by a
State; and, second, the use of a school
building erected by tax funds. So I
should have to disagree with the Senator
from Iowa to the extent that compulsory
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attendance was a ground of the decision.
I have just read the decision again, for
perhaps the 50th time.

Mr. MILLER. When the Court spoke
about a school constructed by public
funds, it was not talking about a school
at which attendance was voluntary; it
was talking about a school at which
attendance was mandatory.

Mr., ERVIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Kentucky yield for a ques-
tion on that point?

Mr. COOPER. 1yield.

Mr. ERVIN. When all is said and
done, does not this question come down
basically to taxation; and is not all
taxation compulsory? '

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is correct.

We are dealing with a bill which pro-
vides large sums for grants and loans for
the general purposes of public and pri-
vate colleges and universities, including
church schools. Without question, tax
funds are to be used. Without question,
if the bill is enacted, and if no means are
provided to determine the constitutional-
ity of the use of such funds, they will be
made available to church-related schools
for their general purposes.

In view of the unbroken line of deci-
sions of the Supreme Court relating to
the use of State tax funds, I believe it
would be only right and proper that
Congress adopt this necessary amend-
ment which Senator Ervin and I propose
to permit the Supreme Court, if there is
any question, to determine whether the
grant or loan of public tax funds to
church colleges is constitutional.

And may I say: We are not facing
this question without landmarks, with-
out signposts, held up for us to see.

I shall call attention to some of these
signposts. They have been provided by
the Supreme Court during the past 16
yvears. I start with the Everson case, in
which the question presented was the
use of State tax funds for a very limited
purpose—to pay for the transportation
of students to parochial schools. The
Court laid down the general principle in
these words:

No tax in any amount, large or small, can
be levied to support any religious activities
or institutions, whatever they may be called
or whatever form they may adopt, to teach
or practice religion.

In that case, the Court itself said, in
approving the use of tax funds for the
purpose of transportation by a 5 to 4 vote,
that it went to the verge of constitu-
tionality. In dealing with the use of
State tax funds cases since then, the
constitutional prineiple of the Everson
case has been affirmed.

In alater case, Zorach against Clauson,
Justice Douglas stated:

The Government may not finance religious
groups, nor undertake religious instruction,
nor blend secular sectarian education, nor
use secular institutions to force one or some
religion on any person.

The provision in this bill which at-
tempts to separate the use of tax funds,
prescribing they may not be used for the
construction of classrooms where reli-
gious subjects are taught, does not avoid
the language I have just quoted, relating
to an institution in which there is a



1963

blending of secular and nonsecular in-
struction.

Now I come to the case of School Dis-
trict of Abington Township, Pennsyl-
vania, and others, against Edward Lewis
Schempp, and others, and William J.
Murray III, and so forth, and others,
petitioners, against John N. Curlett,
president, and others, individually and
constituting the Board of School Com-
missioners of Baltimore City, decided
June 17, 1963. This is one of the deci-
sions concerning religious exercises in
public tax-supported schools. I do not
attempt to argue the substance of the
prayer cases; but in this case, in which
the decision was 8 to 1, the opinion
written by Mr, Justice Clark has this
to say:

These régimes violate the establishment
clause in two different ways. In each case
the State is conducting a religlous exercise;
and, as the Court holds, that cannot be done
without violating the “neufrality” required
of the State by the balance of power between
individual, church, and state that has been
struck by the first amendment. But the
establishment clause is not limited to pre-
cluding the State itself from conducting reli-
glous exercises. It also forbids the State to
employ its facilities or funds in a way that
gives any church, or all churches, greater
strength in our society than it would have
by relying on its members alone. Thus, the
present regimes must fall under that clause
for the additional reason that public funds,
though small in amount, are being used to
promote a religious exercise. Through the
mechanism of the State, all the people are
being required to finance a religious exer-
cise that only some of the people want and
that violates the sensibilities of others.

The most effective way to establish any
institution is to finance it; and this truth is
reflected in the appeals by church groups for
public funds to finance their religious
schools. Financing a church either in its
strictly religious activities or in its other
activities is equally unconstitutional, as I
understand the establishment clause. Budg-
ets for one activity may be technically sep-
arable from budgets for others. But the
institution is an inseparable whole, a living
organism, which is strengthened in proselyt-
izing when it is strengthened in any depart-
ment by contributions from other than its
own members.

Such contributions may not be made by
the State even in a minor degree without
violating the establishment clause. It is not
the amount of public funds expended; as
this case 1llustrates, it is the use to which
publie funds are put that is controlling. For
the first amendment does not say that some
forms of establishment are allowed; it says
that “no law respecting an establishment of
religion” shall be made. What may not be
done directly may not be done indirectly
lest the establishment clause become a
mockery.

This language is found in the decision
of the Court on June 7, 1963. It is dic-
tum, but it warns the Congress as well
as the States.

I can only say that we will not make
our decision today blindfolded. We have
before us these recent decisions of the
Supreme Court.

Today, the Senator from North Caro-
lina and I are endeavoring to persuade
the Senate to vote to give the Supreme
Court a chance fo pass upon this con-
stitutional question. That is important,
because for the first time we are em-
barking upon a program which will

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

lead to the expenditure of billions of
dollars to assist church and public
schools, when we cannot adequately pro-
vide for public schools.

If it is constitutional, I would have
no opposition to this proposal, because I
realize the importance of education,
which has been one of my great inter-
ests all my life and also throughout my
service in Congress. As I have stated, I
have had the opportunity to serve as a
member of the board of trustees of a
public institution—the University of
Kentucky; and as a member of the board
of trustees of a church-related college,
which I attended for a year; and as a
member of the Yale Council. Perhaps
this measure would affect all of them.
Certainly this principle is at stake.

With the decisions of the Supreme
Court available to us—prohibiting the
use of State tax funds for the general
purpose of church schools—it would be
a travesty if Congress were to permit a
bill such as this one, which would pro-
vide hundreds of millions of dollars, to
be enacted without providing the Su-
preme Court authority to determine
whether Congress can constitutionally
appropriate funds for this purpose.

We have passed bills which I have
helped write, and I have supported, pro-
viding scholarships regardless of the col-
leges or universities the recipients at-
ated. I think such bills are constitu-
tional, for they go to the direct benefit
of the individual who makes his or her
free choice of college or university.

I have helped write, and I have sup-
ported, college housing bills, because I
believe they provide direct benefits fo
the students. I believe the principle
would also apply to church hospitals, for
their first purpose is the benefit of their
patients.

But this bill is the first of its kind. It
proposes general loans and grants to
church colleges. Under all the decisions
of the Supreme Court, I do not see how
we can possibly permit this measure to
be passed without providing the Su-
preme Court authority to pass upon its
constitutionality.

I hope very much that the motion of
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr,
Ervin] and myself will be agreed to.

If it is not, I hope the Supreme Court
will examine the issue in a much broader
way than it did in fhe case of Massachu-
setts against Mellon, in which the Court
decided there was no justiciable issue on
which it could decide the constitutional
question. As the Court was willing to
decide the prayer cases upon the con-
stitutional gquestion, I hope very muech
that regardless of the action Congress
may take upon our motion, the issue will
come before the Supreme Court; that
the Court will go fo the merits; that it
will take the position that a justiciable
issue is presented under the first amend-
ment; and that it will determine whether
the type of aid provided in this bill is
prohibited by this first amendment, so
that the Congress will know the path to
travel.

I am sorry the opposition, whether in
the Senate or House, are not willing to
open up this path, and provide the Su-
preme Court with the express authority
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to pass upon this issue arising under the
first amendment. .

We are indebted to the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. Ervin] for his pres-
entation of this matter; and I believe
that the people of the country are like-
wise indebted to him.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from EKentucky yield?

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. ERVIN. I commend the Senator
from Eentucky for his fine argument,
and also for his presentation of the mer-
its of this question in October. In my
judgment, he merits the thanks of the
American people for his endeavor to fight
for the presentation of what Mr. Justice
Jackson said is one of the most basic
rights; namely, the right not to be taxed
for the support of activities which con-
travene the first amendment.

Mr. HILI. Mr. President, I regret to
find myself in disagreement with my
distinguished friend, the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morsel. He knows the high
regard in which I hold him and his work
and his efforts in behalf of education.
However, I feel that the pending confer-
ence report is direetly in violation of the
Constitution and is a complete negation
and defeat of the fundamental prineci-
ple of the separation of church and
State.

I wish to associate myself with the
very able and excellent presen i
made this afternoon by the distinguished
Senator from North Carolina [Mr,
Ervin]l and the distinguished Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. CoorEr]l. The dis-
tinguished Senator from North Carolina
is one of the ablest lawyers with whom
I have been privileged to serve in my
long years in this body. Formerly, he
was a justice of the Supreme Court of
North Carolina. He has carefully stud-
ied this question and has given to it his
devoted and indefatigable efforts. He
has presented to the Senate the cases
from the courts, showing how clearly the
pending conference report is contrary
to, and in violation of, the first amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United
States.

The distinguished Senator from Ken-
tucky has ably and compellingly con-
firmed and ratified all that the dis-
tinguished Senator from North Carolina
had to say. He has sustained his posi-
tion with pertinent quotations and eita-
tions from our courts, making out the
case so clearly against the conference
report.

Let me say to the distinguished Sena-
tor from Kentucky that I have served for
many years on the Committee on Labeor
and Public Welfare, and that the eause
of education has no better friend than
the Senator from Kentucky. He and I
have been associated in our efforts and
in the battles which we fought to pre-
mote the cause of education to help the
schools of this country. I well recall
that he and I worked side by side and
fought side by side in our efforts to pro-
vide Federal aid to elemenfary and sec-
ondary schools. We were comrades in
arms in the battle for the National De-
fense Education Act and many other
acts which have been enacted by Con-
gress to promote the cause of education.
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He and I have been cooperating and
fighting side by side.

The Senator from North Carolina and
the Senator from EKentucky have cited
many cases. They have covered the
subject so thoroughly and compellingly
that they have left little to be said.

However, I wish to emphasize two
quotations from the Supreme Court of
the United States that go to the heart
of the question before us.

Four times in the past 16 years; name-
ly, in the Everson case, the McCollum
case, 333 U.S. 203; the McGowan case,
366 U.S. 420; and the Torcaso case, 367
U.S. 488; the Supreme Court of the
United States has expressly declared that
the first amendment means at least these
things:

Neither a State nor the Federal Govern-
ment can set up a church. Neither can pass
laws which aid one religion, aid all re-
ligions, or prefer one religion over another.
Neither can force nor influence a person to
go to or to remain away from church against
his will or force him to profess a belief or
disbelief in any religion. No person can be
punished for entertaining or professing re-
ligious beliefs or disbellefs, for church at-
‘tendance or nonattendance. No tax in any
amount, large or small, can be levied to sup-
port any religlous activities or institutions,
whatever they may be called, or whatever
form they may adopt to teach or practice
religion. Neither a State nor the Federal
Government can, openly or secretly, partici-
pate in the affairs of any religious organiza-
tions or groups and vice versa. In the words
of Jefferson, the clause against establishment
of religion by law was intended to erect “a
wall of separation between church and
state.”

This was well emphasized by the Sen-
ator from North Carolina and the Sen-
ator from Kentucky, but I wish to re-
emphasize it myself. The Court in the
Abingdon School District Case—we find
these words:

‘The most effective way to establish any in-
stitution is fo finance it, and this truth is
reflected in the appeals by church groups for
public funds to finance their religious
schools. Financing a church, either in its
strictly religious activities or in its other
activities, is equally unconstitutional, as I
understand the establishment clause. Budg-
ets for actlvity may be technically separable
from budgets for others. But the institution
is an inseparable whole, a living organism,
which is strengthened in proselytizing when
it is strengthened in any department by con-
tributions from other than its own members.

Such contributions may not be made by
the State even in a minor degree without vio-
lating the establishment clause. It is not
the amount of public funds expended, as this
case illustrates, it is the use to which public
funds are put that is controlling. For the
first amendment does not say that some
forms of establishment are allowed, it says
that "“no law respecting an establishment of
religion” shall be made. What may not be
done directly may not be done indirectly lest
the establishment clause become a mockery.

Mr. President, when we read the lan-
guage before us in the conference report
which provides that these funds may go
for “construction—except in the case of
public community colleges and public
technical institutes—to structures, or
portions thereof, especially designed for
instruction or research in the natural or
physical sciences, mathematics, modern
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foreign languages, or engineering, or for
use as a library.”

‘We see how broad and how wide is the
authority to make grants and how
grants can be made without any ques-
tion to do the very thing that the Su-
preme Court has declared in clear and
specific language cannot be done under
the first amendment of the Constitution.
To make these grants would be to con-
travene that amendment. It would be
not to simply impair the wall of separa-
tion between church and state but in-
deed it would be to tear down that wall
between church and state.

As both the Senators from North
Carolina and Kentucky have said, this
provision of the first amendment does
not prohibit funds to any one religion or
to any one religious controlled, owned or
dominated or related school. It applies
to all schools, all colleges, all institutions
of learning that are in any way con-
nected with, related to, owned or con-
trolled by a church or religious orga-
nization. It applies to all denomina-
tions.

That which we plead for today is to
hold fast to the first amendment, which
prohibits grants to any religious con-
trolled, dominated, or owned institutions.
Surely the least we can do is to stand
fast by the Ervin-Cooper amendment
and take this matter to the Supreme
Court of the United States where it can
be tested and tried under the decisions
and the language of the Court. The
Senate by a substantial majority voted
to amend the bill, with the Ervin-Cooper
amendment when the bill was before the
Senate. If there were good reason, good
logic, and good ecompulsion for voting it
in the bill at that time, surely there is
all the more logic, all the more reason,
and all the more compulsion for insist-
ing that it be in the bill now, because
the proposed grants have been very
much increased and the fields in which
they would operate have been very
much broadened.

Under the language of the bill now, a
grant can be made to a school for nearly
any purpose because these buildings can
be used for nearly any purpose. In the
bill as considered by the Senate the use
of those buildings was limited. It had
the language, “‘to be used only,” but that
language is now stricken out so that the
buildings can be used for nearly any
purpose a school might see fit to use
them.

So, Mr. President, standing squarely
with the distinguished Senator from
North Carolina and the distinguished
Senator from Kentucky, I urge that the
conference report be sent back to con-
ference with an insistence on the part
of the Senate that the Ervin-Cooper
amendment be agreed to and that we not
be in the position of passing legislation
which, is in contravention of and strikes
down the first amendment to the Con-
stitution. It strikes down the wall of
separation between church and state.
Let us stand squarely by the Constitu-
tion of the United States as we have
solemnly sworn to do.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Senator from Colorado is recognized.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Colorado yield, pro-
vided that in doing so he does not lose
the right to the floor?

Mr. ALLOTT. Iyield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent—and I do so
after consultation with all interested
parties with whom I was able to get in
touch—that the vote on the conference
report on higher education be had at 4
o'clock.

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

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question first will be on the adoption of
the conference report.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, can the distin-
guished majority leader assure me that
I will have at least 15 minutes?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I understand that
a few Senators wish to speak on this
subject. I will do my best, if need be, to
prolong the time.

Mr. PROUTY. With that understand-
ing, I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request by the Senator
from Montana?

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, for the
information of the distinguished major-
ity leader, I do not intend to speak for
more than 10 minutes. As I told the
majority leader, I do not wish to be lim-
ited, but I believe I can cover what I have
to say in that time.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, may I ask the
Senator what was the request?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That the vote be
taken at 4 o'clock on the question of
agreeing to the conference report.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, has the distinguished
majority leader consulted with the dis-
tinguished Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. Ervin] about this request?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.

Mr. HILL. Is it perfectly agreeable
to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is. I would not
think of doing this without consulting
both the Senator from North Carolina
and the Senator from Kentucky.
thl\ir. HILL. I wished to be certain of

at.

Mr. COOPER. That was the question
I had in mind—as to whether the Sena-
tor from North Carolina had been
consulted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request by the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Colorado yield briefly,

so that the Senator from South Carolina
may present a House amendment?

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield for that
purpose.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Senator from South Carolina is recog-
nized.
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OFFICE SPACE, SUPPLIES, EQUIP-
MENT, AND FRANKING PRIVI-
LEGES FOR MRS. JACQUELINE
BOUVIER KENNEDY

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President,
there is at the desk a House amendment
to the Senate amendment to HR. 9291,
whieh I ask the Presiding Officer to lay
before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the amendment of the
House to the amendment of the Senate
to the bill (H.R. 9291) entitled “An act
to provide office space, supplies, equip-
ment, and franking privileges for Mrs.
Jacqueline Bouvier Kennedy, to author-
ize appropriations for the payment of
expenses incident to the death and bur-
ial of former President John Fitzgerald
Kennedy, and for other purposes,” which
was, in lieu of the matter proposed in
the Senate amendment insert the fol-
lowing:

That all mail matter sent by post by Mrs.
Jacqueline Bouvier Eennedy, the widow of
former President John Fitzgerald EKennedy,
under her written autograph signature or
facsimile thereof, shall be conveyed within
the United States, its possessions, and the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico free of post-
age during her natural life. The postal
revenues shall be reimbursed each fiscal
year, out of the general funds of the Treas-
ury, in an amount equivalent to the postage
which otherwise would be payable on such
mail matter.

SEc. 2. For a period of twelve months fol-
lowing the enactment of this Act, the Ad-
ministrator of General Services shall furnish
to Mrs. Eennedy suitable office space appro-
priately furnished, supplied, and equipped,
as determined by the Administrator, at such
place within the United States as Mrs. Ken-
nedy shall specify. The supplies to be fur-
nished shall include a sufficient quantity of
envelopes marked “Postage and Fees Paid”
to be used for international mail. For the
same period, the Administrator of General
Services shall, without regard to the civil
service and classification laws, provide for
an office staff for Mrs. Eennedy. Persons
employed under this section shall be selected
by Mrs. Kennedy and shall be responsible
only to her for the performance of their
duties. Mrs. Eennedy shall fix basic rates
of compensation for persons employed for
her under this section. Such compensation,
in the aggregate, shall not exceed $50,000
during such period. The rate of compensa-
tion payable to any such person shall not
exceed the maximum aggregate rate of com-
pensation payable to any individual em-
ployed in the office of a Senator. Each per-
son employed under this section in a posi-
tion on the office staff of Mrs. Kennedy shall
be held and considered to be an employee
of the Government of the United States for
the purposes of the Civil Service Retirement
Act, the Federal Employees’ Compensation
Act, and the Federal Employees' Group Life
Insurance Act of 1954, but shall not be held
or considered to be an officer or employee
of such Government for any other purpose.

Sec. 3. The Secretary of the Treasury,
through the United States Secret Service, is
authorized to protect the person of Mrs. Ken~
nedy and her minor children for such period
of time, not in excess of two years, imme-
diately following the enactment of this Act
as she may request.

SEc. 4. There is hereby appropriated, out
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated, to carry out the provisions of
section 2 of this Act and to pay not to exceed
$15,000 toward the expenses incident to the
death and burlal of former President John
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Fitzgerald Kennedy, including undertakers’
charges and the expenses of transportation,
the sum of $65,000, to remain available until
June 30, 1965. No payment shall be made
from this appropriation to any officer or em-
ployee of the Government for personal or
professional services. Appropriations now or
hereafter available to the United States Se-
cret Service shall be available for the pur-
poses of section 3 of this Act.

Mr, JOHNSTON. Mr, President, the
House amendment would amend the text
of HR. 9291 by striking all after the
enacting clause and inserting a new text,

The first section of the amendment
adds a sentence providing reimburse-
ment of postal revenues for franked mail
authorized by the section, in order to cor-
rect an omission from the bill as passed
by the House and the Senate. This is a
technical amendment.

Section 2 of the amendnzent provides a
12-month period during which the widow
of the late President Kennedy will be
furnished office space, equipment, and
staff, as in the Senate enactment. The
amendment retains the limitation of
$50,000 on aggregate staff salaries as
passed by both Houses, but adds a clause
at the end of the section spelling out
that no person employed on such
staff shall be considered an officer or em-
ployee of the Government, except as to
civil service retirement, disability com-
pensation, and Government life insur-
ance coverage. This clause is a clarify-
ing amendment.

Section 3 of the amendment authorizes
Secret Service protection for the widow
and minor children for not over 2 years
after enactment, in lieu of the 1l-year
limitation contained in the bill as first
passed by the House and the omission of
any limitation in the Senate enactment.

Section 4 of the amendment appropri-
ates $65,000 to carry out the purposes of
the act, of which not in excess of $15,000
may be applied to expenses incident to
the death and burial of former President
Kennedy; prohibits any payment from
such appropriation to any Government
officer or employee for personal or pro-
fessional service; and makes regular ap-
propriations of the U.S. Secret Service
available for protection of the widow and
minor children under section 3. The
$15,000 maximum for funeral expenses
replaces the $5,000 provided in the Sen-
ate-passed bill.

Advice from the administration is to
the effect that the estimate of $5,000 for
funeral expenses previously submitted is
too low but that the new maximum of
$15,000 will be adequate.

Mr. President, I move that the Sen-
ate concur in the amendment of the
House to the amendment of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion by
the Senator from South Carolina that
the Senate concur in the House amend-
ment to the amendment of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the

House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
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ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bhiil
(H.R. 8747) making appropriations for
sundry independent executive bureaus,
boards, commissions, corporations, agen-
cies, and offices, for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1964, and for other purposes;
that the House receded from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate
numbered 81, 82, and 91 to the bill and
concurred therein, and that the House
receded from its disagreement to the
amendments of the Senate numbered 2
and 84 to the bill, and concurred therein,
each with an amendment, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the President pro tempore:

H.R. 1221. An act for the relief of Nick
Masonich;

H.R. 1271. An act for the relief of Dr. Jae
H. Yang;

H.R. 1414. An act for the relief of Jan and
Anna Smal (nee Dworzanski);

H.R. 1432. An act for the relief of Pasquale
Marrella;

HR. 1475. An act for the rellef of John
Willlam Horling;

H.R. 1495. An act for the relief of Ching
Heing Yen and Ching Chiao Hoang Yen;

HR. 1542. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Sandra Bank Murphy; i

H.R. 1545. An act to provide for the relief
of certain enlisted members and former en-
listed members of the Air Force;

H.R. 1566. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Annie Zambelll Stiletto;

H.R. 2238. An act for the relief of Erwin A,
Suehs;

HR. 2305. An act for the relief of Zoltan
Friedmann;

H.R. 2044. An act for the relief of Hurley
Construction Co.;

H.R. 3366. An act for the relief of Fereno
Molnar;

H.R. 3662. An act for the rellef of Mrs,
Margaret Patterson Bartlett;

HR. 3008. An act for the relief of Jeung
Sing, also known as Chang Sheng and Rafael
Chang Sing;

H.R. 4141, An act for the relief of Smith
L. Parratt and Mr. and Mrs. Lloyd Parratt, his
parents;

H.R. 4288. An act for the relief of Mrs. M.
Orta Worden;

H.R. 4507. An act for the relief of Angeliki
Devaris;

H.R. 4760, An act for the relief of Eliza-
beth Mary Martin;

H.R. 4862. An act for the relief of Tricia
Kim;

H.R. 5289. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Zara M, Schreiber;

H.R. 5453. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Denise Jeanne Escobar (nee Arnoux) s

H.R. 5495. An act for the relief of the city
of Binghamton, N.Y.;

H.R. 5703. An act granting an extension
of patent to the United Daughters of the
Confederacy;

H.R. 5753. An act relating to the effective

date of the qualification of the 8§
Trade Association of Baltimore-Waterfront
Guard Association pension fund as a qualified
trust under section 401(a) of the Intern:l
Revenue Code of 1954;

H.R. 5902. An act for the relief of Erio
Voegelin and Luise Betty Onken Voegelin;

HR. 6001. An act to authorize the con-
veyance to the Waukegan Port District, Il-
linois, of certain real property of the United
States;
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H.R. 6038. An act for the rellef of Mariano
Carrese and Vincenzina Ciavattini Restuc-

H.R. 6316. An act for the relief of Generoso
Buccli Cammisa;

HR. 6624. An sct for the relief of Mrs.
Concetta Foto Napoli, Salvatore Napoll, An-
tonina Napoll, and Michela Napoli;

' HR. 6808B. An act for the relief of the
Shelburne Harbor Ship & Marine Construc-
_ tion Co., Inc.;

'~ HR.6975. An act for the relief of Giusep-
pe Maida, his wife, Caterina Maida, and their
children, Antonio and Vittoria Malda;

H.R. 7268. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Ingrid Gudrun Schroder Brown; and

H.R. 7601. An act for the relief of the city
of Winslow, Ariz.

HIGHER EDUCATION FACILITIES
ACT OF 1963

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the report of the committee of con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 6143) to au-
thorize assistance to public and other
nonprofit institutions of higher educa-
tion in financing the construction, reha-
bilitation, or improvement of needed
academic and related facilities in under-
graduate and graduate institutions.

Mr, ALLOTT. Mr. President, there is
before the Senate for consideration the
question of the adoption of the confer-
ence report on the bill for aid to higher
education. Basically, though not en-
tirely, it comes to the Senate upon one
issue. That issue is the elimination of
the Ervin-Cooper amendmenf, which
was adopted in the Senate by a substan-
tial majority, the effect of which would
be to permit anyone to sue in order to
test the constitutionality of a grant to a
private education institution. The Sen-
ate now is concerned primarily with aid
to religious institutions.

I believe it is important to go into the
background of the first amendment to
the Constitution and why it exists.

The Constitution provides:

Congress shall make no law respecting an
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the
free exercise thereof; or abridging the free-
dom of speech, or of the press; or the right
of the people peaceably to assemble, and to
petition the Government for a redress of
grlevanoea.

The framers of that language had in
mind the sad and sorrowful history of
the world, in which religions of all
kinds—we are not pointing at any one
religion—had been coupled inextricably
with governments.

I am sure the Jewish people of this
world under a half dozen—perhaps un-
der dozens—of religions have good cause
to remember the sad effects upon their
race of such connections.

When our forefathers came to this
country, they wished to establish a gov-
ernment under which the people would
have freedom of religion. The issues
finally peaked into the makings of a
revolutionary war. Then followed the
adoption of the Constitution and the
first 10 amendments, and our forefathers
brought the issue squarely to the fore.

In the first amendment they said:

Congress shall make no law respecting an
establishment of religion,
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My colleagues, the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. Erviyl, the Senator from
EKentucky [Mr. Coorer]l, and the Sena-
tor from Alabama [Mr, Hurl, who is the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Labor and Public Welfare, have
expressed the question far more elo-
quently and in far more detail than I
could ever hope to express it.

The question is whether we believe the
principle which our forefathers adopted
in the first amendment is worth keep-
ing, or whether we shall squirm and ra-
tionalize around it, and ignore its
purposes.

I am fully aware of the consequences
of my remarks today, and of remarks I
have made previously in the Senate with
respect to this question. Anyone who
opposes the proposal brings down upon
himself the pressure of every private
school and every religious school in the
country. I am sure that Senators who
voted and spoke in behalf of the Ervin-
Cooper amendment have found this to
be so.

With respect to the first amendment to
the Constitution, I personally believe it
means exactly what it says. I invite par-
ticular attention to the constitution of
the State of Colorado, because it is only
one of many constitfutions which contain
similar provisions. Article 9, section 7,
relates to “Aid to private schools,
churches, sectarian purpose, forbidden.”

It states:

Neither the general assembly, nor any
county, city, town, township, school district
or other public corporation, shall ever make
any appropriation, or pay from any public
fund or moneys whatever, anything in aid
of any church or sectarlan soclety, or for
any sectarian purpose, or to help support or
sustain any school, academy, seminary, col-
lege, university, or other literary or scientific
institution, controlled by any church or sec-
tarian denomination whatsoever; nor shall
any grant or donation of land, money or
other personal property, ever be made by the
state, or any such public corporation to any
church, or for any sectarian purpose.

So far as any moneys which come to
the State of Colorado are concerned, the
purpose of this section is clear. The
distribution of it to any private school,
religious or not, would be forbidden un-
equivocally by the State of Colorado,
under section T of this article.

Many other States have similar
clauses in their constifutions.

Today we are frying to determine
whether or not we would absolutely pre-
clude—as I believe we would under this
bill—assistance to the colleges in a given
State, while we would inequitably help
institutions of higher learning in those
few States which do not have such a
prohibition in their constitutions.

Let us take a look at the bill as it is
now before the Senate, There is a very
great technical deficiency in the bill. It
states, in section 104(a):

Of the funds to be allotted for any fiscal
year for use in providing academic facilities
for institutions of higher education other
than public community colleges and public
technical institutes.

Except for the elimination of the pub-
lic community colleges and public tech-

nical institutes, this provision covers
every institution of higher learning.
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‘Then it is stated, in subsection (b) of
Section 104:

The amount of each allotment to a State
under this section shall be available, in ac-
cordance with the provisions of this title,
for payment of the Federal share.

This is as near as the bill comes to
saying to whom the Federal moneys
shall be paid. I assume it means the
Federal moneys shall be paid to the
States for reallotment, who in turn, will
pay them to their schools and institu-
tions of higher learning. If that is so,
not only the Colorado constitution, but
the constitutions of many other States,
specifically forbid such a repayment.

How many States have such clauses?
Ten? Twenty? Thirty? Forty? By
this bill, shall we enact a law to support
higher educational institutions in the re-
maining 10, or 20, or whatever the num-
ber may be, and forbid aid to all other
States until they have amended their
constifutions so that the States can sup-
port religious institutions, and in effect
coerce them into changing their con-
stitutions?

Under section 105, the bill provides
that the Commissioner shall approve any
such plan which:

(1) provides that it shall be administered
by the State commission.

It is brought back under the direct
jurisdiction of the State. What is to be
done with States that have in their con-
stitutions provisions similar to what
Colorado has? There are many of them.

Subsection (5) of section 105 reads:
“provides for affording to every appli-
cant, which has submitted to the State
commission a project, an opportunity for
a fair hearing before the State commis-
sion as to the priority assigned to such
project or as to any other determination
of the State commission adversely affect-
ing such applicant.”

Subsection (6) of section 105 reads:
“provides (A) for such fiscal control and
fund accounting procedures as may be
necessary to assure proper disbursement
of and accounting for Federal funds paid
to the State commission under this title.”

I assume, therefore, that the funds
which the Federal Government would or
could allot under the bill would be allot-
ted to a State or State commission for
disbursement. Here again, we are at
loggerheads with the constitutional pro-
hibitions of many of the States.

I speak now of a different facet of this
question.

Section 106 comes under the title “Eli-
gibility for Grants.”

It reads:

An institution of higher education shall
be eligible for a grant for construction of an
academic facility under this title (1) in the
case of an institution of higher education
other than a public community college or
public technieal institute, only if such con-
struction is limited to structures, or portions
thereof, especially designed for instruction
or research in the natural or physical sci-
ences, mathematics, modern foreign lan-
guages, or engineering, or for use as a library,
and—

Certain other qualifications follow.

The key to this particular section is
the word “designed.”

It does not provide that the facilities
must be used only for this purpose. But
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even if it did, I would be opposed to the
bill as written. It states that they need
only be especially designed. What is a
school building “designed” for a physics
laboratory or a chemistry laboratory?
It is merely a school building; it is not a
chemistry or physics laboratory until the
scientific equipment has been brought
into the room or rooms to make it a
physies or chemistry laboratory. It is
not a place to study computer technology
until machines have been installed.

So, the word “designed” was placed
in the bill—whoever the original author
was—purposely to deceive the people of
this country and to make them believe
that we were creating an exception, and
that this was to apply to rooms that
would be used for the physical sciences,
mathematics, and so on.

Let there be no mistake about what
the Senate will do if it adopts the confer-
ence report. Under the provisions of
the bill, Federal funds can be had for
the construction of a building which is
“‘designed” for scientific, mathematics,
and similar subjects. The day after the
money is paid, the building can be con-
verted to any use to which the owners
wish it to be converted.

There is one other factor involved.
The argument is often made, “We are
just doing this for our young men and
women.” I do not think many persons
have been more interested in education
than has the senior Senator from Colo-
rado. The foresight of our forefathers
led to the establishment of the public
educational system which enabled him
to get an education; and it is to them
that he owes his education. Otherwise,
it would not have been possible for one
such as I to have obtained one. So I
have a deep respect for education. But
one cannot avoid the ultimate fact that
if the bill passes in its present form, we
shall be contributing directly to the sup-
port of religious institutions, because a
building constructed under the bill be-
comes the property of the religious
institution.

I have just pointed out that the in-
stitution is under no obligation to con-
tinue to use it solely as a scientific,
mathematics, or foreign language fa-
cility. I again point out that it would
be possible to build an ordinary school
building, and still have it qualify under
that clause with respect to foreign
languages. Therefore, the entire ques-
tion of design for physical sciences,
mathematies, and modern foreign lan-
guages, is just so much camouflage. It
does not mean that the buildings will
be restricted to that use.

I am about to conclude, but I wish to
add one further thought. When I sup-
ported the distinguished Senator from
North Carolina and the distinguished
Senator from Kentucky on their amend-
ment, I told the distinguished Senator
from Oregon, when he was criticizing the
particular language of that amend-
ment—the Ervin-Cooper amendment—
that I could see weaknesses in the
language, but that the conference com-
mittee would have adequate opportunity
to rewrite the language. I told the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oregon that
some such provision in the bill was
necessary.
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S. 2350 has been introduced by certain
Senators to provide for a review of this
subject, How are we to be deceived?
If the House will not take the amend-
ment to the bill which provides for ju-
dicial review, under the pressure to have
a bill enacted, how are we ever going
to enact a bill like this, which provides
specifically and exclusively for judicial
review? How are we going to get such
a bill through the House of Representa-
tives when we seem to be unable to get
it to accept a single amendment applying
to only one aid to education program?

The answer is that we will not. The
sponsors of the bill know we will not.
They know as well as we that the oppor-
tunities for a judicial review have been
reduced to almost nothing.

I have the greatest respect for the
private institutions of this country and
the service they are rendering. Both
of my sons were graduated from private
schools—not religious schools, but pri-
vate schools. They were not graduated
from public colleges. I have the great-
est respect for the service private col-
leges are providing, I understand the
problems they face. The point is that a
bill which is subject to judicial scrutiny
is not wanted.

Upon this basis, I suggest that now is
the time to raise the issue. The Senate
conferees could have brought this bill
back in disagreement. They did not.
Now is the time for the Senate to declare
in a loud voice, as it did before, that we
believe we should not go into the field
of supporting religious institutions at
least until we give the Supreme Court
an opportunity to examine the question.

During the delivery of Mr. Allott’s
address:

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

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. The House conferees
made it clear that they would not agree
to a judicial review amendment on the
present bill, because in the House such
an amendment would have to go to the
Judiciary Committee. Such a bill has
been introduced in the House. It will
go to the Judiciary Committee and I
have no doubt that hearings will be held
on it. I say most respectfully that the
Senator from Colorado is jumping to
conclusions if he thinks the House will
not pass the judicial review bill. How-
ever, I am assured that the House will
not pass a higher education bill with a
judicial review amendment added to it.
I am even more confident that it would
not adopt an amendment not considered
by the appropriate committee of the
House and which has never been ap-
proved after hearings in the House by
that committee.

Mr. ALLOTT. I am happy to have
the benefit of the Senator's advice.
However, the House had an opportunity
to hold hearings since this matter came
up in the Senate. That proves the
point I have made, that such a bill
would not pass the House. I predict
that it will not pass the House.

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

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator made one
point which I believe needs clarification.
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He said the terms of the Ervin-Cooper
amendment could have been revised by
eliminating the provision that held up
all payments until there was a court test,
to which there was considerable excep-
tion. In fairness to my colleagues who
are very much interested in the Ervin-
Cooper amendment, let me say that I
personally proposed exactly that change.
All the Senate conferees supported it.
The House conferees, however, promptly
voted it down. That was the end of if.
We really tried to have that provision
accepted. This was not a cursory mat-
ter. It was argued during the whole
session of the conference. I proposed
that change, and the Senate conferees
went solidly with it. However, we could
not get anywhere with it with the House
conferees.

Mr. ALLOTT. I am appreciative of
what the Senator has said. I am sure
the conferees on the part of the Senate
did everything they could. The House
wants this bill, but it is said that it will
not pass the bill with this amendment.
If the House will not pass it with the
amendment, it will not pass the other
bill either, because the cold facts are that
the proponents of the bill do not want
judicial review.

Mr, v
Senator yield?

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I wonder
whether the Senator’s point is whether
the conferees, if they ran into a stone
wall, so far as the House conferees were
concerned, with respect to this provision,
could not arrive at a conclusion by elim-
inating the grants part of the program,
so that the problem the Senator from
Colorado has been discussing would not
arise. I should like to ask the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon that ques-
tion. The Senator from Oregon just
said that the House conferees were ada-
mant about deleting the Cooper-Ervin
amendment. What was their attitude so
far as taking out the grant part of the
bill? It seems to me that the Ervin-
Cooper amendment has this main appli-
cation,

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield for
the Senator to address that question to
the Senator from Oregon, with the un-
derstanding that I will not lose my right
to the floor.

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

Mr. MORSE. It would have been subh-
ject to a point of order in the House, be-
cause both bills contained the grant pro-
vision. Therefore, if we had followed
that course of action—and we did not
attempt to do that, I am frank to say—
it could have been subject to a point of
order.

Mr. MILLER. Let me ask a further
question. Could it not have been
changed so that the grant part of the
program would have been made applica-
ble only to public higher education?

Mr. MORSE. We would not have been
keeping faith with the Senate, That
would have made it a very bad bill.

Mr. MILLER. Were the House con-
ferees amenable to that type of solution?

Mr. MORSE. Not at all. They said
the House would not pass this bill with

Mr. President, will the
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a judicial review provision in it. How-
ever, it does not follow that it would not
pass a judicial review bill. The House
conferees said that as a matter of prac-
tice they would not support' an amend-
ment being added to a bill with respect
to which there was no opportunity to
hold hearings before the Judiciary Com-
mittee.

Representative EpiTHE GREEN, a mem-
ber of the conference committee, said to
the Senate conferees, “We are going to
introduce a judicial review bill.” It has
been introduced, and hearings, according
to my understanding, are to be held on it
before the committee which has juris-
diction over that subject matter.

We cannot change the practice in the
House. We will either pass this bill, or
there will be no education legislation.
Not only will there be no higher educa-
tion bill, in my judgment, neither will
there be & vocational education bill.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I am
sorry, but the Senator will have an op-
portunity to obtain the floor in his own
tight. I have consumed more time than
I had thought I would use. I should like
to eonclude my remarks. I ask unani-
mous consent that this colloquy may ap-
pear at the conclusion of my remarks.

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

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, al-
though I voted against the Ervin-Cooper
amendment when it was before the Sen-
ate, I felt that as a member of the Senate
conferees I had a responsibility to do my
utmost, as did all Senate conferees, to
sustain the Senate’s position. We gave
way only when it became quite clear that
the House conferees were adamant in
their position with respect to the ques-
tion of judicial review, and that we would
end with no higher education bill what-
soever.

The Ervin-Cooper amendment was ad-
vertised as being a device by which the
individual taxpayer could contest the
constitutionality of a grant to a private
ecollege which has a religious affiliation.
Its provisions, however, when read from
end to end are so sweeping in scope, so
startling in their ramifications, as to
stagger the imagination.

The Ervin-Cooper amendment does
not simply specify that grants to colleges
with religious affiliation shall be subject
to judicial review. It states in bold and
clear language that any taxpayer, who-
ever he may be, may contest any grant
or loan made under the bill by simply
alleging that—

The proposed grant or loan is inconsistent
with the first amendment, fifth amendment,
or any other provision of the Constitution of
the United States.

I ask Senators to take note of the lan-
guage ‘“first amendment, fifth amend-
ment, or any other provision of the Con-
stitution of the United States.”

This language is so broad that a single
individual taxpayer upon filing suit could
prevent the making of a grant necessary
to the well-being of a great university.
That grant could be held up until the
civil action is finally determined. This,
of course, could be months, or even
years, later.
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In filing such a suit, what need the
taxpayer allege? Only that a proposed
grant is inconsistent with any provision
in the Constitution. ]

The Ervin-Cooper amendment is, in
short, one of the most sweeping civil
rights proposals ever brought before the
Senate. Let us examine why this is so.

If the Commissioner of Education pro-
posed to make a grant to a private col-
lege, for example, in North Carolina a
single taxpayer could hold up the grant
if he alleged in a complaint that the col-
lege discriminated in its admission policy.
He could be a crank, he might be barred
for academic reasons, but his complaint
alone would hold up the grant.

I firmly believe that the Federal Gov-
ernment should not make grants to
institutions that have discriminatory
policies, but I believe that such grants
should be withheld only when there is a
substantial factual showing that such
discrimination does take place. The
Ervin-Cooper amendment goes away
beyond that: one taxpayer complaint
could hold up a grant indefinitely
whether justified or not.

In attempting to reach one problem,
the Ervin-Cooper amendment creates a
thousand others, and none of its sup-
porters can deny that all sorts of eivil
rights suits could be brought under its
provisions.

Thomas Jefferson once said—I do not
quote him verbatim—that a country
cannot be ignorant and remain free; it
has never happened in the past and will
never happen in the future.

During the 1950’s the population 18
to 21 years old increased only 358,000, or
4 percent. During the 1960's it is ex-
pected to jump 5.2 million, or over 56
percent.

During the 1950’s enrollment in the
colleges and universities increased more
than 50 percent. It will be double during
the present decade and reach nearly 7
million by 1970.

To meet this tremendous challenge our
institutions of higher learning must ex-
pand their physical plants at a rate of
$2.3 billion a year. We are now falling
below that goal to the extent of $1 billion.

The bill before us, which is in the na-
ture of a conference report, might well
be called the “open door” bill, because it
will open to thousands of American
youngsters the college doors that might
otherwise be closed to them.

A vote for the bill is a vote to create
opportunity for the individual and to
promote the future of the country.

The Nation needs the engineer who
will build its bridges, the scientist who
will design its weapons, the student of
politics who will write its laws, the lan-
guage scholar who will make effective its
diplomacy. In short, the Nation needs
the enactment of a higher education bill.

1963 is the crucial year. It is the year
that represents our last chance to pro-
vide new buildings to accommodate those
who will want to study and for whom
there is no room.

If we delay now—if we temporize—if
we put this conference report over until
another day—we will pay a hard and bit-
ter price. We will have turned our backs
on bright and eager young men and
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women who have the talent and the in-
dustry to make this country a model
nation beyond our wildest hopes and

ms.

The higher education bill on which we
are about to vote will, if approved, go
down in history as one of the greatest
achievements since the Morrill Act. I
am happy that I have had the good for-
tune to play a significant role in its ad-
vancement to this, the final stage.

The final version of the bill is not
everything I had hoped it would be. It is
a matter of record that I favored the
House bill, which would have permitted
the Federal Government to aid in the
financing of construction of academic
facilities for both the arts and the sci-
ences. I attempted to persuade the Sen-
ate to accept the House bill but lost in
this endeavor by a fairly close margin.
The Senate bill, it will be recalled, pro-
vided for Federal funds to be used only
for science, engineering, and library
buildings.

It was difficult indeed to compromise
these two wviewpoints, but compromise
we did. Under the new bill the eligible
categories were broadened, and mathe-
matics and modern foreign languages
became entitled to assistance.

Further salutary changes were made
which deleted the strict Senate require-
ment that these facilities could be used
only for extremely limited purposes.
The changes take into account the fact
that colleges conduct adult education
programs and would be hampered in the
management of these programs if they
were barred from using certain facilities.

The changes take into account the fact
that when renovation or remodeling is
underway at a given college, space is at
a premium, and all facilities must be
available for the education of young men
and women.

The conference report removes the in-
fervening hand of the Federal Govern-
ment and places wide discretion in the
hands of the school administrator.

We cannot deny the fact that there
was a deadlock in conference for some
time concerning the question of how fed-
erally aided facilities would be used. I
offered the compromise that broke that
;iteadlock, and I stand 100 percent behind

To each Member of the Senate I say:
Look to the future. Consider the needs
that must be met, and cast your lot with
the young men and women of tomorrow
who will make this world the kind of
gia%e every decent human being wants it

e.

This is not legislation designed to help
any individual university or college; it
is a bill to further higher eduecation,
education which is so desperately needed
at this time,

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, the
unanimous-consent agreement now in
effect will expire at 4 o’clock, In view
of the fact that some Senators would
not have an opportunity to be heard by
4 o’clock, I ask unanimous consent that
the time be extended 15 minutes, 5 min-
utes to be allotted to the Senator from
New York [Mr. JavriTs], 5 minutes to the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. MiLLER], and 5
minutes to the Senator from Oregon
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[Mr. Morsel, who is in charge of the
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? 'The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

The Senator from Iowa is now recog-
nized.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I wish
to ask a question of the Senator from
Oregon. From the analysis of the con-
ference report made by the Senator
from Colorado [Mr. Arrorrl, do I cor-
rectly understand that if a State has a
constitutional prohibition against the
use of public funds for private educa-
tional facilities or for church-related
schools, any funds which might come to
the State under this conference report,
under the grant portion of the program,
could not be used in violation of the con-
stitution of that State?

Mr. MORSE. I completely disagree
with the Senator from Colorado [Mr.
Arrorrl; but I do not think this is the
time or the occasion to discuss that
point. I believe it should be discussed
in connection with the bill which has
been introduced, S. 2350. Briefly, how-
ever, under the bill the funds flow to the
institutions from the commissioner of
education in accordance with the pro-
visions of the State plan which estab-
lishes priority.

There are some 11 Federal programs
under which millions of dollars of Fed-
eral funds have been poured out, giving
some sort of assistance to private and
church-related institutions. Only re-
cently the Senate voted for the hospital
bill. I did not hear any Senator argue
then in favor of an Ervin-Cooper
amendment or argue that that bill was
unconstitutional. Neither did I hear the
Senator from Alabama [Mr. HiLn] argue
that there should not be a distribution of
funds, under the Hill-Burton Act, to hos-
pitals operated by Catholic universities
and Presbyterian universities.

So let us face the fact that the way to
handle this matter is by means of the
separate bill we have introduced and get
on with the aid-to-education program.,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time available to the Senator from Iowa
has expired,

Under the order, the Senator from
New York is now recognized.

Mr., JAVITS. Mr. President, first, let
me say that I can testify—because I am
most sympathetic with what the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. Ervin] and
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
CooPEr] have tried to effectuate—that I
am mindful of the duties of the majority
conferees who voted on the Cooper
amendment; and I point out that the
factual situation confronting us reflects
that realization, because if the Senate
were to reject the conference report, that
would mean the appointment of other
conferees—at least, other House confer-
ees, and perhaps it would mean that it
would be necessary to obtain in the other
body a rule for that purpose, or perhaps
no action at all would be taken. To
judge from what we observed in the con-
ference committee meetings, I would say
the chances are no better than 50-50
that any action whatever would be taken.

CIX——1515
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There is no question about the need
for the enactment of this measure, Itis
much later than we think, in dealing with
higher education; and we are falling
dangerously behind our chief competitor
in the world, the Soviet Union, .=

Why do I believe the Senate should
agree to the conference report, in the
face of the legal doubts which have been
expressed by two distinguished lawyers?
The reason is that the Ervin-Cooper
amendment was an effort to shift the
responsibility of the Senate to the Su-
preme Court of the United States. The
Senate could choose to do that or not to
do it. The Senate chose to do it. But
we could not sustain that position in
dealing with the other body, which did
not choose to do it. It is a coordinate
branch of the National Legislature.
Therefore, Mr. President, the other body,
by refusing to concur with us in the effort
to shift the basis of the responsibility
for the Constitution decision, has said to
the Senate, in effect, “We are sorry, but
the Senate will have to decide this ques-
tion for itself.”

Let us understand that through the
years the tradition and precedent of the
Senate have constantly been that it has
not hesitated to decide constitutional
questions. Every Senator understands
that endemic to his duties is his respon-
sibility to decide for himself whether a
given proposal is constitutional. So
when we vote now, we shall be voting
to express our convictions as to whether
we believe the plan established by the
conference report is, in accordance with
our judgment as Senators, constitutional
or unconstitutional.

In my judgment, there is no way to
shift that responsibility if the other body
does not join with us in the effort to
shift it. That—and nothing else—is the
nub of this debate.

I agree with the chairman of the com-
mittee; I believe there is a good prospect
of enacting separate generic legislation
on this subject, covering all the pro-
grams involved. That is the correct way
to proceed. However, there must be con-
currence by both Houses.

The question before the Senate is
whether it wishes to have a higher edu-
cation bill enacted into law, despite this
argument; or whether the Senate be-
lieves the plan involved in the bill is so
unconstitutional that Senators should
vote to reject the conference report.

As to the constitutional argument, I
have read the decisions, as have other
Senators; and I deeply believe that al-
though the pending measure may go to
the outermost limits of what has been
decided to date, I believe this plan is
constitutional. So, Mr, President, when
I vote on the question of agreeing to the
conference report, I shall be voting in
good conscience my conviction that this
proposal is constitutional.

Furthermore, the Supreme Court it-
self, if it ever gets the case, will have to
consider the fact that usage and prac-
tice over the years have shown accept-
ance of the plan incorporated in the
bill—namely, that Congress has shown,
by its usage and practice, that it is not
endemic in the constitutional scheme
that every grant to a sectarian institu-
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tion is necessarily unconstitutional.
Instead, that will depend on the pur-
pose for which it is intended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time made available to the Senator
from New York has expired.

Under the agreement, the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsg] is recognized.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at this time
there may be a quorum call, without
charging to the time available to either
side the time required for the gquorum
call—after which I shall divide the re-
maining 5 minutes between the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. Ervin] and
myself.

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I assure
the Senators that the Senate will vote
on the question of agreeing to the con-
ference report within a few minutes.
The vote will be to adopt or reject the
report of the conference committee on
the higher education bill. Under the
parliamentary situation, it will be neces-
sary to reject the conference report be-
fore I can move to request that a new
conference be held, and that our con-
ferees be instructed to insist upon in-
clusion in the bill of the Cooper-Ervin
amendment, which is merely designed to
authorize a judicial review by the Fed-
eral courts of the question whether
grants and loans to church colleges or
universities as authorized by the bill vio-
late the first amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States. For that rea-
son the vote will be on the adoption or re-
jection of the conference report. All who
agree with the position of the Senator
from Kentucky and myself that there
should be a judicial review of that ques-
tion to determine whether we are legis-
lating in accordance with the first
amendment should vote “nay,” to reject
the conference report, so that a motion
can then be made for a new conference
with instructions to our conferees to in-
sist upon inclusion of the amendment in
the hill.

Many millions of American citizens be-
lieve that the appropriation of Federal
tax moneys to support colleges and uni-
versities operated by religious denomina-
tions violates the first amendment to
the Constitution of the United States.
There is a great dispute as to whether
that is so or not. For that reason, I
cannot see why any Senator should ob-
ject to having the question determined
by judicial decision so that we might be
certain as to whether we are legislating
in a constitutional manner.

If we wish to make certain that we
shall obtain a judicial review of the
question, we must get it by this process;
this is so because the House has rejected
a proposal for a judicial review every
time it has had an opportunity to do
0.
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‘When the bill was originally introduced
in the House, it provided for a judicial
review—a provision which the House
committee eliminated.

The House itself refused to agree to a
provision for judicial review. Moreover,
the conference committee removed the
Cooper-Ervin amendment from the bill
at the insistence of the House conferees.

I ask all Senators who believe there
should be a judicial review to vote “nay”
and reject the conference report. If this
is done, we can move to have another
conference with instructions to the con-
ferees to insist on the inclusion of the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KEN-
nEDY in the chair). The time of the
Senator from North Carolina has ex-

pired.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, there is
before the Senate the question of wheth-
er or not to pass a higher education bill
in this session of Congress. In my judg-
ment, there is before the Senate the
qguestion of whether there will be any
education legislation this session.

In my opinion, the passage or rejection
of the conference report this afternoon
will determine the fate of the vocational
education bill.

Next, I point out that the House will
never agree to a bill containing a judicial
review provision. Judicial review was
voted down by the House overwhelming-
ly. The House will not agree before it
has gone to the Judiciary Committee of
the House for hearings.

We are trying to keep faith. We
fought for the amendment in conference.
The House conferees were adamant.

A judicial review bill has been intro-
duced in the House by Representative
Eprte Green, and in the Senate by my-
self and the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Crark]l, and other cosponsors.
Early hearings will be held. The bill will
cover all the programs in which the same
problem exists.

Not long ago, millions of dollars were
voted for medical school facilities in
Catholic and Presbyterian universities—
for medical schools in other parochial
universities as well. The law presently
contains provision for 11 Federal projects
or programs in which religious schools
are the beneficiaries under the same
formula as is the conference report. Till
now the constitutionality of these pro-
grams has never been gquestioned.

I want a review. I agree with the
Senator from Kentucky and the Senator
from North Carolina that there should
be a judicial review. I always have,
Several years ago, the Senator from
Pennsylvania and I offered an amend-
ment to the elementary and secondary
school bill providing for judicial review.
But I am not going to jeopardize educa-
tional legislation by urging that the
Senate reject the conference report; to
do so would write finis to the program
for this session of Congress.

Behind this is the vocational education
bill, with all the impacted area funds
and national defense education funds
and vocational education funds.

Wisdom calls for adopting the con-
ference report and then getting on with
the business of holding hearings on the
Morse-Clark judicial review bill. The
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House will do the same thing. We can
then consider the question of judicial
review on its merits.

On the other hand, while many do not
agree with this view, there is a substan-
tial body of law and legal opinion to the
effect that the amendment of the Senator
from North Carolina is itself unconstitu-
tional. Several of my colleagues on the
conference were concerned lest incor-
poration of this amendment in the bill as
finally passed would jeopardize the
higher education program for public as
well as private institutions.

Article IIT, section 2, of our Constitu-
tion limits the jurisdiction of Federal
courts to “cases and controversies.” To
present a proper case or controversy, the
individual litigant must have a real and
substantial interest in the outcome of the
issue.

In the case of Massachusetts v. Mellon,
262 U.S. 447 (1923) the court held that
the interest of a taxpayer in the general
funds of the Federal Treasury is insuffi-
cient to give him a standing in court to
contest the expenditure of public funds
on the grounds that his interest “is
shared with millions of others; is com-
paratively minute and indeterminable;
and the effect upon future taxation, of
any payment out of the funds, so remote,
fluctuating and uncertain that no basis
is afforded for an appeal to the preven-
tive powers of a court in equity.”

In other words, a suit by a taxpayer
such as was proposed by the amendment
of the Senator from North Carolina does
not present a ‘“case or controversy" and
the courts are powerless to entertain such
suits.

In Muskrat v. United States, 219 U.S.
346 (1911), the Supreme Court said the
Congress of the United States is without
power to impose jurisdiction on the Fed-
eral courts which was not given them by
article III, section 2.

Both the Mellon and the Muskrat de-
cisions are good law to this day, and
under these decisions the Erwin amend-
ment would seek to impose on the Fed-
eral court power to hear, entertain, and
decide matters beyond the limits of
article ITI, section 2.

If the Erwin amendment had been re-
tained by the conferees and enacted into
law, and if it were, as it may be uncon-
stitutional, the courts might well declare
the entire higher education act uncon-
stitutional.

I point out to my colleagues that this
act contains no separability provisions.

The courts might well say that the
Erwin amendment was unconstitutional
but it was the sine qua non of passage of
the measure in the Senate that the
measure would not have passed had it
not been contained in the bill. And
therefore they might strike down the
entire program.

They would not do so because they
ever got to the real constitutional prob-
lem but because of the presence of the
judiecial review provision alone.

I think I can assure my colleagues that
the case brought by the Horace Mann
League in Maryland will test the con-
stitutionality of grants to private and
parochial schools for secular education
purposes. If the courts rule such grants
to be unconstitutional surely the Presi-
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dent will put a stop to them under our
higher education bill forthwith. And he
can do so without interruption of the
program, so far as it relates to the State
and public colleges and universities.

- Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator
from Pennsylvania.

The PRESIDING OFICER. The time
of the Senator from Oregon has expired.

Mr. MORSE. My time is up. I
apologize,

Mr.CLARK. Mr. President,Iaskfor1
minute.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senator
from Pennsylvania may proceed for 1
minute.

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

Mr. CLARK. I am a strong supporter
of the Ervin amendment. If I were not
convinced that we would get no higher
education bill at all unless we jettisoned
the Ervin amendment, I would still be
fighting for it.

I sat through the conference. The
choice which confronts the Senate on the
vote to be taken is, Do we want a higher
education bill this year or not?

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

Mr. CLARK. I am happy to yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I fully support
what the distinguished Senator from
Pennsylvania and the senior Senator
from Oregon have said about the con-
ference report. This is something which,
as the Senator from Vermont stated, is
for the benefit of the young people of this
country. I hope most sincerely that the
conference report will be agreed to.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator allow me 1 minute?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous
consent that the Senator from Kentucky
may have 1 minute.

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

Mr. COOPER. The Senator from
Oregon spoke of 11 other programs.
Many of those programs might be found
to fall under the rule of the Supreme
Court; I do not know.

This proposal goes far beyond any
educational bill ever before passed with
respect to the use of publiz funds, of tax
funds, for church schools.

I say to my good friend the Senator
from Oregon that the arguments he has
made to press the Senate into taking
this action today in order to get an edu-
cation bill could be used as directly and
clearly against the House. The same
pressures which direct us to get an edu-
cation bill direct the House to do the
same,

The reasonable provision for which we
speak would permit a scrutiny of the
law, the first of its kind, by the Supreme
Court. I think that ought to be made
available, by rejecting the conference
report.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous
consent that the Senator from Texas
may have 1 minute.

CLASSROOMS FOR HIGHER EDUCATION
NEEDED NOW

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,

I support the conference report on the
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Higher Education Construction bill, be-
cause it seems the only practical answer
to the critical need for additional college
classrooms in the next few years. The
mushrooming college enrollment is pour-
ing into inadequate and overburdened
classrooms.

As a member of the Senate Education
Subcommittee, and a cosponsor of the
National Defense Education Act of 1958,
I share some of the misgivings of my
colleagues the senior Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. CoorEr] and the senior Sen-
ator from North Carolina [Mr. ErviN] as
to the constitutionality of some appli-
cations of the proposed program, but
these questions can be resolved through
the passage of a separate judicial review
bill which I am cosponsoring. The im-
portant thing is to get the program
passed and construction started on proj-
ects of unquestioned validity. I have
worked for a college classroom construc-
tion program almost as long as I have
been in the Senate; I have coauthored a
number of bills for classrooms, libraries,
and laboratories for colleges to help meet
the unrequited need of the coming gen-
eration for higher education. Therefore,
I shall not let this opportunity pass to
take another great step toward making
the American educational system the
glory of our Nation.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I ask you
for the yeas and nays on the question
of adopting the conference report.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report. On this question the yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll. i

Mr. EDMONDSON (when his name
was called). On this vote I have a pair
with the senior Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. HumparREY]. If he were present
and voting, he would vote “yea.” If I
were at liberty to vote, I would vote
“nay.” I withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. CANNON. On this vote I have a
pair with the junior Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. McCarTEY]. If he were
present and voting, he would vote “yea.”
If I were at liberty to vote, I would vote
“nay.” I withhold my vote.

Mr. DIRKESEN. On this vote I have
a pair with the Senator from New York
[Mr, EeaTivc]. If he were present and
voting, he would vote “yea.” If I were
at liberty to vote, I would vote “nay.”
I withhold my vote.

Mr. MORTON. On this vote I have
a pair with the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. Dominick]. If he were present and
voting, he would vote “nay.” If I were
at liberty to vote, I would vote *yea.”
I withhold my vote.

Mr, MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr,
Burbpick], the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. EastrLAnD], the Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. HumpHREY], the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. Jorpan], the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. McCar-
THY], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
McCLELLAN], the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. McGoverN], the Senator
from Virginia [Mr. RoBerTsox], the Sen-
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ator from Missouri [Mr, SYMINGTON],
and the Senator from New Jersey [Mr,
WiLriams] are absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
California [Mr. EncLE] is absent because
of illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. WiLLiams] and the Senator from
California [Mr. ExcLE] would each vote
“yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Missis-
sissippi [Mr. Eastranp] is paired with
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
McGovern]. If present and voting, the
Senator from Mississippi would vote
“nay,” and the Senator from South Da-
kota would vote “yea.”

Mr, KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. DoMINICK]
is absent on official duty.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN-
LooreEr] and the Senator from New York
[Mr. KeaTiNG] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Kansas [Mr, PEAR-
son] is detained on official business, and
if present and voting, would vote “yea.”

The respective pairs of the Senator
from New York [Mr, KeaTiNg] and that
of the Senator from Colorado [Mr. Dom-
inIck] have been previously announced.

The result was announced—yeas 54,
nays 27, as follows:

[No. 266 Leg.]
YEAS—b54
Alken Hartke Muskie
Anderson Hayden Nelson
Bartlett Inouye Neuberger
Bayh Jackson Pastore
Beall Javits Pell
Boggs Johnston Prouty
Brewster Kennedy Proxmire
Byrd, W.Va, Kuchel Randolph
Carlson Long, Mo. Ribicoft
Case Magnuson Saltonstall
Church Mansfield Scott
Clark McGee Smathers
Cotton MeIntyre Smith
Dodd McNamara Walters
Douglas Miller Williams, Del,
Fong Morse Yarborough
Fulbright Moss Young, N. Dak,
Hart Mundt Young, Ohlo
NAYS—27
Allott Gore Metcalf
Bennett Gruening Monroney
BEible Hill Russell
Byrd, Va. Holland Simpson
Cooper Hruska Sparkman
Curtis Jordan, Idaho Stennis
Ellender Lausche Talmadge
Ervin Long, La. Thurmond
Goldwater Mechem Tower
NOT VOTING—19
Burdick Hickenlooper Morton
Cannon Humphrey Pearson
Dirksen Jordan, N.C. Robertson
Dominick Eeating Symington
Eastland MeCarthy Williams, N.J.
Edmondson McClellan
Engle McGovern

So the conference report was agreed to.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate reconsider the vote by
which the conference report was agreed
to.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Presicent, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

THE MAYTAG CO. OF NEWTON, IOWA

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, today
the Maytag Co. of Newton, Iowa, pays
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tribute to its worldwide independent
dealer organization, and Newton honors
both Maytag and its dealers at cere-
monies surrounding production of May-
tag’s 15-millionth home laundry appli-
ance.

Four dealers have been selected by
Maytag to represent their thousands of
fellow retailers as guests of honor for
the day. They are Vinecent Aitoro, Ai-
toro’s Applicance Co., South Norwalk,
Conn.; R. H. Hall, R. H. Hall Co., St.
Petersburg, Fla.; James A. Bethanis,
Bethanis Appliance, Burbank, Calif.,
and Sol Polk, Polk Bros., Chicago.

Special guests watched this morning
as the 15-millionth appliance, an auto-
matic washer, was completed on the
assembly line at Maytag’s Plant No. 2.

From its tiny beginning in 1893 as a
maker of farm implements, the Maytag
Co., through the sound and progres-
sive policies of its officers and quality
workmanship and loyalty of its em-
ployees, has grown to where today it is
firmly established as the Nation’s lead-
ing independent manufacturer of home
laundry applicances.

Located in Newton, Iowa, a town of
15,381 people, the company today has
some 3,500 employees, more than 10,000
shareowners, and assets of well over $70
million. Maytag expects to top the $100
million mark in net sales for the sixth
consecutive year in 1963.

The first Maytag washer was built in
1907 as a sideline to farm equipment and
and was a wooden tub model called the
“Pastime.”

The 15-millionth Maytag appliance
produced today typifies the advance-
ments made by the company in just the
past decade with such features as cold
water wash, an automatic bleach dis-
penser and complete flexibility in laun-
dering any of the multitude of modern
fabrics which have emerged since World
War II.

From the 30- by 40-foot building which
served as its first plant, the company has
grown to two manufacturing plants in
Newton, each with well over a million
square feet of floor space, and an aux-
iliary plant at Hampton.

The company’s philosophy of doing
business largely stems from that of its
founder, F. L. Maytag. While this has
been broadened and strengthened, its
basic direction has not changed. It was
true under the founder’s grandson, Fred
Maytag, II, who headed the company
during the postwar spurt and it is being
continued by today’s management team
headed by George M. Umbreit, chairman
of the board, and E. G. Higdon, president.

This philosophy is dedicated to turn-
ing out dependable, high quality prod-
ucts and maintaining “a just balance
among the interests of customers, em-
ployees, shareowners, and the publiec.”

The company, since the beginning, has
recognized the importance of the inde-
pendent retail appliance dealer in the
distribution of its products. The dealer
represents the final, vital link between
the manufacturer and the consumer and
has been responsible for moving the mil-
lions of washers and dryers from May-
tag’s assembly lines in Newton into
homes throughout the world.
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Maytag’s heavy reliance on independ-
ent dealers stems basically from the
rather unique position the company oc-
cupies in the industry. It manufactures
only laundry appliances—wringers and
automatic washers, clothes dryers and
combination washer-dryers—and every
product it makes is marketed under the
Maytag name.

The loyalty of these independent deal-
ers and their ability to make a profit in
handling the Maytag line have been es-
sential ingredients in the successful fi-
nancial record achieved by the company
through the years.

Key to this has been the longstanding
close relationship established between
the company and its dealers, exemplified
by Maytag’s method of distributing its
products. Rather than sell its products
to independent distributors, who in turn
sell to retail dealers, which has been the
historic practice in the industry, the
Maytag company deals directly with the
retail dealers.

This is accomplished through 19 ma-
jor distribution centers under which
nearly 250 regional managers work close-
ly with the thousands of franchised
Maytag appliance dealers located across
the Nation.

This direct contact has generated an
image of the company, sustained by mil-
lions of satisfied Maytag owners, which
is made possible only through the inde-
pendent dealer who has the inherent ad-
vantage of knowing his market and is
best able to serve it.

Attesting to the mutual benefit of the
system is the fact that many dealers have
been associated with Maytag for years,
ineluding some who have been Maytag
dealers for more than a half century.

Further evidence of the pride and
loyalty of dealers is a statement by Mr.
Sol Polk, president of Polk Bros., of Chi-
cago, I11., addressed to the people at May-
tag, which appeared in today's Chicago
Tribune. I ask unanimous consent that
the statement be printed at this point
in the REcoRD.

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

To THE PEOPLE AT MAYTAG FROM AN ADMIR-
ING INDEPENDENT RETAIL MERCHANT

It isn't very often that a retailer stands
up in public and pays tribute to a manu-
facturing organization that is one of his
suppliers,

However, because of an event being cele-
brated yesterday and today in Newton, &
small Iowa city, because of which I feel
strongly impelled to speak up for myself
and for all my associates in Polk Bros.

This marks the completion of 15 million
pleces of Maytag home laundry equipment,
and your start into your 16th million.

JTowa is proud of its tall corn. It should
be equally proud of what has grown up in
a central Jowa town surrounded by corn
flelds—the Maytag Co. What has hap-
pened there is a good deal more important
to all of us—and I include the American
public—than most people realize. Tt is some-
thing that could happen only in America.

Pifty-seven years ago, your founder started
manufacturing home laundry equipment in
Newton. For more than half a century, your
arganlmtion has grown, has employed the
young men and women of your town, and
has helped the town, and the people of the
town, to grow along with you.
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You have grown because of the honesty
and reliability you put into your products.
Because you sold them fairly. Because you
were interested in the after sale as well
as the sale.

It means something to Polk Bros. when
we sell a Maytag washer or dryer to a family
in our area that will perform reliably. And
to know that, if the family retires in Ocala,
Fla., or Apple Valley, Calif., or anywhere else,
they will still be close to parts and service on
the rare occasions when attention s needed.

You are a splendid example of the kind of
company that can grow in America, and help
retail businesses to grow with you, because
you put rock-ribbed honesty into your prod-
ucts and all your dealings, and give the
American people values that they can depend
on, year after year.

We have been dolng business with you for
almost 30 years, a relationship that has been
delightful and stimulating every inch of the
way. I am sure thousands of other retailers
can say the same thing. They have helped
you, you have helped them. Together we
have all performed a service for the people
of our country.

I wish I could be sure that the American
people understand what they have in organi-
zations like yours, and in the American sys-
tem which makes it possible to grow up to
such important usefulness to the Nation.

This message is a small attempt to help
that understanding.

Mr, MILLER. Mr. President, the
Maytag Co. is a splendid example of the
success of the American capitalistic eco-
nomic system sometimes referred to as
“people’s capitalism” as distinguished
from the monopoly or laissez-faire capi-
talism which characterizes some Euro-
pean countries. A recent speech by Mr.
E. F. Scoutten, vice president of the com-
pany, on the subject of the American
free enterprise system merits recogni-
tion. I ask unanimous consent that it
be printed in the RECORD.

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

THE AMERICAN FREE ENTERPRISE SYSTEM
VERSUS THE WELFARE STATE

(A Speech by E. F. Scoutten, vice presi-
dent, the Maytag Co., at Martburg College
convocation series on *“Comparative Eco-
nomic Systems,” November 21, 1963)

A discussion of the merits of the American
free enterprise system as contrasted with the
welfare state could obviously fill several vol-
umes. Since I have only a limited time, and
since I do not pose as an economist, I sug-
gest that it is essential that I limit my
remarks this morning to the basic elements
of these two economic systems. It is not
really important that we consider the almost
unlimited fringe areas of these two ideol-
ogles. If we understand the essential dif-
ferences, we should be able to determine the
relative merits.

THE ¥FREE ENTERPRISE SYSTEM

It behooves us, I think, to take a moment
in a brief clarification and definition of
terminology. When I speak of the American
free enterprise system, I am referring to the
economic system as it has operated in this
country, subject to reasonable regulations
and controls. Many of the critics of the
American system, when they attack it, de-
liberately define it as it existed perhaps 100
years ago. In eflfect, they define it as a
laissez falre economic system which is free
from governmental control or regulation.
There has been no laissez faire system in
this century. To attack the American free
enterprise system as though it existed today
as 1t did 100 years ago is as meaningless, un-
fair and inaccurate as it is to ecriticize busi-
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ness management as though it still operated
in the fashion which was current prior to
the Civil War.

I submit that it is quite proper that
reasonable limitations, regulations and con-
trols should be imposed upon the functions
of our free enterprise system. There can
never be any system which is totally free.
There must always be limits. The limit to
your right to swing your arm ends where
another person's nose begins. The right to
freedom of speech does not entitle you to
shout "fire' in a crowded theatre. I know
of no intelligent person who argues that our
free enterprise system should be totally free
and without restrictions. The varlous gov-
ernmental regulations designed to prevent
monopoly control of a commeodity, or to
protect the individual worker against possi-
ble exploitation, or to guarantee the con-
sumers against misrepresentation, are all
desirable limitations. No qualified business-
man is opposed to the regulations of govern-
ment which provide workmen’s compensa-
tion for injured employees, or which require
fair and ethical procedures in the labeling
of products for the protection of the cus-
tomer, or which prohibit the formation of
cartels for artificially maintaining unrealis-
tic price levels. As a matter of fact, respon-
sible businessmen everywhere would insist
upon such regulation, even if it were not
currently available. And yet, it seems o
many businessmen today that what began
as a reasonable limitation upon our free
enterprise system is fast turning into a de-
liberate attempt to destroy our free enter-
prise system and the form of democratic
republican government under which it has
existed, and to produce, in its stead, a welfare
state under a socialistic form of government.

Let’s be sure that we understand what we
are talking about. When I speak of free,
I have reference to freedom in the great
Anglo-Saxon tradition as meaning independ-
ence from the arbitrary will of another per-
son or another group. When I speak of our
free enterprise system, I am referring to the
freedom which any member of our society
enjoys to engage in business enterprise with
the privilege of making a profit or suffering
a loss, BSuch persons have frequently been
called entrepreneurs. Entrepreneurs, hav-
ing elected to exercise their talents in our
free enterprise system, usually begin by as-
sembling the capital necessary to create
enterprise. The formation of this capital
occurs either by thelr having saved it from
their earnings or, frequently, by joining
with others so as to accumulate the neces-
sary funds. Having assembled the capital,
they then usually deyelop the product or the
service which they hope will find some sig-
nificant need in the marketplace. They
then invest it in the building of a plant and
the purchase of machinery and egquipment.
They hire and pay a labor force to produce
the product. They seek a market for the
product so that the plant and the labor
force can be kept working. They attempt,
in the face of competition, to sell the prod-
uect at a price that will yield sufficlent profit
to enable the business to continue. Some-
times they are successful. Frequently they
fail, The most basic and significant ele-
ment of the American free enterprise sys-
tem, however, is that such people have the
freedom to embark upon such a venture.

They have the freedom to risk their sav-
ings and the savings of other like-minded
persons in an attempt, through the provi-
sion of a service or a product, to earn the
favor and the consequent profits which re-
sult from their filling a consumer demand.

The most drastic shortage in this coun-
try today is a shortage of able people who
are willing to accept such responsibility and
get things done efficiently and effectively.
Science and invention are progressing at an
amazing pace and will probably continue to
do so, but, as always, the work of trans-
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lating the discoveries of the scientists and
the inventor into marketable products must
wait upon people with talent and energy
to produce, distribute and sell.

There is probably little or nothing being
done in American business today that can-
not be done better. American business and
industry and the American consumer are
awalting anxiously the future growth and
development which can be realized if our
free enterprise system is permitted to flour-
ish and grow,.

One of the great needs in our economic
system is for the continuous and increasing
availability of venture capital. Let’s ex-
amine that term.

If you have saved, inherited, or otherwise
acquired 1,000, there are a variety of things
you can do with it. You can put it in a
savings bank or in a Government bond where
it will be readily available, but where it will
earn comparatively little interest.

You can invest it in a corporate bond, or
a secured loan, or a mortgage. It will be
perhaps not quite as safe, and it will not be
quite as readily available when you want it,
but the rate of return will be a bit higher.

Or, you can buy a so-called blue chip
stock, which is even a little more risky and
sometimes is a little more profitable.

VENTURE CAPITAL ESSENTIAL

Or, finally, you can use the money to go
into business on your own or perhaps buy
stock in some new or struggling enterprise,
the future of which is still in doubt. In
such a case, you are taking a very real risk of
losing all or part of your money. In return,
however, there is also a chance for maximum
gain or profit on your investment. This is
venture capital. Such capital is the life-
blood of our free enterprise system. With-
out it—without people who have saved
money from their earnings and who are will-
ing to risk it on new ventures—free enter-
prise, as we know it, could not exist.

Obviously, the prime consideration which
motivates a man to invest his savings In
the form of venture capital is the possibility
of realizing a significant profit. There are
some people who would have you believe

that profits, in and of themselves, are ob- -

jectionable and that the individual or the
business enterprise which earns a profit has
somehow or other done so at the cost of
the sweat, bloed, and tears of other human
beings. Actually, profits are the lifeblood of
our free enterprise system, which has given
us the highest standard of living that the
world has ever known. Incidentally, it
should be noted that profits are also the life-
blood of any system of government based on
taxation. Furthermore, there is no such
thing as an excessive profit. There is no
such thing as an excessive profit because
when the system is permitted to perform its
legitimate function, any excess profit is auto-
matically self-correcting.
FUNCTION OF PROFIT

If an enterprise in a new venture succeeds
in realizing an unusually high profit, it auto-
matically has the effect of attracting other
capital to the same field, to the same activity
and to the same market, until such time as
the profit on the invested capital, through
the force of competition, declines below the
level that capital is earning generally.

In this fashion, therefore, the so-called ex-
cessive profit serves as a signal to direct the
flow of capital into those areas where addi-
tional capital is obviously needed. And, by
the same token, the level of the profit, when
it becomes ordinary, likewise serves as a
signal to direct the flow of new capital to
other areas or activities.

Let’s illustrate specifically: When the Ford
Motor Co. in the early part of this century
began to realize unusually high profits, re-
sulting from a high volume and a standard-
ized product, there was, as a result, a tre-
mendous flow of capital into the automotive
industry to help supply the demand which
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Ford had unearthed. Literally hundreds of
corporations were established and competi-
tion for Ford sprang up everywhere, until
such time as the profit rate in the automo-
tive industry sank back to normal levels.
During this development, of course, hun-
dreds of different automobiles were marketed,
of which more than 90 percent failed and
ultimately disappeared from the market.
Those automobiles which remain in the
market today are there and available only be-
cause they have successfully weathered the
drastic tests of competition and have earned
a share of the consumer’s dollar. The Ford
profits signaled the need for additional cap-
ital in the industry. As soon as this need
was supplied and the profits returned to or
below a normal level, the capital was diverted
to other fields.

It should be noted that the level of profit
which is returned on the capital investment
serves as a signal in directing the invest-
ment of additional capital by other investors.
The level of profit, however, is merely the
signal. The eflective determinant of the
level of profit is the consumer—collectively
called the marketplace.

If a company’s product and service meet a
need of the consumer, the company will be
rewarded with a profit. When competi-
tors flock to supply the same need, the com-
petition which is created forces all competi-
tors to refine the product, improve the serv-
ice and better satisfy the consumer’'s need.
Those enterprises which fail to keep abreast
of competitive developments presently fail
entirely and disappear from the scene. It is
this refining effect of competition which has
guaranteed the continuing improvement in
the standard of living of the American
people.

THE WELFARE STATE

Opposed to and contrasted with this sys-
tem of competition, as it operates under the
free enterprise system, is the concept of the
welfare state. When I use this term, I am
referring to the elemental notion that a
central government should, in whatever fash-
ion may be required, undertake to guarantee
the welfare of all of its citizens in all aspects
of their existence from the cradle to the
grave. This concept undertakes to guarantee
the citizens with employment, with medical
care, housing, clothing, food, education, and
usually a great many nonessentlal benefits
ranging without limit into such things as
cultural activities. This concept is based
upon the assumption that a governmental
bureaucracy, directed by a group of supposed
experts, is better able to direct the activities
of the people than are the people themselves.
It assumes, furthermore, that the people will
prefer this absolute and benighted direction,
and, in fact, that they will welcome it in
preference to a regulated free enterprise sys-
tem which guarantees the citizen a right to
succeed and a right to fail.

¥You will note that in this definition of the
welfare state, I have deliberately made no
reference to the political form of government
involved. This omission is because there is
only one kind of government structure un-
der which the welfare state can be operated:
This is a strong and absolute central govern-
ment. It makes no difference whether you
call such a government fascist, or soclalistie,
or communistic, or anything else. It is in-
variably the same kind of government: A
dictatorial, powerful, central direction which
reserves unto itself the decisions and choices
which, under a representative form of govern-
ment, are left to the people. It reserves to
itself the regulation and control, ultimately,
of all aspects of the citizen's existence, It
makes all the decisions.

If through regulation and control of profit,
as occurs under a welfare state, it becomes
impossible for the consumer to make his
wishes decisive, then all of the merits of
competition and the free enterprise system
disappear. If a government bureaucrat is
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entrusted with the authority of determining
what products are to be produced and who
is to produce them; and when they are to be
produced; and where they are to be produced;
and what their selling price is to be, then we
have eliminated the consumer judgment
factor and have entrusted the development
of the economy to a fallible human being who
cannot conceivably exercise judgment in
these matters which even approaches the
quality of judgment which results when all
of the populace participate. This system of
state control and state direction has never
succeeded anywhere in the history of the
race, and it is not succeeding now in those
countries where it is being tried, including
those relatively limited aveas of our economy
where it is being applied in this country.

MONOFOLY CONTROL

Under the laws of our country, which for
many years have been directed toward the
reasonable regulation of our free enterprise
system, it 1s impossible to acquire or sustain
a monopolistic control of a commmodity or of
an industry, except when the Government,
in effect, assumes, creates and sustains such a
monopoly. In every instance in which such
Government-supported monopolies have been
created, they have proved to be failures and
they have failed to accomplish the very goals
for which they were originally created.

Farmers’ organizations, for an untold num-
ber of years, tried to maintain farm prices
through collusion. They had no appreciable
success until the Government took over.
Labor unions tried for a hundred years to
create monopoly control in individual labor
markets, but they failed miserably until the
Government came to their aid and foisted a
monopoly control of labor on the American
economy.

How long has the Government been “help-
ing the farmer”? It has been going on for
more than 30 years. Today there are fewer
farmers and there is some evidence to sug-
gest that those who are producing crops in
the Government program are worse off than
those who are not covered. We are paying
out billions of dollars a year to maintain
agricultural prices at a false level, yet the
subsidized farmer's income is still falling.
This is nationalization of farmers. It is ex-
pensive and it is morally wrong. The con-
suming public pays a subsidy through taxes,
and then, in addition, pays the higher food
prices which result from price control. Still,
every year thousands of farmers quit the
farm. It was only last spring that the wheat
farmers in this country came to their senses
and voted out the Government's newest pro-
posal in the subsidization, monopoly con-
trol and nationalization of the wheat farmers.
It took the wheat farmers 30 years to discover
that the rewards of the free enterprise sys-
tem are superior to the results produced by
the welfare state controls.

GOVERNMENT, ECONOMIC SYSTEM

Our type of Government, as created in this
country, took the form of a republic. So
long as it retained the elements of a re-
public, it prospered and grew in a fashion
unprecedented in the history of the race.
It has been only since significant attempts
have been made to convert it into a dicta-
torial welfare state that many of the prob-
lems confronting us today have emerged and
that our progress as a nation is becoming
increasingly reduced and even stultified.

The success of our form of Government
depended upon the functioning of our free
enterprise system. The two systems are com-
plementary and mutually interdependent.
Our form of Government could not exist
in the absence of a free enterprise system,
nor can a free enterprise system exist in
the absence of a republic. And yet, today,
there is considerable evidence to indicate
that we are trying to convert both our form
of Government and our economic system into
a dictatorial welfare state.
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And let's recognize another fact as we
proceed: There is no essential difference be-
tween an absolute monarchy, a dictatorship,
a Fascist form of government and a welfare
state. It makes no difference how tortured
the semantics are—whenever you create a
form of government which makes decisions
for the people; which directs their economic
activities; which limits their choice of eco-
nomie alternatives; and which attempts to
provide an unlimited security, then you have
created a dictatorship—and you may call
it soclalism, communism, or fascism, or any-
thing else you choose. It makes no differ-
ence, because there is no difference.

It is important, I think, to examine very
carefully these great and basic issues which
are presently being debated in our country.
Millions of our citizens, without adequate
training or means to distinguish among the
several alternatives available to them, are
being deluded, misled, and purchased by
demagogic politicians who, either ignorantly
or dellberately, are attempting to destroy
not only the American free enterprise sys-
tem, but our form of government and our
standard of living. Let's examine briefly
how we got into this situation.

MONETARY AND MORAL VALUES

Free societies have always been those in
which the individual has been required to
accept responsibllity for not only himself,
but for his immediate family. Such socletles
have accordingly permitted the individual a
considerable freedom of choice and have
likewise permittec him to enjoy the results
which he was able to achieve. When he
oceasionally failed, he was likewlse accorded
. the privilege of failure.

In free societles, remuneration to the indi-
vidual has always been made in accordance
with the value of his services and contri-
butions. The value of such services and
contributions has been determined by his
fellows. Very often, this has caused some
concern among the soclety, because the re-
muneration to many people seemed to be
inconsistent with their opinion of the indi-
vidual’s moral merit. There has fre-
quently been noted a discrepancy between
moral merit and the individual’s remunera-
tion. It must be noted, therefore, that per-
sonal esteem and material success are not
necessarily identical. The free enterprise
gystem is the only kind of society which pro-
vides us with ample material means, and still
leaves us free to choose between material and
nonmaterial rewards. Our free enterprise
system deals only with economic means. We
are required, as individuals, to accept the
responsibility of making what we choose of
our freedom. If men are to be free to use
their talents, we must remunerate them ac-
cordingly, but we ought to esteem them in
accordance with the use they make of the
means which they thus acquire for their
disposal. The actrees, Elizabeth Taylor, pre-
sents a striking example of this conflict.

NATURE OF EQUALITY

We must also note that there is in our
society at the present time a confusion with
respect to the democratic process, the free
enterprise system and equality. No political
thinker of any stature in all history has ever
interpreted democracy as necessarlly mean-
ing equality in all things. When the Found-
ing Fathers incorporated into the Declaration
of Independence the phrase, “All men are
created equal,” they referred only to equality
before the law and equality of opportunity to
each individual to fulfill his highest po-
tential. That is the American ideal.

In recent years, however, our basic con-
cept of government has begun to give way
to the sentimental and superficial notion
that people should somehow be made equal
in fact. Our public education system during
the past 26 years has contributed tremen-
dously to this ridiculous objective. Along
with this attempt has come an unwarranted
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emphasis upon security. As Dr. Felix Morley
has said, “The desire for security has become
the oplum of the people in America."
Whenever a soclety dedicates itself to the
totally impossible goal of making all Indi-
viduals equal and to the equally objection-
able goal of providing perfect security for all
members of the group, that soclety imme-
diately loses the boldness, the dedication, and
the responsible citizenship which, otherwise,
would be available to it; its members cease
to be masters of the state, but, rather, they
become its wards. When the citizen accepts
the government as his guardian, our form of
Government will decay.

For many years, our public schools were
contaminated by what was known as the
“progressive education” movement. This
highly organized and publicized mass of
fuzzy thinking fostered what we used to
call the *“child-centered school,” In these
schools, we placed great emphasis upon
creativity, originality, and self-expression. I
submit that creativity is a desirable attribute
of the human personality; but I also suggest
that it has no role in the application of the
multiplication tables. Nine times seven has
been 63 for a long time and will probably
continue so for a long time in the future.
Originality, although a most desirable at-
tribute, certainly has no place in the spell-
ing of the English language. Having two
boys who came through this school system, I
have seen some charming illustrations of
originality in spelling. Unfortunately, how-
ever, they were also unintelligible.

SELF-EXPRESSION OBJECTIVE

The emphasis upon self-expression has led
us, among other things, to perfectly asinine
and ridiculous results in many phases of our
cultural activities. As someone has sald,
“Too many people are writing books who
never bothered to learn to write; and too
many people are painting pictures who never
bothered to learn to paint.”

By way of illustration, I refer you to the
current state of the so-called modern art.
Paintings which have been awarded prizes
have been found, when the artist appeared,
to be hanging upside down. I submit this is
patently ridiculous, since there is no con-
celvable way of telling the top from the bot-
tom. An artist, mentioned in Time maga-
zine recently, developed a new technique for
painting nudes, whereby he smeared paint
over the front of his nude model and dragged
her across the canvas. Ultlmately, he sold
the resulting mess—the ecanvas, not the
model. I have merely to remind you of the
painting which won first prize in a Chicago
show last spring, and which consisted of a
plece of 4-by-8 plywood painted black. This
sort of thing is alleged to be self-expression.
In reality, it is a retreat from standards of
excellence and it is, in fact, a fraud and a
delusion. If there are no standards, then
truly anyone can paint; but the sad part of
this is that it is accepted by many gullible
citizens as being a new kind of art. As my
friend Jenkins Jones says, “When somebody
welds together some old gears, some corset
stays and a plece of sheetmetal, and says it is
art, we may concelvably lgnore him; but
when he contends it is more beautiful than
Michelangelo’s ‘David,’ then we should say
‘It looks like junk, and it probably is.'”

This retreat from standards of excellence
has been an outgrowth of the child-centered
school which for many years constituted the
ultimate in the so-called progressive educa-
tion. Under this doctrine, we used to delay
teaching a discipline until the child evi-
denced a readiness for the learning, I recall
a school in Ohlo In which, for 6 long years,
we failed to teach the children to read be-
cause they falled to indicate a readiness for
reading. During this period, they built bird-
houses and footstools beyond bellef. We pro-
duced a group of first-class, little carpenters
Unfortunately, they were also illiterate.
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FUNCTION OF FAILURE

The naive notion that children in school
should not be subjected to failure, as though
failure were not a right of every human be-
ing, has led us to dilute the curriculum, to
lower the standards and to use what has
been called noncompetitive marking. Little
Willle, the near genius, achleves a report
card full of 8's, indicating that he is working
up to his capacity. Little Ignats, the near
idiot, in the same class achieves an identical
report card full of S's, because he allegedly
is working up to his capacity. This engen-
ders the belief that all men are, in fact,
equal; or if they are not equal, they ought
to be made equal. Whenever we embrace
that doctrine, we are automatically accept-
ing the equally false notion that all men are
entitled to identical benefits under our eco-
nomic system. This means that if one man
earns more than another, it is wrong and he
is obvlously doing so at the expense of his
fellows. This leads us to the acceptance of
the welfare state.

The lack of craftmanship in industry, the
widespread featherbedding in all levels of
industry, the emphasis upon what somebody
has called “togetherness,” are all symptoms
of this general decline in quality.

From this fountainhead of fuzzy think-
ing has grown, increasingly, our national
trend toward the welfare state. I have to
remind you only of what happened In a
sizable American city a few months ago
when the town fathers, confronted with a
crushing load of welfare cases, suggested that
ablebodied men, as a condition of recelving
welfare checks, would be required to work in
varlous ways for the city. They also served
notice that unmarried mothers who persisted
in having additional illegitimate children
would be disqualified from recelving further
welfare assistance., What was the result?
The so-called liberals from the State and
Natlonal capitals, the Government planners,
swooped down upon the city with one accord
protesting that such requirements by the
city officials were un-American, and threat-
ened to cut off Federal money unless the city
fathers withdrew their requirements. Ap-
parently, the right to continue on relief rolls,
literally from one generation to the next, is
now regarded as an acceptable career oppor-
tunity.

CHALLENGES TO DEMOCRACY

If the American people will permit it, our
Federal Government will be glad to do all our
thinking and planning and spending for us.
The theory of the welfare state, which pre-
sumably protects the citizens from the cradle
to the grave—which guarantees them a living
whether it be In the form of living on the
welfare rolls or working as assigned by a
bureaucrat in Washington—is a throwback
to the old feudal system under which the
lord of the manor was not only the master of
the people, but the source of their liveli-
hood, as long as they acknowledged his au-
thority and obeyed his orders.

Many of the innovations of the welfare
state are, in fact, throwbacks to former social
systems which men now regard as malevolent.
They are systems which man have fought
to overthrow over hundreds of years. The
slave, the serf, the communal peasant, all
had ultimate security. It seems to many
people that this alleged progress toward the
welfare state Is, in fact, a retrogression to
what the race of men have found to be anath-
ema in generations past.

The chief elements with which the welfare
state concerns itcelf are in reality local mat-
ters. They can and should be solved locally;
but when the Federal Government steps into
the plcture, local efforts cease. In the wel-
fare state In the Soviet Union, the state reg-
ulates almost every aspect of life and there
is little room left for individual initiative
and little need for Individual self-rellance.
From the cradle to the grave, the individual
is under the protective custody of the state,
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which has the authority to educate him; doc-
tor him; tell him where he is to work and
how much he is to make; what he is to eat;
what he is to wear, and for how long a time.

We cannot blame our present trend toward
the horrors of the welfare state upon the
change which has occurred from a simple to
a complex civilization. If this were the case,
we would be yielding grudgingly, rather than
gladly, to the blandishments of such a sys-
tem. Many people would be ashamed to ac-
cept social security payments they do not
really need. Fewer women would complain
as one did recently that, because his unem-
ployment compensation was delayed, her
husband had been forced to take a job. More
of us would endorse the belief afirmed by
President Kennedy in his inaugural address
that, “The rights of men come not from the
generosity of the state, but from the hand
of God."”

This shift toward centralization which has
becn going on in our country for more than
30 years is'a very gradual thing. Freedoms
have been surrendered little by little in pieces
thought to be too small to be worth fighting
for, until now it is necessary to look back
many years to realize the tremendous dis-
tance we have traveled toward centralized,
dictatorial control. In 1913, a 31-word Fed-
eral personal income tax law was enacted.
It limited the rate to 1 percent on taxable
income below $20,000 and a maximum top
rate of 2 percent. Today, this 31-word law
has grown to over 450,000 words and it takes
23 cents out of every dollar earned, with a
minimum rate of 20 percent—I10 times the
maximum rate in 1913—and with the maxi-
mum rate of 91 percent.

In 1930, the entire budget of the United
States was $3 billion. This year, the budget
will approach #$100 billion. In 1930, there
were 592,000 Government civilian employees.
Today, there are more than 214 million.
Our national debt has increased from $16
billion in 1930 to cover $300 billion at the
present time. If you add the unfunded
pension liabilities to Government employees;
contracts; commitments to defense, welfare
and Government, and the actuarial deficit
in the social security system, the national
debt today is more than $1,000 billion—more
than a trillion dollars.

If you have difficulty imagining what a
trillion dollars Is, you might reflect that if
with the birth of Christ someone had start-
ed to save at the rate of $1,000 a minute, or
£60,000 an hour, or $43 milllon a month, it
would require such a saving up through the
end of 1963 before you would have acquired
the trillion dollars necessary to put the US.
Government in the black.

Years ago, the socialist leader Norman
Thomas sald, “The American people will
never knowingly adopt socialism, but under
the name of liberalism, they will adopt every
fragment of the socialistic program, until
America will one day be a soclalistic nation
without knowing how it happened.” We are
long gone down that road.

There is an evident assumption that Amer-
icans should be coddled, subsidized and regi-
mented from the cradle to the grave. Con-
currently, there is a naive notion that when
our neighbor departs for Washington and
moves into an office in some Federal bureau,
he somehow or other magically attains an
expertise and is thereby qualified as an
authority on matters about which he never
seemed to know very much when he lived
down the street.

James Madison sald, “We rest all our polit-
ical experiments on the capacity of mankind
for self-government.”

The free enterprise system, which has
worked so well for us for s0 many years is
now faced with its ultimate death, because
we have failed to realize that we cannot have
the superifically attractive benefits of the
welfare state and, simultaneously, continue
to maintain and expand our standard of liv-
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ing. If we are to destroy our free enter-
prise system, we must recognize that, with
it, we destroy our democratic form of gov-
ernment. Inferior as it is, the welfare state
still exacts a tremendous price: the creation
of a dictatorship of the central government,

IMPENDING STRIKE AGAINST
UNITED AIRLINES

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, there is
a threatened strike against the United
Airlines which, if it goes off according to
schedule, will tie up transportation on
December 18 or 19.

To tie up transportation at any time,
but more especially at Christmas time, is
a strike against the general public.

There has been a Presidential fact-
finding, or emergency board, proceeding
in this matter. It made its decision or
recommendations on November 18,
Management has agreed to the recom-
mendations. The union has not.

I have today sent a telegram to the
President of the United States asking
him, in behalf of many Nebraska mayors,
civic leaders, educators, students, serv-
icemen, airline employees, and others, to
use his good offices to appeal to the union
leaders in control to accept the findings
of the Presidential factfinding or emer-
gency board.

I ask unanimous consent that the tele-
gram appear at this point in the REcorb.

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

DEeceEMEER 10, 1963.
Hon. LYNDON BAINES JOHNSON,
President of the United States,
White House, Washington, D.C.

My DEAR ME. PRESIDENT: In behalf of many
Nebraska mayors, civic leaders, educators,
students, servicemen, airline employees, and
others, I appeal to you to use your good offices
to prevent the threatened strike against the
United Airlines. Travel at Christmas time is
very important to many individuals and their
families as well as to those economically af-
fected. I urge that you request the union
leaders in control to accept the findings
made by the Presidential factfinding board
on November 18 and thus avold the strike.
Such action will be deeply appreciated.

Kindest regards.
Senator CarL T. CURTIS,

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, this
possible strike is a matter of direct con-
cern, I am sure, to all the Members of the
Senate, This is especially true because
in approximately 35 States the constitu-
encies you represent are served by this
air carrier with a very considerable daily
volume. Perhaps one-fourth of the
scheduled airlines traffic of the Christ-
mas season will be carried by United.

In West Virginia we are dependent on
the services of United Air Lines, as we
are on other excellent carriers. I have
been consulted by citizens from our State
capital ecity of Charleston—among them,
Charles E. Hodges, managing director of
the Charleston Chamber of Commerce.
I, too, have consulted with the White
House and the Civil Aeronautics Board
on this problem.

It is not so much a question of whether
management is richt or wrong, or
whether labor is at fault in this immedi-
ate situation. There is a controversy,
but we know there should be no break-
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down of air transportation for hundreds
of thousands of passengers, and cargo
shipments and the handling of mail in
the Christmas season.

West Virginians are particularly con-
cerned about possibilities of a strike since
50 percent of all traffic moving through
Kanawha Airport in Charleston is gen-
erated by United Air Lines. The dead-
line being just a week before Christmas,
all of the flights moving into and out of
our capital city are completely booked,
and the suspension of service would be
little short of calamity for citizens who
are dependent on air travel to or through
that terminal.

It is my most earnest hope that rea-
sonable attitudes and approaches will
prevail in meetings between representa-
tives of both union and management as
they seek a settlement. It is a matter
of public concern and national interest
that a strike be averted at this most in-
opportune time,

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr, President, I
share the concern expressed by the Sen-
ators from Nebraska and West Virginia.
I feel that the threatened strike in
United Air Lines is a strike against the
public rather than against the airline.
In view of the fact that findings have
been made by the factfinding board, and
have been accepted by the airline, if a
strike takes place it will be in defiance
of the regular procedures in trying to
secure a resolution of the differences. It
could spread to other airlines. It ecould
result in a strike that would cripple the
Nation at a time when travel is at its
peak.

I commend the Senator from Ne-
braska for urging that more time be
granted for settlement of the dispute.

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

Mr. CURTIS. I yield, if I may.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I share
the deep concern of the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska about the im-
pending United Airlines strike. United
Airlines which carries approximately 30
percent of the Nation’s air passengers
has estimated it will carry 800,000 air
passengers through the holiday period
between December 18 and January 8.

All these people will be discommoded,
and many will be greatly injured if a
strike materializes. We in Hawaii, espe-
cially, will be greatly injured. At the
present time there are approximately
7,000 Hawaiian students on the main-
land United States, and at least two-
thirds of them are preparing to return to
the islands to spend the Christmas holi-
days. We know that if the strike is
called on the 19th of December it will
cause great inconvenience and disap-
pointment to many of these students,
and most of them probably will not get
home for the holidays.

In addition to upsetting the regular
travel of our people, which travel is con-
siderable, there is also a great flow of
tourists in and out of Hawaii, especially
during the holiday season. Tourist ar-
rivals in Hawaii last month were 79 per-
cent more than last year in November.

Hawaii expects to be host to 412,000
tourists for 1963. A strike at this time
will cause a great deal of inconvenience,
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hardship, and injury to our students, our
people, and our tourist business.

I do hope that the Machinists at least
will agree to postpone the strike until
after the holiday season, so that our stu-
dents can get back home and return to
the mainland, and that our tourists will
be able to spend their vacations in Hawaii
during the Christmas holiday season.

I sincerely hope that the President will
use his good offices to see that the strike
is at least postponed until after the
holidays.

I sincerely hope that the meetings
which are now underway between the
Machinist Union and the United Air
Lines officials will result in preventing a
walkout during this holiday period.

I have communicated with all parties
concerned and have expressed the feel-
ings of all Hawaii toward the hope that
a settlement can be reached and that
there be no tieup and that if a strike is
inevitable that it be at least postponed
to after the holidays.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
merely wish to state to the Senator from
Nebraska, the Senator from Oklahoma,
and other Senators that the Committee
on Commerce has been very conscious
of the pending strike. We have been
asked not only our opinion about it—
and without going into the merits of the
matter—but also about the possibility
of having a delay in the strike until some
sensible solution is arrived at. Also, it
has been urged that the strike not occur
during the holiday season when, as the
Senator from Hawaii has pointed out,
there is a great increase in air traffic all
over the country.

- Without having consulted with every
other member of the Commerce Commit-
tee, we have agreed to prepare a letter
in the form of some expression of senti-
ment, which members of the committee
will sign, because this question is in our
Jjurisdietion. Other Senators may also
sign. Copies of the letter will be sent not
only to the President of the United States
but also to the Chairman of the CAB,
who would have some interest in this
matter, as well as to the parties involved.

The letter will be prepared today, and
Senators who wish to express their opin-
ion may join in signing the letter.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I was
called from the Chamber just as this sub-
ject was taken up. I wish to make my
own position elear. The strike is sched-
uled to begin on the 18th of December,
at midnight. The economic loss and
hardship that would be imposed upon our
country would be almost beyond compre-
hension. I hope that when the letter is
prepared, I shall have an opportunity to
Join in signing it.

Mr. MAGNUSON. We thought this
‘should be done, because today the air-
lines, particularly the large airlines such
as United, are almost in the same posi-
tiom, from the standpoint of public ac-
commodations, as are the railroads,
trucks, the merchant marine, and the
buslines. The public interest is far more
important than any argument between
the parties.

: ‘We ought to realize that to be the fact,

because Congress does not want to go
through another argument like the one
which occurred with respect to the rail-
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road strike. It might be well for both
management and labor to know that the
public interest will not be overridden in
this case. I believe most Senators will
agree with me.

ATOMS FOR PEACE

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, on
Sunday, we observed the 10th anniver-
sary of President Eisenhower’s dramatic
atoms-for-peace speech before the
United Nations.

Over the past decade, we have wit-
nessed many solid accomplishments in
the atoms-for-peace program. Presi-
dent Eisenhower’s appeal for interna-
tional cooperation in the development of
the atom had its genesis in the creative
thought of President Harry Truman and
Senator Brian McMahon. President
Kennedy shared this dream and affirmed
our continuing support for the prin-
ciples of the atoms-for-peace program.

Mr. President, as Chairman of the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, I
would like to express my support for the
objectives of the Internmational Atomic
Energy Agency, and particularly for its
function in providing safeguards against
the diversion of atomic energy materials
to military uses. The safeguards pro-
gram recently adopted by the Agency is
a modest first step on the road to inter-
national controls over the possession and
use of these tremendously powerful ma-
terials. I would hope that the Agency’s
safeguards system can be refined and ex-
panded so that the nations of the world
may proceed with the development of
the peaceful atom, secure in the knowl-
edge that the materials they work with
will never be instruments of war.

Yesterday, in a statement observing
the 10th anniversary of the atoms-for-
peace program, President Johnson reas-
serted our continuing belief in the im-
portance of cooperation among nations
in the peaceful uses of atomic energy
and our belief in the International
Atomic Energy Agency as an important
instrument in carrying out this coopera-
tion. Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent to insert in the Recorp at this
point the statement by President John-
son on this very important subject.

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

Ten years ago today, President Eisenhower
appeared before the General Assembly of the
United Nations and made the following
pledge:

“The coming months will be fraught with
fateful decisions. To the making of these
fateful decislons the United States pledges
before you—and therefore before the
world—its determination to help solve the
fearful atomic dilemma, to devote its entire
heart and mind to find the way by which
the miraculous inventiveness of man shall
not be dedicated to his death, but conse-
crated to his life.”

In his address, President Eisenhower also
proposed the establishment of an Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency which would
help channel into peaceful pursuits the sci-
entific and material resources which had
been created primarily for military purposes,
and noting that such an agency could serve
as a vehicle to advance the use of the atom
for the peaceful pursuits of mankind,

December 10

The International Atomic Energy Agency
has assumed an essential and natural role
in the international development of atomic
energy. In each year of his administration,
President EKennedy supported the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency and on three
separate occaslons sent AEC Chairman Glenn
T. Seaborg to the General Conferences in
Vienna, Austria, as his personal representa-
tive.

In the past 10 years, the use of atomic
energy for peaceful purposes throughout the
world has grown steadily. The United States
has led the efforts fo bring the benefits of
atomic energy to the world—shared Iits
knowledge, its skills, and its materials with
other nations in every continent.

Today, I reassert our continued belief in
the importance of cooperation among na-
tions in the peaceful uses of atomic energy
and our belief in the International Atomic
Energy Agency as an important instrument
in carrying out this cooperation. I can
think of no more appropriate way in which
to convey to freemen everywhere our inten-
tlon to bring the benefits of the peaceful
atom to mankind than in the words of Pres-
ident Eennedy In his message to the Presi-
dent of the Fifth General Conference of the
International Atomic Energy Agency in Vi-
enna, Austria, on September 27, 1961:

“The General Conference of the Interna-
tlonal Atomic Energy Agency is a welcome
event to all peoples who value peace. Your
meeting accentuates the enormous potential
of the atom for improving man's well-being.
We already know the atom can help place
more food on our tables, provide more light
in our homes, fight disease and better our
health, and give us new technical and scien-
tific tools. The exploitation of this force
for human welfare is just beginning. The
International Atomic Energy Agency can as-
sume a position of leadership in bringing the
peaceful uses of atomic energy to the people
of the world.

“Moreover, the intangible benefits of your
work are no less than the material rewards.
When people from different countries work
together in a common cause, they help to
maintain a bridge of understanding between
nations during times of tension and build
firmer foundations for a more stable and
peaceful world of the future. I applaud your
efforts and assure you that they have the
full support of the United States.

“JorN F. KENNEDY,
“President, United States of America.”
LynpoN B. JoHNSON,
President of the United States.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 6518) to improve, strengthen, and
accelerate programs for the prevention
and abatement of air pollution.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills:

5.1533. An act to amend the act of July
24, 1956, granting a franchise to D.C. Transit
System, Inc.; and

S5.2064. An act to eliminate the mainte-
nance by the Distriet of Columbia of per-
petual accounts for unclaimed moneys held
by the government of the District of
Columbia.
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INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRI-
ATION BILL, 1964—CONFERENCE
REPORT

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
submit a report of the committee of con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill—H.R. 8747—making
appropriations for sundry independent
executive bureaus, boards, commissions,
corporations, agencies, and offices, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1964, and
for other purposes. I ask unanimous
consent for the present consideration of
the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be read for the information of
the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of today.)

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

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
move the adoption of the conference
report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Washington.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
wish to make a brief statement about the
conference report and about the hill
itself.

Only one amendment is in disagree-
ment with the House. The House had a
rollcall vote on the amendment about 2
hours ago, and sustained the House con-
ferees on that amendment.

I wish to pay tribute to the members
of my committee and to the members of
the House committee for working long
and hard on this very complex bill, which
covers 29 agencies of government. They
are all important agencies of govern-
ment.

I point out again to the Senate that
in the conference report a bill is reported
which will total in the vicinity of $1,400
million under the budget estimates.

We were very careful, particularly in
the Senate, to insist, in an effort to do
something about Government spending
and for the economy of the Nation, that
the agencies not employ any new em-
ployees, with one or two exceptions,
where new employees were allowed, such
as in the case of FAA, because new towers
are being built and additional men are
needed to man those towers.

This may seem a little harsh, but I
have come to the conclusion, after many
years in handling matters for these
agencies, particularly the agencies I
have in mind—and I am sure the Sena-
tor from Colorado agrees with me—that
a great deal of Government sper.ding can
be eliminated if we eliminate the hiring
of new employees.

It seems that every time an agency
has a problem of some kind, the only
answer is to hire some new personnel to
solve it. After that particular problem
has been solved, the employees run out
of something to do, and the Administra-
tors sit around and think of something
else for the employees to do. They con-
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vince themselves and then they convince
the Bureau of the Budget, and pretty
soon they are adding to the cost of the
Government year by year,

Therefore, I believe we have taken a
long step forward in the direction of Gov-
ernment economy by bringing forth a
bill which is close to $1,400 million under
the budget estimates, involving, with one
or two rare exceptions—I have men-
tioned one—no new employees. The
conference report covers 29 agencies of
Government,

Representatives from various agencies
come to the Senator from Colorado, to
me, or to the Senator from Massachu-
setts, and complain. They say they need
this, that, or the other thing.

However, I am sure that by the end of
next fiscal year they will probably be
more efficient, and they will not know
that they have not had any additional
employees given them. Someone said to
the Senator from Colorado and me that
if we could make this principle stick, per-
haps Parkinson would add a chapter to
his book.

I hope he will write such a chapter;
but we made it clear, and it is in the con-
ference report. So, for the first time we
have taken a forward step in controlling
the growth of Government personnel, I
compliment all members of the subcom-
mittee, and also the House conferees,
who joined with us.

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. ALLOTT. It is the chairman of
the subcommittee, in this instance, who
should be complimented, because from
the first of the year he took a strong,
adamant stand that we would not add
employees. We provided for some addi-
tional employees in the Federal Aviation
Agency. The specific purpose should be
stated. It was to enable the FAA to op-
erate navigational facilities which are in
the process of construction and will be
completed before the end of the year. It
would be a foolish policy not to provide
the necessary additional employees for
this facility. But the Senator from
Washington is correct.

Moreover, we tried to prevent some
agencies from moving into areas which
were outside their own areas of responsi-
bility, and to hold them until, at least,
the legislative committees concerned had
had an opportunity to act upon the pro-
posals.

I pay my personal tribute to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Washington,
because he was adamant, and it was only
because of his stand that we were able
to bring back a bill in an amount which
is far below the budget request.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I thank the Sen-
ator from Colorado.

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. Iyield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL., I join in what
the Senator from Colorado has said. As
one who has sat as a member of the sub-
committee for many years, I believe the
results of the bill justify the actions of
the chairman and the senior member
of the minority, the Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. ALLOTT].
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I call the Senator’s attention to one
item in the conferénce report, at the
top of page 12, in which the conferees
agreed that no further funds could be
provided for shelter survey and stocking.
I interpret that to mean for this year
only. The Senate conferees did not
finally agree that there should be no
further stocking. Am I correct?

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is a correct
interpretation. I believe that is the un-
derstanding of the conferees.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the
Senator.

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. BREWSTER. My brief comment
would be directed to the Open Space
Land Grants portion of the report. The
original House position in this matter
was contained in language to the effect
that this program should not be utilized
in the Washington metropolitan area.
The Senate report rejected this position.
In excellent language on pages 18 and 19,
the Senate report states:

The committee believes it is unwise, how-
ever, to single out any one area, wherever
located, for the purpose of denying to them
grants for which they have qualified. Title
VII of the Housing Act of 1961, which em-
bodies the open-space land provisions, con-
tains some of the stiffest requirements for
qualifying for Federal assistance of any law
of this kind. The Congress wisely insisted
that communities must demonstrate that
the land purchased with Federal assistance
conform to a comprehensive development
plan, that an active program of comprehen-
sive development planning for the entire area
is being actively carried on, and that they
are already taking such steps as they can
without Federal assistance to preserve a
maximum of open-space land at a mini-
mum cost. The purpose of this law is to
assist urban areas to curb sprawl and prevent
the spread of blight and to encourage more
economic and desirable urban development
by assisting local governing bodies in acquir-
ing fast-disappearing undeveloped land for
urgently needed park, conservation, and his-
toric purposes. The preservation of open
space and parks Is a recognized national
need, rather than one that is restricted to
any particular region or locality. How
promptly metropolitan areas move to acqguire
suitable lands is conditioned both by the
funds available and by the recognition and
acceptance of local responsibilities. The
committee feels that no area should be penal-
ized because of its ability to quickly qualify
for, and receive, Federal assistance and its
willingness to expend substantial sums of its
own money for necessary open-space lands.

The Washington Post of December 6,
1963, stated:

Representative ALBERT THOMAS, Democrat,
of Texas, chalrman of the House Appropria-
tions Subcommittee that adopted the ban,
sald after the conference session, *“The
House language is out.

“We will let the suburbs do what they
want.”

So I note with some degree of satisfae-
tion that the suburbs of Washington, in
Maryland and Virginia, will be allowed
now to utilize the open-space land grant
program, as will any other area in the
Nation.

1, too, commend the Senate chairman
and his fellow members of the conference
for seeing to it that the Senate position
prevailed in this case.

B
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Mr. MAGNUSON. I thank the Sen-
ator from Maryland. We believe we did
the right thing in not limiting this pro-
vision.

The Senator from Maryland speaks
about open spaces. We did something
else this year which we hope will be
carried out: We informed the General
Services Administration that when a new
building is built—and a new building is
being constructed for the Pentagon—a
little Pentagon—and is ready for occu-
pancy, the first persons in the Depart-
ment of Defense to move in should be
those now occupying temporary build-
ings. Otherwise, it would never be pos-
sible to get rid of the old buildings. So
we expect to provide a few more open
spaces in areas that were intended to be
left open by those who designed this
beautiful city. Some of the old build-
ings have existed since prior to World
War I. Their occupants will never get
out unless they are moved out.

I am sure the Senator from Maryland
will be pleased with the proposed open-
space move. I hope it will be carried
out.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KennEDY in the chair) laid before the
Senate a message from the House of
Representatives announcing its action on
certain amendments of the Senate to
House bill 8747, which was read as
follows:

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendments of the Sen-
ate numbered 81, 82, and 91 to the bill (H.R.
8747) entitled “An Act making appropria-
tlons for sundry Iindependent executive
bureaus, boards, commissions, corporations,
agencies, and offices, for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1964, and for other purposes”, and
concur therein.

. Resolved, That the House recede from its

ent to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 2, and concur therein with an
amendment, as follows: In lleu of the sum
of §1,000,000 set forth in said amendment in-
sert “$650,000",

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 84, and concur therein with an
amendment, as follows: Insert the matter
stricken, amended to read as follows: *“: Pro-
vided further, That no part of the foregoing
appropriation may be transferred to any
other agency of the Government for research
without the approval of the Bureau of the
Budget".

Resolved, That the House insist upon its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 92,

Mr, MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate concur in the
amendments of the House to Senate
amendments numbered 2 and 84.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, one
amendment remains in disagreement,
amendment No. 92, relative to the vet-
erans’' hospital in Bay Pines, Fla. As I
have already said, the House voted on
this item a couple of hours ago and sus-
tained its conferees by a very narrow
vote. I am hopeful that we may dis-

cuss the matter in the Senate and prob-
ably not have to return to conference,
because I fear the House would have the
same vote, and the Senate would then
be in the same position and would only
delay the bill.
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Howeyer, the Senator from Florida has
felt so keenly and honestly about this
matter for some time that I am sure the
Senate would have liked to have the
language on which we agreed remain in
the bill. To bring the matter to a head,
I move that the Senate recede from
amendment No, 92.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, do I
correctly understand that the amend-
ment is pending?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr, HOLLAND. First, I express my
deep appreciation to the Senator from
Washington [Mr, Macnuson], the Sen-
ator from Colorado [Mr. ArrorT], and all
the other members of the Subcommittee
of the Senate Committee on Appropria-
tions who handled this matter and who
unanimously agreed to place in the bill
the amendment relating to Bay Pines.
I believe it is amendment No. 92. Am I
correct in my assumption?

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator is
correct.
Mr. HOLLAND. I thank each of them

for their attitude. Furthermore, I de-
sire to have the record show that I am
deeply grateful to the Senator from
Washington, the Senator from Colorado,
and other members of our committee who
were conferees upon this bill, every one
of whom stood by the Senate position and
insisted on the matter being carried back
to the House in disagreement for an ex-
pression of opinion on the part of the
House. They could not have been more
loyal to the objectives which I had in
mind. I thank them for it.

This bill carries, as I recall, some $14
billion of appropriations, and is more
than 5 months behind time. Many agen-
cies have been handicapped in connec-
tion with the delay in enactment of the
bill, which should be cleared promptly
at this time.

I have discussed this matter with the
distinguished Senator from Washington
and the distinguished Senator from
Colorado, as well as with other Senators,
There is no doubt that the Senate would
again stand by its amendment. There-
fore, I wish to take to myself the respon-
sibility for what I am about to do: It
seems to me that, having in mind the
importance of this entire measure, and
having in mind the lateness of the hour
at which this question comes before us,
and also the fact that various Senators
involved already have made travel reser-
vations in connection with returning to
their homes, and also having in mind the
fact that the vote in the House of Repre-
sentatives has clearly substantiated the
feeling of many of the good people in
Florida about this matter; namely, that
the line being drawn in this case is a
political line, rather than one based pri-
marily on the welfare of the veterans—
it seems to me that I should not oppose
the motion which has been made by the
distinguished Senator from Washington,
the chairman of the subcommittee, that
the Senate recede, but, instead, that I
should let the REcorp show the way the
House has voted on this matter, which is
as follows: In the House, on the question
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of accepting the Senate amendment on
this matter, the vote was 170 in favor of
accepting the Senate amendment and
204 opposed to accepting the Senate
amendment. Of the 170 who voted to
accept the Senate amendment, 164 were
of one party and 6 were of the other
party. Of the 204 who voted against ac-
ceptance of the Senate amendment, all
were of one party.

I hardly think a stronger showing
could be made to the effect that—un-
fortunately—a political issue has been
allowed to creep into the matter of tak-
ing care of the ill and disabled veterans
of the Nation. I am distressed that this
is the case.

I recall to the attention of the Senate
that in a communication from a most
distinguished group of citizens in the
State of Florida—the Florida Council of
One Hundred, which is a bipartisan
body—to the late beloved President of
the United States, President John F.
Kennedy, dated September 18, 1963, a
strong case was made for the amend-
ment included in the Senate bill, which
would have insisted that the Administra-
tor proceed to use the funds, appropri-
ated at the request of the Administrator
in 1958, for the purpose of doing the
advance planning and the engineering
for the enlargement of the Bay Pines
Hospital—the hospital which the Ad-
ministrator himself has stated, in the
record, as having, in his opinion, the
finest location of any veterans hospital
in the Nation—700 acres facing the
Intracoastal Waterway, looking out
across the bay, across the spit of land
which comprises the offshore islands op-
posite St. Petersburg, and to the Gulf of
Mexico with a most beautiful view from
a hill crowned by virgin pines. There is
ample room for the construction of sev-
eral hospitals of the size of Bay Pines
which has been there since World War
I—it being the oldest veterans’ hospital
in our State, and the most popular vet-
erans’ hospital, and the one which most
veterans' organizations want to see re-
tained and enlarged.

For the Administrator, I wish to say,
first, that he has been most generous
in his treatment of the needs of the
veterans in other areas of our State;
and, second, that he has revised his view
as to Bay Pines, in that at the last
hearing he told our committee that he
no longer plans to abandon the hospital,
but assured the committee that it would
be retained at its present size, which I
believe is 600-plus beds—and that under
no circumstances would it be abandoned.
I believe he said it would be a foolhardy
act to abandon the hospital, because of
the great need shown for it in the Tampa
Bay area, where there are 14 million
people, and where veterans' needs are
very, very great, indeed.

I call attention to the fact that in
connection with the statement made by
the Florida Council of One Hundred
there appears the following sentence in
the letter written to the late President
of the United States; which, incidentally,
appears in the committee hearings at
page 2191:

I have taken your time to review this case
in some detall because many of us here in
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Pinellas County have come to the reluctant
conclusion that the real reason behind Mr,
Gleason’s refusal to act is a political one.
Mr. President, I regret the fact that a
clear political division is shown by the
action taken this afternoon in the other

body.

Mr. President, having in mind the fine
treatment which, the Veterans’ Adminis-
trator has given otherwise to our vet-
erans, and also having in mind the fact
that the new President of the United
States, himself a veteran, will, I am sure,
be unwilling to have the record continue
to disclose the drawing of a political
issue in connection with a matter of this
kind, I am content to let the record stand
because I think perhaps it will bring
more speedy action than we would have
if we forced the issue and returned this
amendment to the House of Representa-
tives, in disagreement.

Mr. President, in order that the Recorp
may show at this point the situation with
reference to the veterans in our State, I
ask unanimous consent that the wording
on page 23 of the report on the independ-
ent offices appropriations bill for this
year, beginning with the words “the rec-
ord of the hearings,” and continuing to
the paragraph headed “Loan Guarantee
Revolving Fund,” be printed at this point
in the REecorp.

There being no objection, the excerpts
. from the report were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

The record of the hearings before the sub-
committee includes correspondence from the
Florida Council of 100 with most cogent rea-
sons for proceeding at long last with the
architectural and engineering work relating
to the expansion of the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration Hospital at Bay Pines, Fla.

Data submitted to the committee from the
State of Florida, Department of Veterans’ Af-
fairs, reveals that as of July 19, 1963, there
were 1562 veterans on the walting list for the
VA hospital at Lake City, Fla.; 587 veterans
were on the walting list for the veterans hos-
pital at Bay Plnes; 6456 veterans were on the
walting list of the VA hospital at Coral
Gables—Iin all a total of 1,384, all of whom
had been found eligible, In addition, the in-
formation provided reveals that 1,098 Florida
veterans were hospitalized outside the State
of Florida by the Veterans' Administration
and that a total of 395 Florida veterans were
awalting hospitalization outside the State in
VA hospitals.

The Administrator's testimony before the
subcommittee indicated a reluctance to pro-
ceed with slte and planning expenses for this
project even though it was authorized and
funded some years ago in the absence of a
clear-cut statement in the form of appro-
priate wording in the bill. The committee
has therefore recommended the following
language be included in the bill:

“: Provided further, That $1,722,000 shall
be used for the sites and planning expenses
involved in the construction of a Veterans’
Administration hospital at Bay Pines, Fla.,"

Mr. HOLLAND. WMr. President, I call
attention to the fact that the report
shows that on the date of the report
by the Veterans’ Bureau in Florida, in
July of this year, 1,098 veterans from
Florida were being hospitalized in hos-
pitals outside our State, some of them as
far as 1,000 miles away.

I know something of the sympathy
which both the Senator from Washing-
ton and the Benator from Colorado have
shown in connection with this matter;
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and I hope they will feel—and will state
for the record, if they feel it is appro-

it is, and to give the Administrator a
chance to move ahead with the con-
struction and enlargement of this hos-
pital, in order partially to meet the need
which has been shown to exist.

With that brief statement, I make it
very clear that I shall not oppose the
motion made by the distinguished Sena-
tor from Washington, the chairman of
the committee, that the Senate recede
from its amendment No. 92.

At this time I yield to the chairman
of the committee.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
think the Senator from Florida has made
a wise decision, although we of the com-
mittee feel very strongly about this pro-
vision. We thought it was the only thing
we could do in this case, in order to pro-
ceed with this matter.

I have been somewhat at a loss to un-
derstand why the Administrator—al-
though I have never asked him directly—
did not go ahead with this hospital, and
then also proceed with whatever plans
he may have had for another one, in an-
other area, because all the testimony we
receive from the Veterans' Administra-
tion every year is of the growing need
for hospitalization facilities for veterans.

Mr. HOLLAND. Especially in Florida.

Mr. MAGNUSON, Well, all over the
country, but more so in Florida.

It seems to me that by the time that
is done and by the time they obtain the
sites and the funding—which will take
4 or 5 years—hoth of these hospitals will
be needed.

I have no doubt about it. The need
for veterans hospitals-all over the coun-
try has grown, but more so in areas such
as Florida and beautiful places like Bay
Pines and other places of that kind. I
am at a loss to understand why they do
not proceed. The facility has been
funded. They can go ahead with the
other hospital, because by the time it is
completed they will need the space any-
way. They may even have to move
other veterans down there because the
table of veterans hospitalization shows
that the World War II veterans are
reaching the age at which they need
more medical care, and it goes higher.

There is in this bill $1,100-million-
plus for inhospital care alone. This is
not outhospital care. It has reached
that proportion.

I dislike to add this statement, but I
believe for the record it should be stated
that every other bed is a mental case.
This is startling, but it is true.

It seems to me that the Administrator
could well proceed with this hospital. It
is funded. So I believe he should go
ahead and start the other one, too, be-
cause surely the number of veterans in
the area justifies it.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator
from Washington. With regard to his
reference to mental cases, I am sorry to
have to say that of nearly 1,100 Florida
veterans hospitalized in points remote
from our State—where it is difficult for
their families to reach them and neces-
sary that they do so—almost all or a
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large part of them are neuropsychiatric
cases. That isone of the pitiful features
of the whole picture.

I thank the Senator for his sympa-
thetic attitude towards this problem.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator.
The chairman of the committee has said
many of the things I wished to say.

With the more than one thousand
cases from Florida which now have to be
hospitalized outside the State, it seems to
me that in the last 2 years there has
been an adequate record made as to the
necessity for the hospitals in Florida with
the addition of the Bay Pines Hospital.
I also am reminded that this particular
hospital was funded by the Congress
more than 3 years ago. Is that not cor-
rect?

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is cor-
rect. The funding for the engineering
plans and all the advance planning
necessary to build the proposed addition
to the hospital was provided for by the
Congress some 5 years ago and has
been carried forward every year in the
budget but no action has been taken to
proceed with the project despite the fact
the money has been available to do so.

Mr. ALLOTT. If the Senator will
yield further, what he has mentioned
is what distresses me about this ques-
tion. The President has named the Ad-
ministrator, but I believe it is the func-
tion of Congress to make the laws of the
country and to designate the locations
where hospitals should be built if they
are believed to be necessary. The fact
that the hospital has been funded for
more than 3 years can only lead me to
believe—and I do not say that my opin-
ion is the viewpoint of the Senator from
Florida—that the decision of the Ad-
ministrator in that case is an arbitrary
one.

Another provision in the report—
which I will not discuss at this time but
I certainly intend to do so later—leads
me to believe that the Administrator

has reached another arbitrary decision. -

But I say in conclusion to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Florida that I
am convinced after listening to this sub-
ject for 3 years, that the Senator from
Florida is entirely correct in his basic
concept for this hospital, and that if he
had made a different decision than he
has now made on the floor of the Senate,
I would have been ready to continue to
support hiin as long as he desired
support.

I hope that what has occurred will
not be without some bheneficial effect
upon the Administrator in starting the
hospital at Bay Pines.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator
from Colorado. It is true that before
the conference report came before the
Senate, the Senator from Colorado
stated to me that he would take the posi-
tion he has mentioned. I deeply ap-
preciate it.

However, it seems to me that to allow
what apparently in the other body has
now become a political controversy to
continue on a gquestion of this kind is
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not the wise course. I have consulted
with the chairman of the subcommittee,
the chairman of the full committee, and
other Senators who are deeply concerned
with this matter. We all feel that action
probably will be taken when it is shown
that in this body the feeling is so strong
for going ahead with the project—and
the Senate has remained unanimous on
the question—as it is and that in the
other body the lines are so closely drawn,
if I may use that expression, as they
appear to be from the vote just taken
there.

I again thank the Senator from
Colorado and the Senator from Wash-
ington. I hope that the veterans’ pro-

IxpEPENDENT OFFICES APrPrOPRIATION Binn, 1964 (H.R.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

gram in our State and in every other
part of the Nation will move ahead in a
completely nonpolitical manner, based
wholly upon the merits of the program
that will best take care of the needs of
the veterans who so badly need added
care; and who, as I have already said—
to the extent of 1,098 of them—are hos-
pitalized in points remote from our State.
That kind of situation should not
continue.

In addition, between 1,000 and 2,000
veterans are on the waiting lists of the
various veterans hospitals in Florida.
Such a pitiful situation should ery out
for immediate action. I hope that the
Administrator will hear that cry.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Harr in the chair). The question is on
agreeing to the motion of the Senator
from Washington [Mr. Macnuson] to
recede from amendment No. 92.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. MAGNUSON subsequently said:
Mr, President, I want to join our col-
leagues in also commending Mr. Earl W.
Cooper and Mr. Franklin B. Dryden, the
efficient members of the staff.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the ReEcorp a tabulation show-
:)Iillg} the action taken on each item of the

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

8747)

Comparative stalement of appropriations for 1963 and estimates and action taken on items in the bill for 196}

Ttem Appropriations, Budget esti- House bill Benate bill Conference
1963 mates, 1064 action
TITLE 1
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE CONTROL .‘
R e A I S P PG SR | e £530, 000 $525, 000 $3525, 000 $525, 000 $525, 000
OFFICE OF EMERGENCY PLANNING % 1E LR
T ] (e G MRS B et - s SR L S §, 240, 000 7, 200, 000 4, 045, 5, 265, 000 4, 695, 000
Civil defense and defense mohilixation runctlom of Federal agencies. 5, 160, 000 7, 750, 000 5, 190, 000 4, 100, 000 4,190, 000
‘Bfote and local preparedness. ..o iiioaiioide—emans A 4, 000, 000 1, 500, 000 1, 500, D00 1, 500, 000
Total, Office of Emergency P]mmjng____._______.___. IR Lo Y 10, 430, 000 17, 950, 000 10, 735, 000 10, 955, 000 10, 385, 000
OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
PRI TR A OXDOIMSRT. . - oo s b et i i £ S E A S S e e il it SR A e et 764, 150 1,025, 000 780, 000 980, 000 880, 000
Total, Executive Office of the President. - 11,7X4, 150 19, 500, 000 12, 040, 000 12, 460, 000 11, 790, 000
" ° FunNps APFROFRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT .
Disastar el L P E R L e T B e 25, 000, 00O 20, 000, 000 20, 000, 000 20, 000, 000 20, 000, 000
DepARTMENT OF DEFENSE
CIVIL DEFENSE
Operation and maintenance ___.______. i 70,000, 000 76, 638, 000 70, 319, 000
Rasearch, shelter survey and marking- _ ..o ... 17, 800, 000 64, 700, 000 41,250, 000
Research'and dovelopmient, shelter, mnl construetion SRR P S :
Total, Civil Defense, Department of Defense. - - oeeomocamaomeommceoranaas B7, 800, 000 135, 338, 000 111, 569, 000
DerarTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE
“Emergency health activities. .. E AN e LI C LA B Y 7,000, 000 (41,361,000 | 25,000,000 30, 000, 000 27, 500, 000
INDEVENDENT OFFICES J 3
CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD
Balaries and e 568 e e il 0, 450, 000 10, 800, 000 10,115, 000 10, 365, 000 10, 240, 000
Payments to air carriers (llqultlnliou nlLuntractuuthorizntionj..........-....... 82, 864, 000 83, 775, 000 76,000, 000 81, 000, 000 , 000,
Total, Civil Aeronautics Board ... 02,314,000 04, 575,000 85,115,000 | 91,365,000 80, 240, 000
) CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION i
‘Salurles and expenses. _ B BindlilS L o 22, 161, 300 22, 180, 000 21, 680, 000 21, 930, 000 21, 805, 000
Inwi tion of U.8. cimem!ommploynmnt by international or 00, 000 670, 000 B00, 000 600, 000 600,
‘m.nuit under Special 0L8. . - .o oo e e e e 2,000, 000 1, 838, 000 1, 800, 000 1, 800, 000 1, 800, 000
Gover payment for annuitants, employeés health benefits fund. 5, 166, 000 9, 530, 000 9, 500, 000 4, 500, 000 9, 500, 000
Dovernment contribution, retired employees health beneﬁt.s o7 G R TR 8, 000, 000 14, 860, 000 14, 800, 000 14, 800, 000 14, 800, (KN
1 ent to civil service retirement and disability fund 30, 000, 000 62, 000, 000 62, 000, 000 62, 000, 000 62, 000, 000
Administrative expenses employees life insurance fund (limitation). . cooccooaao (263, 550) 279, 000) (270, 000) (270, 000) (270, 000)
Total, Clvil Service Commission. ... .o o ioioo o iuioaeaiiaas 67, 927, 300 111, 128, 000 110, 380, 000 110, 630, 000 110, 508, 000
: FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY
100, 250, 000
20, 000, 000
B AN Qovelapment ool 000,000 | 50,000,000 | 35,000,000 | 45,000,000 | - 40,000, 000
and maintenance, National e A e e R TR S S ek s T T et A R R e A S
and tenance, Washington \miona 3, 581, 500
. Operation and maintnnnnm, Dulles lnte 3,985, 000
Cnnstruetinn, Nationn %{tala o et S LOC T .
ational Airport. . 2,075, 000
Constmclion ‘Dnlles International Airport.__. , 000
Civil supersonic g R R R e A L e et R S 60, 000, DO
‘Total, Federal Aviatlon Ageney:so oo iisionr i eaia il 775, 881, 600 815, 100, 000 750, 610, 000 770, 483, 000 758, 341, 500
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Balaries and expenses. .. ... oo.coccdccesaeaes o 14, 050, 550 16, 500, 000 15, 800, 000 15, 400, 000 15, 600, 000
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INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION BiLn, 1964 (H.R. 8747)—Continued
Comparative stalement of appropriations for 1963 and estimates and action taken on items in the bill for 1 964—Continued
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Item Apmofﬂatlona, Budget esti- House bill Senate bill Conference
963 mates, 1064 action
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION
Balarles and exp = e 11, 080, 000 12, 675, 000 11, 750, 000 11, 950, 000 11, 850, 000
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION -
Balarfes and expenses. ____.._ PIPRRITATRG 4 L T e LD 1 11, 472, 500 13, 028, 000 12, 100, 000 12, 329, 500 12, 214, 750
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
Salarfes and srparses L R e st 43, 500, 000 486, 850, 000 45, 700, 000 45, 700, 000 45, T00, 000
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION
Operating expenses, Public Buildings Service..... $184, 386, 500 $216, 439, 000 $200, 875, 000 $214, 875, 000 §210, 875, 000
Repair and improvement of public bufldings........ i 000 75, 000, 000 74, 000, 000 000
Construction, public buildings project_ 171, 965, 000 152, 540, 700
Sites and expenses, public buildings projects_ - - - ecoaemaene-- 41,100, 000 40, 000, 000
Payments, public build purchase contracts 5, 200, 000 5,200,
Expenses, U.8. court facilities 1, 587, 000 1, 030,
‘Additional court facilities_ _. SIS St
Improvements, National Industrial Reserve Plant No. 485 .. ... =
Hospital facilities in the District of Columbia.. =i A #
Operating a:genses Federal Supply Bervice. ... 42, 212, 000 51, 000, 000 45,500, 000
R ey Vilkahn d Disposal Bervice (indefinit riation of 0 e i e
rating expenses, om an 0S8 efinite appropriation o
Pocel m) il (8,756, 500) (10, 000, 000) (9, 275, 000)
Operating expenses, National Archives and R ds Service. 14, 416,100 15, 000, 000 14, 730, 000
Opersu.ns expenses, Transportation and Communications SBervice. - oo oo oo 4,287, 000 5,870, 000 4, 725, 000
Federal telecommunications fund_________ 2 =2y 9,000,000 |.._.... 1 e W 2 o1
Strategie and critical materials:
(Indeﬂn.ita appropﬂat!on oi recelpts).- AL IR L e (18, 095, 000) (28, 145, 000) (23, 925, 000)
Balaries an Office of Ad istrator L= 1, 405, 100 , 500, 1, 438, 000
Allowances ang office facilities for former P i 320, 000 300, 300, 000
Administrative operations fund (limitation)..__..___. (17, 538, 000) (20, 194, 000) (18, 150,000}
Total, General Services Administration. ..o voooocmomcomicccceccaenaa 586, 397, 300 619, 961, 000 571, 339, 300
HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY
Office of the Administrator:
Balirion B e e T e e e e R S B b S 14, 728, 000 16, 675, 000 15, 325, 000 15, 725, 000 15, 525, 000
Urban planning s‘mnts“--..-..... e 18, 000, 000 23, 500, 000 21, 150, 000 21, 150, 000 21, 150, 000
Urban studies and 1 ) o M ot T TS R 0 R R 375, 000 2, 500, 000 987, 400 387, 400 387, 400
Mass transportation demonstration grants_ ... 32, 500, 000 5, 000, 000 , 000 5, 000, 000 000, 000
Administrative expenaes, mass transportation activities. .. ..o .. (200, 000) 105, 000 (195, 000) (195, 000) (195, 000)
Omgpaeelandm 15, 000, 000 32, 325, 000 15, 000, 000 15, 006, 000 15, 000, 000
Low-income houging d tration grants 3, 000, 000 5, 065, 000 1, 200, 1, 200, 000 1, 200, 000
Public works planning fund. . S 12, 000, 000 20, 000, 000 2, 000, 000 2, 000, 000 2, 000, 000
Urban renewal fund (]Iqul.dat[on of contract authorization). . ___________._.__. 000, 200, 000, 000 100, 000, 000 100, 000, 000 100, D00, KO0
Housing for the elderly fund.. s : 70, 000, 000 125, 000, 000 75, 000, 000 100, 000, 000 100, (00, 000
Total, Office of the Administrator....... .. ........... 465, 603, 000 430, 260, 000 236, 062, 400 260, 462, 400 200, 262, 400
Public Housing Administration:
Annual contributions e i e e R e e P e et 180, 000, 000 205, 000, 000 167, 000, 000 197, 000, 000 167, 000, 000
Administrative expenses_....__ o R R S o T S 14, 881, 500 16, 150, 000 15, 484, 000 15, 484, 000 15, 484,
Total, Public Housing Administration. . _._ -« - . . _________ . _. 104, 881, 500 221, 150, 000 212, 484, 000 212, 484, 000 212, 484, 000
Total, Housing and Home Finance Ageney . c-cocccamomccmceenammmmsnmman 660, 484, 500 651, 410, 000 447, 546, 400 472, 046, 400 472, 746, 400
INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMIBSION
Ly I T T T S SR S T SO L 23, 502,800 25, 450, 000 24, 500, 000 24, 840, 000 24, 670, 000
NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION
Research, development, and operation... s a 2, 807, 878, 000 L 000, 000 e e b
Al B e I e e i e e e e e 3, 926, 000, 000 3, 926, 000, 000 3, 926, 000, 000
Construction of facilitics S, SR i o 776, 237, 000 800, 000, 000 680, 000, 000 680, 000, 000 630, 000, 000
Administrative operations.._______________.____ 1L = cadrpionn i Sk 494, 000, 000 494, 000, 000 494, 000, 000
Total, National Aeronautics and Space Administration.. .. ... 3, 674, 115, 000 5, 712, 000, 000 5, 100, 000, 000 5, 100, 000, 000 3, 100, 000, 000
A NATIONAL CAPITAL HOUSING AUTHORITY
Oporattun and nlaintonm'luc Ol propesties . . o il u oot 40, 000 43, 000 43, 000 43, 000 43, 000
m'r:ov.u. SCIENCE FOUNDATION
Balaries and expenses______ b o 322, 500, 000 589, 000, 000 323, 200, 000 373, 200, 000 353, 200, 000
RENEGOTIATION BOARD
Salarlesand oXpenses. . .o iiecraem—amas 2, 450, 000 2, 650, 000 2, 550, 000 2, 550, 000 2, 550, (00
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION
Salaries and expenses._ . __ SR 5= 13, 261, 700 14, 400, 000 13, 775, 000 14, 100, 000 13, 937, 500
SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM
Salaries and expenses. ... e 37, 714,200 38,140, 000 37,840,000 87,940,000 © 37,940,000
VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION
General operating ex?oe L et ST ot LIRS SR 161, 124, 950 159, 750, 000 159, 750, 000 150, 750, 000 159, 750, 000
Medical administration and miscellaneous operating eXpenses. .- .- - --.--.---... 13, 981, 050 14, 982, 000 14, 510, 000 4 800, 14, 800, 000
Medical and prosthetic research.. Ly i , 500, 000 33, 742, 000 31, 720, 000 36, 720,000 , 742,
Medical care_._____ 1,048, 172,300 1, 087, 688, 000 1,075, 186, 000 1,081, 186, 000 1, 081, 186, 000
Compensation and i s 3,874, 000,000 3, 421,000 000 3, 521,000, 000 , 921, 000, , 21, 000,
Readjustment benefits. , 800, 000 101, 100, 000 67, 000, 000 67,000, + U0,
Veterans insurance and indemnities.....______ 42, 000, 000 30, 200, 000 30,200, 000 40, 200, , 200,
Construction of hospital and domicllhry facili , GO0, 000 81,000, 000 72, 754,000 76, 877, 000 , 706,
Grants to the Republic of the Phili 500, 31 l'} 0 310, 000 310, , 000
Losn guarantee revolving fund (limitation on obligations) (311, 808000 . cotia fi ol (246,240,000} | - - - - oo emme e (300, 000, 6OG)
Total, Veterans’ Administration. . ...o..oceeoioomeocmemmmoeeiemmanesabans 5,333, 084, 200 5, 429, 772,000 5,872, 430, 000 5, 387, 843, 000 5, 384, 784, 000
Total, defaite’ sppropristion. . 1 0 L. K % O Dle WS s i, 800 14, 620, 443, 000 13,060, 518,700 | 13,356, 780, 650 13, 191, 205, 550
Total, indefinite appropriation of receipts (proceeds of sa1e8) - me e oo coeeeeen. 26,851, 500 | 88, 145, 000 a3, 200, 000 43, 425, 000 33, 812, 500
Total appropriations, title I_._.____ = 11, 868, 651, 300 14, 658, 588, 000 13, 102, 718, 700 13, 390, 214, 650 13,224, 518, 050
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Administrative and nonadminisiralive expenses
[Limitation on amounts of corporate funds to be expended]
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Corporation or agency Approfarhtlons, Budget esti- House bill Benate bill Conference
963 mates, 1004 action
Feciml Hcmo Imn Bank Board:
" CIBERC. O e SR ST LT ($2, 037, 500) ($2, 470, 000] (%$2, 430, lll:lg £2, 430, 000) $2, 430, 000)
Nonaﬂminlstmtl\ﬂ! p (11, 580, ?50; (12, 834, 000, (12, 800, D00 12, 800, 12, 800, 000)
Federal Bavings and Loan Insurance Corporation (1, 160, 900, (1, 335, 000) (1, 315, 000) (1, 315, 000 (1, 315, 000)
General Bervices Administration: Reconstruction Finance Cotpomtion liqu!da-
L1008 0 R R e e VL)) ERRER SRS, LR S e ke e M e e e B CE R
Hou.sinf and Home Finnnce Agency:
llege housi nﬁ S ik (1, MT,&II; (1,925,0m§ (1, 908, 000) 51,903.000) (1, 508, 000)
Publiec facility loans (1, 188, 000 (1, 280, 000 (1, 220, 000} 1, 220, 000) (1, 220, 000)
Housing for the elderly . e M R s (744, 000) (1, 250, 000) (770, 000) (1, 000, 000 (885, 000)
Revolving fund (liquidating programs) - .- oo (145, 000) (140, 000) (135, 000) (135, 000) (135, 000)
Federal National Mortgage Association....... s (8, 302, 500) (9, 125, 000} (8,750, 000) (8, 750, 000) (8, 750, 000)
Federal Housing Administration:
T Tt T S S B S e | (SR e S s e (10, 732, 500) (9, 900, 000) (0, 920, 000} (9, 600, 000) (9, 500, 000)
Nonadministrative (69, 305, 000) (78, 150, 000) (76, 065, 000) (77, 065, 000) (76, 565, 000)
Public Housing Administration:
Administrative ex e i e i e ST T (14, 881, 500) (16, 150, 000) (15, 434 000) (15, 484, 000) (15, 484, 000)
Nonadministrative expenses. G (1, 223, 760) (1, 600, 000) Qa,24 000) (1, 600, 000) (1, 420, 000)
Total, administrative exp G il (123, 263, 900) (136, 259, 000) (131, 312, 000) (133, 302, 000) (132, 407, 000)

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I wish
to take a few minutes to try to clear up
two or three points in the report. The
distinguished Senator from Massachu-
setts called the attention of the chair-
man of the committee to the language
appearing on page 12 of the conference
report, which reads as follows:

The conferees are agreed that no further
funds are to be provided for shelter survey
and stocking.

I am quite sure—and I should like fo
have the assurance of the Senator from
Washington—that it was certainly not
our intention when we approved that
particular amendment that there would
be no further funds used for stocking.
What that language means is that no
further funds, other than those included
in the bill, will be used for stocking this
particular year.

Mr. MAGNUSON. As I understand,
that is the interpretation of the confer-
ees and is correct. I agree.

. Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, under
the heading of “Space Appropriations,”
in the Senate report, on page 20, the fol-
lowing language appears:

The committee found that the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration has
initiated an academic grant program which
is projected to cost between $21 and $28 mil-
lion Per year in the near future. Because
of the overlap with other governmental grant
education programs, the committee gues-
tions the propriety of such a program admin-
istered by this agency, and therefore directs
that no new grants be made without specific
authorization and appropriation.

When the bill was before the Senate,
it was agreed by the distinguished senior
Senator from New Mexico [Mr, ANDER-
sonN], the chairman of the committee,
by me, and by other Senators that what
this meant was that no new grants
should be made but that it would not
forbid the continuance of those under-
way.

I find in the language of the confer-
ence report, written by the House con-
ferees—and this matter was not dis-
cussed at all, so far as I can remember,
in the conference committee—on page
16:

The committee of conference is agreed that
the academic gra.nt program be carried out

within funds appropriated and under good
administrative practices; that NASA employ-
ment should be held to the minimum re-
quired for the expanded program, and the
number of employees is to be governed by
the funds allowed.

How to interpret that language is a
question.

It is my opinion that until the Aero-
nautical and Space Sciences Commit-
tee, under the chairmanship of the dis-
tinguished Senator from New Mexico,
has an opportunity to act upon such leg-
islation, this matter should be held in
abeyance in accordance with the recent
language and understanding of the Sen-
ate.

We did not discuss this particular item,
which was a language madtter, in the con-
ference committee, but I interpret the
language to mean that we are not appro-
priating any funds as such for the aca-
demic program, and that it will be neces-
sary, if the academic program is carried
on, to make way for it out of any funds
available. My own feeling is that the
position agreed to in the Senate, when
the bill passed the Senate a few days
ago, is the one which should be sus-
tained.

I should like to speak of one other
matter; namely, the National Science
Foundation. It is quite complicated. I
will try to state it in its bare essence. It
involves a program under the National
Science Foundation which is called the
Mohole project.

The Senate committee put this lan-
guaze in its report:

Such a diversity of scientific and engineer-
ing opinion has been presented to the Com-
mittee on Project Mohole that it is obvious
that construction of the large drilling plat-
form at this time would be unwise. The
committee therefore directs that no plan-
ning, research, or construction funds leading
to such platform be expended until more
data is available to this committee upon
which it can base a more informed judgment.

No other moneys than those previously
appropriated for this purpose shall be ex-
pended.

I wish to follow immediately with the
language of the House, as shown on page
16 of the conference report on this same
matter. This matter was discussed in

the committee. We came back to it two
or three times:

The committee of conference is agreed that
funds are provided for Project Mohole and
that the National Science Foundation and the
Bureau of the Budget shall use good judg-
ment and work out a sensible proposition.

I wish to make it perfectly clear that
we cannot control what the House puts
in its reports, but I shall take a few mo-
ments to state what it is all about.

Project Mohole is a basic scientific
project to go through the first, second,
and third layers of the crust of the earth
and into the real mantle of the earth. It
is a fantastically complicated scientific
endeavor, and I shall not go into it at
length. There exists at this time nothing
but the most rudimentary means of at-
tempting such a grand scientific explora-
tion. We must learn everything new
about it as we go along.

The large vessel which has been re-
ferred to will cost, by itself, an estimated
$16 million. I believe it will cost more
than that. With its supporting equip-
ment, the cost of the vessel will be $40
million. The entire Mohole project, it is
now estimated, will cost $70 million.

This is the reason for my great con-
cern.

Numerous scientists appeared and tes-
tified before the committee. They ap-
peared and testified at my request, be-
cause I knew of the great controversy
which exists in our scientific community
as to how we should proceed with the
project. When we are talking about jug-
gling $70 million, I believe there is rea-
son to use a little common horse sense
and precaution.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp ex-
cerpts from the statements of Dr. Hol-
lis D. Hedberg; of Dr. John Brackett
Hersey; of Capt. Lewis Rupp; and of Jack
I. McClelland; and letters from Dr.
Roger Revelle of the University of Cali-
fornia, and from Dr. Walter H. Munk,
of the Institute of Geophysics and Plane-
tary Physics of the University of Cali-
fornia; and I ask unanimous consent
that there may be printed in the Recorp
immediately prior to the excerpts from
the statements by these men short bio-
graphies of these men.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the several requests by the
Senator from Colorado are agreed to.

The excerpts and biographical
sketches, ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, are as follows:

Dr. Horris D. HEDBERG, CHAIRMAN, AMSOC

COMMITTEE

Professor of geology, Princeton University;
vice president for exploration, Gulf Oil Corp.
Previously, petrographer, Lago Petroleum
Corp.; director, Geologlical Lab, Mene Grande
0il Co.; chief geologist, exploration coordi-
nator, Gulf Oil Corp.

Geology: Compaction of sediments, micro-
paleontology, sedimentary petrology; use of
heavy minerals in stratigraphical studies;
geology of Caribbean region and South
America; petroleum geology in Africa; strati-
graphic nomenclature.

Ph. D. stratigraphy, Stanford University,
1937. Member, National Academy of Sci-
ences; president, Geological Society of Amer-
ica, 1960; recipient of Medalla Honor, Vene-
zuela, 1941; Sidney Powers Medal, 1963;
Ph. D. (honorary), Kansas University, 1963.

Commissioner and chairman, American
Commission on Stratigraphic Nomenclature;
chairman and president, International Sub-
committee on Stratigraphical Terminology;
chairman, U.S. committee (geology-geophys-
ics) 6th World Petroleum Congress, 1963; di-
rector, Cushman Foundation for Foraminif-

* eral Research; member, U.S. National Com-
mittee, International Union of Geological
Sclences; U.S. delegate, ECAFE Conference,
Teheran. Served as member and consultant
on committees, panels and working groups
of NASA and other Government agencies,

STATEMENT OF DRr. HoLLis D. HEDBERG, CHAIR-
MAN, AMsoc COMMITTEE, DIVISION OF EARTH
SCIENCES, NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES—
NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL, NATIONAL
ScIENCE FOUNDATION

MOHOLE PROJECT

This project can readily be one of the
greatest and most rewarding scientific ven-
tures ever carried out. I must say also that
it can just as readily become instead only a
foolish and unjustifiably expensive fiasco
if there is not insistence that it be carried
out within a proper concept and in a well-
planned, rigorously logical, and scientific
manner. There must be insistence that it
not be allowed to degenerate into merely an-
other costly publicity stunt. The Amsoc
Committee, as originator of the project, feels
a deep public responsibility for this project,
and is dedicated to keeping this ploneering
effort on a sound and rational basis which
will give to science and engineering and to
this country a maximum return in value
received for dollars spent. I might further
add that personally I would far rather see
this project killed where it now stands than
to see it carried out in a manner not worthy
of its potentialities or in any way which will
not insure that the country gets its maxi-
mum money's worth in scientific and engi-
neering achievement in return for the large
expenditure which must necessarily be in-
volved.

The Amsoc Committee carried out directly
the first phase of the project—experimental
oceanic drilling early in 1961 at La Jolla and
at Guadalupe Island sites on the Pacific
coast, which ylelded very significant results.

The need for an intermediate stage be-
tween the first experimentfl drilling and the
ultimate objective of the project was clearly
recognized in the first published statement
of the objectives of the project printed in
the Scientific American of April 1959.
RECOMMENDATION OF INTERMEDIATE DRILLING

PROGRAM

In June of 1961, at the time of the deci-

sion to turn operations over to a prime con-
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tractor, the Amsoc Committee had recom-
mended an intermediate drilling program
and had even included the prompt construc-
tion and operation of an intermediate vessel
in their budget for the fiscal year 1962,

Specific recommendations for an inter-
mediate stage and an intermediate vessel
were submitted by the Amsoc Committee to
NSF several times before NSF signed the
contract with the prime contractor and these
recommendations have subsequently been
repeated by the Amsoc Committee many
times both orally and in written communi-
cations to NSF. N

The Amsoe Committee consists of some 20
scientists and engineers from universities,
research institutions, and industry, selected
for their competence in the field with which
the project is concerned and for their interest
and ability to aid in the accomplishment of
the objectives of the project.

In addition, the Committee has established
special panels to give attention to particular
aspects of the project and these panels in-
clude not only Amsoc members but also draw
on the experience and ability of some 25
additional scientists and engineers selected
from research and industrial organizations
throughout the country for their competence
in particular fields.

These panels are those of site selection,
scientific objectives and measurements,
drilling techniques, naval architecture, and
cceanic sediments drilling.

Neither Amsoc Committee members nor
Amsoc panel members receive any remunera-
tion for their services, but donate these
freely in the interests of sclence and engi-
neering.

COMMITTEE CONCEPT OF PROJECT

The Amsoc Committee concept of the proj-
ect calls for a progressive and orderly ap-
proach to the ultimate drilling investigation
of the earth’s mantle by investigating first,
with a vessel of moderate drilling depth
capacity, certain aspeets of the oceanic crust
to moderate depths below the ocean floor,
thus achieving some of the more readily at-
tainable, but no less important, shallow and
moderate depth objectives, while at the same
time gaining the experience, know-how, and
general geologic background necessary for a
more assuredly successful attainment of the
deeper and more difficult ultimate goals.

The work of the intermediate stage is in
Amsoc's concept a natural and an integral
part of the Mohole project. It is also an
absolute essential to the justification of the
cost of this project.

RECOMMENDATION

Now, the Amsoc Committee has recom-
mended this approach to the National
Science Foundation for reasons including the
following: :

1. The information to be obtained from
a number of strategically located, moderate
depth, oceanic holes is essential to the prop-
er cholce of the best location for a Mohole.

2. The information from such holes is es-
sential background for adequate interpreta-
tion of the results of a Mohole when drilled.

3. The information which can be obtained
Jrom any one of the moderate depth holes
will be, at this stage in our knowledge, &
contribution to science and national prestige
at least equally as great as may be expected
from penetration of the Mohole, and can be
attained much earlier and much more cer-
tainly.

4, The drilling of moderate depth holes in
oceanic waters will furnish invaluable ex-
perience in vessel design and drilling tech-
nigues for use in ultimate Mohole drilling,
which may very conceivably mean the dif-
ference between success and failure in at-
taining the ultimate objectives of the proj-
ect.

5. Experience and knowledge gained in
preparatory drilling may well result in over-
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all long-range economy and reduction in
costs for the project as a whole.

6. The more easily accomplished initial
moderate depth holes will provide definite
insurance for the success of the project,
regardless of success or failure to reach the
Mohole, by the early attainment of other
goals of major importance,

7. The program of the intermediate stage
approach is in harmony with the broad
framework of the project as previously ap-
proved by Congress.

ESSENTIALITY OF INTERMEDIATE VESSEL

The use of a special vessel of moderate
drilling depth capacity—the intermediate
vessel—rather than the ultimate Mohole
vessel for this experimental-exploratory
stage is essentlal becauce of:

1. the greater mobility of such a smaller
vessel and its ability to move readily from
one ocean to another;

2. the lesser delay involved in its con-
struction and the consequent advantage of
earlier returns of data;

3. the need for experience with a moder-
ate-depth drilling vessel in order to decide
what should be the final character of the
ultimate vessel;

4. the advantage of having further ex-
perience available for utilization in the de-
sign and construction of drilling equipment;

5. the need for continuing investigation
of alternative and supplementary sites dur-
ing the long interval in which the wulti-
mate vessel will be tied up on its initial
Mohole effort, estimated at maybe 2 or 3
years;

6. the overall long-range economy to the
project which it could effect in terms of
results obtained for money expended; and

7. the fact that such an intermediate ves-
sel would find immense and continuing serv-
ice in the long-range national investigation
of ocean crustal sediments which is quite
certainly to be anticipated after the im-
mediate objectives of the Mohole project
have been fulfilled.

In conclusion, let me reiterate what has
been the strong recommendation of the
Amsoc Committee to NSF for at least the
last 2 years.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We strongly recommend that the Mohole
project be carried forward only by a route
which Involves, as an initial and integral
part of the project, an adequate preparatory
stage of moderate-depth experimental-ex-
ploratory oceanic drilling (intermediate
stage) carried out by a mobile vessel of mod-
erate drilling depth capacity (intermediate
vessel) .

We believe this is the sane, logical, and
economical approach which will not only
provide the best promise of an eventual suc-
cessful sampling of the deep mantle but will
also provide a maximum return in national
sclentific prestige through its early contribu-
tion of numerous discoveries in the sub-
oceanic sediments and deeper crust of equal
or even greater sclentific importance, prior
to a possible eventual Mohole penetration.

We believe that this approach offers posi-
tive assurance of =a successful project,
whether or not the Mohole is attainable at
greater depths, and that it is the only ap-
proach which justifies the expenditure of the
taxpayers' dollars and which will have the
support of the vast majority of scientists,
engineers, and the informed public.

Dr. J. BRACKETT HERSEY, GEOPHYSICIST, WOODS
HoOLE OCEANOGRAPHIC INSTITUTION

Professor of oceanography, Massachusetts
Institute of Technology; previously recorder,
U.8. Coast and Geodetic Survey; assistant
observer, Phillips Petroleum Co.; instructor,
Lehigh University; physicist, Naval Ord-
nance Laboratory; leutenant, U.S. Naval
Reserve.
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Geophysics: Oceanography; reflection and
refraction selsmic exploration of earth's
oceanic crust; heat conductlvity; magnetic
‘and gravity exploration; sound transmission
in the sea; sound production by marine
animals; oll exploration; 27 publications
since 1841,

Ph. D. physics, Lehigh University, 1941; in-
dividual ecitation, U.B. Navy, 1845; John
Fleming Award, 1958.

STATEMENT oF Dr. JoHN BRACKETT HERSEY,

CHAIRMAN, GEOPHYSICS DEPARTMENT, WoODS

HoLE OCEANOGRAPHIC INSTITUTION

LIMITATION ON PROJECT

NSF and a few Amsoc members con-
tinue to prefer to restrict the scope of the
Mohole project at most to the Ilimited
‘but worthwhile objectives I outlined to you
earlier.

Senator ELLENDER. What percentage In the
Amgsoe holds a contrary view? I mean of the
membership.

Dr. Hersgy. I am perfectly certain of three
members of whatever the total membership
is. I would like to refer to someone who——

Senator ELLENDER. What is the member-
ship?

Dr. HersEY. The membership is 20.

Senator ELLENDER. And only three hold as
you do?

Dr. Hersey. No. Only three hold the con-

Senator ELLENDER. Oh, contrary.

As far as you know, only three hold a con-
trary view to what you are now expressing.

Dr. HersEy. That is correct. Namely, they
hold the view in agreement with the re-
stricted definition of the Mohole project as a
deliberate restricted program to penetrate to
the mantle without taking into account the
broader objectives.

Dr. MAURICE EwING, CHAIRMAN, OCEANIC
SEDIMENTS DRILLING PANEL

Director, Lamont Geologleal Observatory;
Higgins professor of geology, Columbla Uni-
versity; previously assoclate professor of
geology, Lehigh University, research associ-
ate, Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution.

Geophysics: Author (or coauthor) of some
174 scientific papers on seismology and
marine geology. First to do selsmic refrac-
tion work at sea. Developed numerous
oceanographic instruments including un-
derwater camera and deep-sea corer.

Ph. D. physics, Rice Institute 1931; mem-
ber, National Academy of Sciences; president,
American Geophysical Union, 1956-59; recip-
lent of numerous medals, awards, and honor-
ary degrees.

Berved as member and consultant on
committees and panels of Geologleal Society
of America, Research and Development
Board, International Geophysical Year, Na-
tional Academy of Sciences-National Re-
gearch Council, National Aeronautics and
Space Administration, and President’s
Science Advisory Committee.

LETTER FROM MAURICE EwWING
Senator Avvorr. Are you, Doctor, ac-
gquainted with Maurice Ewing of the Lamont
Geological Observatory at Columbia Uni-

Senator ALLOTT. In a letter to me he says:

“I note you have also invited Drs. Revelle
and Hersey. If as appears likely, I am at sea
at the time of the hearings, you will receive
from them a good account of my views be-
cause we thoroughly agree on this subject.”

I take it, then, from his letter to me, that
he is in accord with Dr. Revelle’s ideas and
yours that the intermediate work should
(| precede the all-out construction of a huge
deep large vessel for the primary purpose of
making one penetration of the earth's
mantle,

Dr. HerseY. I believe that is correct, sir.
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Senator Arviorr. And you know, do you,
that he and you are in accord on your views
on this matter?

Dr. HErsEY. Yes.

Carr. LEWIs A. Rupp, U.S. Navy, RETIRED,
CHAIRMAN, NAVAL ARCHITECTURE PANEL,
AMSOC
Executive vice president, Ionics, Inc., previ-

ously head, Hydromechanies Division, David

Taylor Model Basin, U.S. Navy; Propeller and

Shafting Division, Bureau of Ships, US.

Navy; design superintendent, Navy Ship

Yard, Portsmouth, N.H.

Naval architecture: Hydromechanics; naval
construction; marine engineering; ship
shafting; metallurgy.

B.S., U.B. Naval Academy 1937; M.S., naval
construction and marine engineering, Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology 1943; ad-
vanced metallurgy, University of Maryland.

STATEMENT oF CaPT, LEwWIS Rurp, U.S. Navy,
RETIRED

The Naval Architecture Panel of the
Amsoc Committee was formed in August
1961 to provide advice to the Amsoc Com-
mittee concerning the naval architecture and
marine engineering problems associated with
deep drilling from a floating vescel at sea.
The panel members comprise a group of the
most eminently qualified naval architects
and engineers in the country today.

SELECTION OF PRIME CONTRACTOR

Initially, and prior to the selection of a
prime contractor for the Mohole project, the
panel met several times to review the ctate
of the art in deep ocean drilling and to dis-
cuss vessel specifications and characteristics
for cai-ying out a logical and necessary de-
velopment program, leading ultimately to un-
covering the mysteries of the earth’s crustal
layers and penetration of the mantle.

From these studies came a unanimous rec-
ommendation for a two-ship program. We
believed that this approach not only would
minimize the risk of sclentific failure but also
would be less costly, overall. An intermedi-
ate-size ship, with capabilities of drilling to
20,000 to 25,000 feet, with low initial and
operating costs, was considered the most
satisfactory solution to carrying out the ex-
perimental drilling program necessary for
determining suitable site selection for the
ultimate Mohole drilling, for developing un-
tried drilling methods, techniques, and
equipment, for evaluating ship positioning
equipment and control instrumentation, for
developing buoyancy methods for the riser
casing and methods of attachment to the
ship, for developing hole reentry techniques,
for evaluating down-hole scientific measur-
ing instruments, and a2 host of other prob-
lems.

ALTERNATIVE TO INTERMEDIATE VESSEL

The alternative was to deslgn an ultimate
veseel and equipment at once, with capability
of penetrating to the mantle. The prime con-
tractor for the project has followed the lat-
ter course, which, I Lelleve, entails the route
of highest cost and risk. When a solution of
a magnitude of new design problems for de-
velopment of tools, techniques, and proce-
dures are required, it is not feasible, in my
opinion, to attempt to solve all of them at
one time by paper studies. Certainly, some
of the problems to be encountered will be
satisfactorily solved by such an approach,
other so-called problems for which great ef-
fort and cost has been expended, will not
turn out to be problems at all, and many new
problems and changes Iin developments,
which were not perceived in advance will be
encountered when we finally get on with the
job. There is no substitute for an orderly
experience-gathering approach to such a
complex system development.

It is an extremely costly vehicle both in
first cost and operating cost, and lacks the
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mobility for economically carrying out a
thorough exploratory and site selection pro-

Even at this date, I firmly believe that
the public and the sclentific community
would be best served by carrying out a two-
ship program.

Immediate investment in a modest inter-
medlate vessel, with deferral of construction
of the ultimate vehicle until some of the
development problems are better defined,
would not only save the public considerable
dollars, serve the scientific community more
fully with earlier concrete results, but also
minimize the risk of a major fiasco.

Dr. Jack I. McLELLAND, PH. D., VICE PrEsI-

DENT, OCEAN SCIENCE & ENGINEERING, INC.

Chief Engineer for National Academy of
Sclences on Mohole phase I.

Degrees: Engineer of mines, Colorado
School of Mines, 1950; geological engineer,
Colorado School of Mines, 1863; Ph. D.,
mechanical engineering, Clausthall-Zeller-
feld, Berg Akademie, Germany, 1959; was
ship engineer in merchant marine, 1940-42
and 194447, with AEC on the Colorado
Plateau, 1968-54; with a private company
as exploration geologlst, mine superintend-
ent, and chief of drilling operations for oil
and minerals, 1954-58.

STATEMENT OF JACK I. MCLELLAND, VICE PRESI~
DENT, OCEAN ScIENCE & ENGINEERING, INC.

OBJECT OF FROJECT

When the Mohole project began in 1958
its object was to try to learn about the na-
ture and history of the layers of the earth’s
crust beneath the sea by drilling; eventually
we hope to sample the earth’s mantle. This
progressive concept of the project has per-
meated every National Academy of Sclences
publication on the subject and I can assure
you that whatever else you may hear, this
is the basis upon which we have worked
since 1958—certainly up wuntil the project
was taken over by the National Sclence
Foundation.

PLAN OFFERED FOR PROJECT

In keeping with that ldea and taking into
consideration the things learned In the ex-
perimental driliing (which, by the way, did
not complete phase I as originally conceived)
in Ocotober 1961, the Amsoc staff, under Wil-
lard Bascom, set forth a plan for the future
of the project.

I wish now to quote from the memorandum
of October 1, 1961:

“In the opinion of the staff and its prin-
cipal consultants, it would not be prudent to
begin by frying to design and build the
ultimate deep-drilling ship in final form with
all the complications that are entailed.

“Our opinion as engineers is that the prop-
er way to proceed is to build an experl-
mental drilling ship of modest proportions
and use it to develop ldeas and equipment
and to work out loglsties problems at a rel-
atively small cost. We propose that this
ship be equipped to reach downward 20,000
feet with a drill bit, (Note that this is half
a mile deeper than the Soviet land record;
equal to the U.S. land record of only 10 years
ago; deep enough to reach the third layer
at sea in many places.)

This is the intermediate ship concept.

It is our considered opinion that it is
necessary to have an experlmental (inter-
mediate) ship on which new devices can be
tested. We believe that in the end the Moho
will be reached sooner and for less cost if
this course is followed.”

In December 1962, our company, in formal
proposal to the Amsoc Committee of the
National Academy of Bclences, offered to
design, build, and operate the drilling ship
that we had first proposed as members of
the NAS staff. In that proposal (which
would not change substantially if we re-
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wrote it today) we gave detailed charac-
teristics, costs, and time schedules. The
cost of bullding that ship and operating it
for 2 years in a deep sea drilling program
will be somewhat less than $10 million if
OSE manages the work.

On the other hand, assuming that the
presently proposed six-column platform is
the proper route to the Mohole, it means an-
other year of study, 2 years of design, con-
struction, and testing, and 2 to 3 years of
drilling. At that time, roughly 8 years after
the successful work at Guadalupe Island, all
of the oceanic crust except that one site
will remain to be explored.

Dr, Ro¢er REVELLE, DIRECTOR, SCRIPPS INSTI-
TUTION OF OCEANOGRAPHY, AND UNIVERSITY
DeaN oF REsSEARCH, UNIVERSITY OF CALI-
FORNTIA
Previously commander, U.S. Naval Reserve,

U.S. Naval Electronics Lab, and Buships;

head, geophysics branch, ONR; with Opera-

tion Crossroads and resurvey; science ad-
viser to Secretary of Interior; leader, several

Pacific oceanographic expenditures.
Oceanography: Physical oceanography and

geology of the sea floor. Author of some 59

sclentific papers.

Ph. D., oceanography, University of Call-
fornia, 1936; member, National Academy of
Sclences, 1967; several distinguished awards
Including Albatross Medal of Swedish Royal
Soclety of Sclence and Letters, 1954.

President, Special Committee on Oceanic
Research, International Council of Sclentific
Unions; First International Oceanographic
Congress at the United Nations; Chairman,
Divisional Committee for Mathematical,
Physical, and Engineering Sciences, NSF;
Oceanography Panel, Research and Develop-
ment Board; member, several congressional,
Government agency, and Academy advisory
committees and panels.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA,
Berkeley, Calif., October 19, 1963.
Hon. Gorbow s
Committee on Appropriations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR BENATOR ALLOTT: I am sorry that a
reply to your letter of September 4, 1963, has
been so long delayed. I have two jobs in
the University of California, one as director
of the Scripps Institution of Oceanography
in La Jolla, and the other as university dean
of research, with headquarters in Berkeley.
In addition, I have been spending a good
deal of time during recent weeks in Wash-
ington. One of the unfortunate results of
this complicated business is that your letter
did not catch up with me until recently.

I am well aware of your enlightened in-
terest in Project Mohole. You have the grat-
itude and respect of many sclentists for the
concern you have expressed that the tre-
mendous scientific potential of the project
should be realized.

If you think a useful purpose would be
served, I should be glad to testify before
the Senate Independent Offices Appropria-
tlons Subcommittee at a sultable time.
However, I am convinced that the new Di-
rector of the National Sclience Foundation,
Dr. Leland Haworth, is giving the most se-
rious and perceptive attention to the project,
based on his great experience in handling
large scientific-engineering ventures. He has
been consulting many knowledgeable per-
sons and listening carefully to their views.
Public discussion of such an important pub-
lic matter as the mohole project is always
desirable, particularly when it takes place
in the great forum of a Senate subcommit-
tee. But In the changed gircumstances of
the past few months, such discussion might
be premature until Director Haworth has had
a chance to formulate his plans and to pre-
sent them to the Congress.
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Your judgment on this matter is far better
than mine, and I shall await word as to your
wishes.

Very truly yours,
Rocer REVELLE.
Dr. WaLTEr H. MUuNEK, ProFEssoR oF GEeo-

PHYSICS AND ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, INSTITUTE

oF GEorPHYSICS, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Previously with University of California
Division of War Research; meteorologist, Di-
rectorate of Weather, Army Air Force; profes-
sor of geophysics, Scripps Institution of
Oceanography.

Geophysics: Author of some B85 sclentific
papers on ocean waves, wind stress and ocean
currents, rotation of the earth,

Ph. D, oceanography, University of Califor-
nia, 1947; member, National Academy of Sci-
ences, 1956; with President's Science Advisory
Committee, 1959 to present; Guggenheim
Fellowships, University of Oslo, Norway, and
Churchill College, Cambridge, England;
member, executive committee, American
CGeophysical Union; Tsunami Committee,
and the International Latitude Service, In-
ternational Union of Geodesy and Geo-

physics.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, INSTI-
TUTE OF GEOPHYSICS AND PLANE-
TARY PHYSICS, LA JoLLA LABORA-
TORIES,
La Jolle, Calif., October 24, 1963.
Senator ALLOTT,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SENATOR: I very much regret that I
cannot testify before the National Science
Foundation Appropriations Committee con-
cerning Mohole. For about 4 months I have
had a speaking engagement on the Riverside
campus of the University of California on
this particular day, October 28. It would,
perhaps, be helpful if I would put down my
feelings in this letter.

In our meeting with Director Haworth on
September 28, he stated very clearly that the
Natlonal Science Foundation will relinquish
the scientific supervision of the Mohole proj-
ect to a university or a group of universities.
This is the first breath of fresh air after a
number of years during which there has
been mutual distrust and lack of confidence.
Dr. Haworth proposes to put the responsibil-
ity and authority into the hands of the
people who are most concerned to see the
project succeed, those who are interested in
the sclentific results. This is how it should
have been when we came back from Guada-
lupe Island in 1961. I hope we can put Dr.
Haworth's proposal into effect at once.

A study by Bascom and his associates 3
years ago convinced me of the wisdom to at-
tack the project in three phases:

1. A feasibility study (which was success-
fully carried out during the work off Califor-
nia and near Guadalupe Island);

2. An intermediary program to explore the
upper crust (both for its intrinsic interest
and for determining the conditions under
which mohole will be drilled) and to con-
tinue the study of technical problems;

3. The deep holes.

Most of Amsoc favored this step-by-step
approach. There has been opposition from
NSF and Brown & Root concerning step 2,
but by now I think everyone is agreed on the
intermediary program. There is disagree-
ment as to whether it should be carried out
from an interme vessel or the ultimate
platform. I favor the intermediary vessel for
the following reasons:

1. We could get started more quickly.

2. It would be cheaper and less cumber-
some to operate during the intermediary pro-
gram (estimated duration: 3 years).

3. At the end of the 3 years, one will want
to radically redesign the platform, and this
might involve half its orlginal cost.
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4. There is a chance, ever so slight, that
mohole itself can be drilled from the inter-
mediary vessel using radically new tech-
niques. ’

5. At the end of the intermediary program,
a vessel would be available for continuing
the exploration of the sediments and upper
erust

I think that the two-ship approach will be
cheaper by more than $10 million. Brown
& Root's figure for the differential is much
smaller. These estimates should be checked
by an independent group. In all events, I
would urge that this most important deci-
sion not be made prior to the time a univer-
sity group takes over the management of
mohole. The judgment of this university
group should not be foreclosed by prior deci-
sions on the part of NSF or Brown & Root.
It would also seem reasonable that this uni-
versity group should have the freedom to
make its own choice of subcontractors, such
choice being dictated solely by considerations
of competence.

You may think, Senator Arrort, that the
gradual approach here proposed is too timid
and that the immediate construction of the
ultimate vessel means a decisive leap forward
to get the job done. I have never yet worked
on a new problem in oceanography where
the equipment we developed and the meth-
ods we used were not hopelessly outdated
after a couple of years. The oceans do not
yleld readily to methods of brute force. I
see no evidence on the basls of performance
to date that Brown & Root can hope to build
a platform now that they will find satisfac-
tory 3 years after it is completed. :

I have been credited by some as one of the
originators of mohole, I remain convinced
that it is a feasible and rewarding scientific
venture. I hope it can receive support on
this basis. Its success should be measured
on its scientific merit in all phases. It is
not an engineering spectacular,

Sincerely yours,
WaLTER H. MUNE,
Associate Director,

Mr. ALLOTT, Mr, President, this
may seem like a great deal of informa-
tion to put in the Recorp, but I am most
anxious to call to the attention of the
people of the United States the fact that
these men are the heads of the 3 largest
oceanographic institutions in the United
States. Included among these men are
the people who did phase 1 of Operation
Mohole, who know what is involved and
how it can best be accomplished.

For the sake of the Recorp, I wish to
make it clear that until I have been per-
sonally assured that the scientific com-
munity has arrived at some agreement
as to how this project should proceed, I
shall never cease trying to slow it down.
I wish to be assured that it is on a
sound footing.

‘When the great majority of the scien-
tific personnel in this country, who are
knowledgeable in this field, say that pro-
ceeding with the larger vessel is a mis-
take, I think any cautious, prudent, or-
dinary man ought to stop and Ilisten;
and I am stopping and listening and urg-
ing my colleagues to do so.

That is all T have to say about this
matter now.

THE CLEAN ATR ACT—CONFERENCE
REPORT

Mr. MUSKIE, Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee of confer-
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the Senate
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to the bill (HR. 6518) to improve,

strengthen, and accelerate programs for

the prevention and abatement of air pol-
lution. I ask unanimous consent for the
present consideration of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be read for the information of
the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of today.)

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

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

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I urge
the adoption of the conference report,
and I wish to discuss it briefly. The re-
port is signed by all of the conferees on
the part of the House and the Senate,
and the report has been accepted by the
House of Representatives,

The House bill amended the entire act
of July 14, 1955, the existing statute on
air pollution. The Senate amendment
struck out all after the enactment clause
of the House bill and inserted a com-
p;ete revision of such act of July 14,
1955.

The proposed conference substitute is
also a complete revision of the act of
July 14, 1955, and reflects the agreement
which was reached between the con-
ferees.

The Senate conferees pressed strongly
for the provisions of subsection (d) of
section 3, which would provide that all
seientific or technological research or de-
velopment activity contracted for, spon-
sored, cosponsored, or authorized under
authority of the act which involves the
expenditure of Government funds shall
be provided for in such manner that all
information, uses, processes, patents, and
other developments resulting from such
activity, with certain exceptions, be
available to the general public.

The House conferees insisted that it be
deleted because of pending general leg-
islation dealing with this particular
subject, and the undesirability of dealing
with such matters on a partial basis.
The Senate conferees argued strongly
for its retention, but finally reluctantly
accepted the deletion.

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE BILL AS PASSED BY
THE SENATE AND THE PROPOSED CONFERENCE
SUBSTITUTE
1. INVESTIGATIONS, RESEARCH AND BURVEYS

The House in accepting subsection (¢)
(1) of section 3, which relates to the
authority for the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare to conduct re-
search, compile and publish criteria re-
flecting the latest scientific knowledge
useful in indieating the kind and extent
of such effects which may be expected
from the presence of pollution agent or
agents in the air, suggested that the
language in the House-passed bill which
would authorize the Secretary to make
recommendations to appropriate agen-
cies with respect to air quality criteria
be restored.

The Senate agreed to include the origi-
nal House language, in addition to the
Senate amendment, so that the Secre-
tary would not only be called upon to
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conduct research and compile and pub-
lish criteria, but he would also be author-
ized to recommend such criteria of air
quality as in his judgment may be neces-
sary to protect the public health and
welfare. The Senate conferees agreed
to the deletion of the word “only” in sub-
section (c) (1) where it was provided
that “any such criteria shall be published
for informational purposes only.”” This
was done in order that information de-
veloped by departmental sponsored re-
search could be used by the Seeretary
in making recommendations under sec-
tion 3(e) (1) as agreed to by the con-
ferees.
2. GRANTS FOR SUPFORT OF AIR POLLUTION CON-
TROL PROGRAMS

The House accepted the Senate ver-
sion of section 4 relating to grants for
air pollution programs substantially in
the form as passed by the Senate, except
for clarifying amendments designed to
insure, first, that not more than 20 per-
cent of the annual appropriations made
to carry out the act shall be available
for grants; and second, that no agency
whose expenditures of non-Federal
funds for air pollution programs during
a fiscal year are less than its expendi-
tures for such programs during the
preceding year shall be eligible to re-
ceive any grant during that fiscal year.

3. CONFERENCE ON ABATEMENT OF AIR

POLLUTION

The Senate-passed version provides
that the Secretary may, after consulta-
tion with State officials, also call a con-
ference whenever, on the basis of reports,
surveys, and studies, he has reason to
believe that air pollution is oceurring in
any State or States which endangers the
health or welfare of any persons. The
conferees agreed that the language
should be clarified to provide that State
officials of all affected States shall be
consulted by the Secretary before he
calls a conference.

4. MEMBERSHIP OF HEARING BOARD

The conferees accepted the Senate
provisions with respect to Federal mem-
bership on the Hearing Board. They
adopted a technical amendment to make
it clear that each Federal department,
agency or instrumentality which has a
substantial interest in the subject mat-
ter as determined by the Secretary shall
be given an opportunity to select one
member of the Hearing Board.

The Senate amendment provided that
members of the Hearing Board who are
not regular, full-time officers or employ-
ees of the United States, be entitled to
receive compensation at not to exceed
$100 per diem. The Senate receded and
accepted the House language which pro-
vided $50 per diem.

5. ABATEMENT OF AIR POLLUTION

The proposed conference substitute is
the same as the Senate amendment, ex-
cept for certain technical amendments
to clarify congressional intent that the
request of the Governor of the State
must be obtained before the Secretary
can request the Attorney General to
bring suit to secure abatement of intra-
state pollution, and a technical amend-
ment to show that subsection (g) relat-
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ing to evidence in court in a suit is re-
stricted to those suits brought in the U.S.
courts.

6. AUTOMOTIVE VEHICLE EXHAUST AND FUEL
POLLUTION

The House accepted the provisions of
this section (section 6.) The conferees
included certain modifying language so
that the Secretary would be required to
maintain and have liaison with and have
representatives on the technical com-
mittee from exhaust control device
manufacturers in addition to automo-
tive and fuel manufacturers. The Sen-
ate amendment had not included this
segment of the industry concerned with
the automotive exhaust problem.

7. APPROPRIATIONS

First. The Senate receded on section
13(a) in order to permit a $5 million
grant program to be initiated during fis-
cal year 1964 if appropriations are made
for such purpose.

Second. Section 13(b) of the Senate
bill provided for authorizations for ap-
propriations as follows: Fiscal year 1965,
$25 million; fiscal year 1966, $30 mil-
lion; fiscal year 1967, $35 million; fiscal
year 1968, $42 million; fiscal year 1969,
$50 million.

The conferees agreed to the appropri-
ations as contained in the Senate bill
for fiscal years 1965-67, and the Sen-
ate receded from its amendment which
provided authorizations for fiscal years
1968 and 1969 with the understanding
that the legislative committees in both
Houses of Congress will reexamine the
program to determine progress being
made and the need for authorizations in
those and subsequent years. The con-
ferees recognized that air pollution con-
stitutes one of our national problems and
that as our population grows and as
urbanization expands, increased fiscal
support of air pollution programs may be
required.

AREAS OF COMPLETE AGREEMENT WITH SENATE
AMENDMENTS
A. INVESTIGATIONS, RESEARCH, AND SURVEYS

First. The Senate amendment author-
ized investigation, research, and surveys
to be made in cooperation with air pol-
lution control agencies. The conference
adopted the Senate language.

Second. Subsection (a)(4) of section
3 of the House bill would have required
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare, as a part of a national research
and development program for the control
and prevention of air pollution, to con-
duct specific studies with respect to mo-
tor vehicle exhaust fumes. The Senate
deleted this provision and substituted
section 6 which dealt with the problem
more specifically. The House accepted
this approach.

Third. The House accepted the Sen-
ate provisions with respect to the initia~
tion and conduct of a program of re-
search directed toward the develop-
ment of improved low cost techniques to
extract sulfur from fuel.

Fourth. The Senate amendment pro-
vided broader authority for the Secretary
to make grants than the House version.
'Ii‘he conferees accepted the Senate ver-
sion.
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B, REQUIREMENTS OF REPORTS

The House conferees accepted the Sen-
ate amendment fo this subsection.
C. COOPERATION BY FEDERAL AGENCIES TO CON-
TROL AIR POLLUTION FROM FEDERAL INSTAL-
LATIONS

The House conferees accepted the Sen-
ate amendment which provides that the
Seeretary may establish classes of poten-
tial pollution sources for which Federal
departments or agencies shall, before
discharging any matter into the air of
‘he United States, obtain a permit prior
to sueh discharging. These permits
would be subject to revocation if the
Secretary finds the pollution is endan-
gering the health and welfare of any per-
sons.

D. ADMINISTRATION

The Senate amendment deleted the
word “procedural” immediately preced-
ing the word “requirements.” This was
accepted by the House conferees.

E. DEFINITIONS

Certain amendments were made in the
Senate amendment and were accepted
by the House conferees.

¥. RECORDS AND AUDIT

The House conferees accepted this sec-
tion in its entirety.

Mr. President, I wish to take this op-
portunity to congratulate the House and
Senate conferees who worked with me on
HR. 65618. We were able to transact our
business expeditiously and in a spirit of
cooperation. My special thanks go to
Representative RoBerTs, chairman of
the House conferees and to my col-
leagues Mr. RanpoLPH, Mr. METCALF, Mr.
Boces, and Mr. PEARSON.

I believe the produet of our endeavors
represents a constructive contribution to
the solution of air pollution control
problems. This was a case where com-
promise moved us forward. The bill, as
now written, is an improvement over
both the House and Senate versions.

Mr. President, the report is signed by
every member of the conference on the
part of the Senate and of the House.
The conference report was accepted in
the House of Representatives today.

I move the adoption of the report.

The report was agreed to.

CAUSES OF CANCER

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, today’s
Washington Post carried a story on the
report of the World Health Organization
on the causes of cancer. The report calls
attention to the role of air pollution as a
cause of cancer.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Washington Post story be printed in the
Recorp at this point.

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

WHO NamEes ExXcessgs THAT CAN
CAusE CANCER

GenevA, December 9.—Cancer can be
caused in human beings through excessive
smoking, eating, drinking, or sunbathing,
the United Nations World Health Organiza-
tion reported today. Lipstick and artificial
colors and flavors in food were listed among
additional causes,
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The Organization published a summary of
known causes of cancer together with advice
on how to prevent it.

The list, divided into 13 main groups,
was drawn up by a committee of cancer spe-
cialists from 7 countries, convened here
by WHO last month. It was the most com-
prehensive survey of the causes and preven-
tion of cancer ever published by the 110-
nation Organization.

The report said: “It Is generally accepted
that there is a causal connection between
cigarette smoking and lung cancer,” adding
that “studies have shown that there is a clear
relationship between the number of ciga-
rettes smoked and the incidence of lung
cancer.”

The experts listed alr pollution as an im-
portant cause of cancer. They urged the
greatest possible use of electricity and natu-
ral gas and control of the fumes of coal and
oll installations and of automobile exhausts.

Another major cause of cancer, the report
sald, is radloactivity In all its forms. *“Since
the size of the dose required to cause (can-
cer) is not yet known,” the report said, “all
radiation recelved by the Individual * * *
should be reduced to a minimum.”

The American expert on the committee
was Dr. Wilhelm C. Heuper of the National
Cancer Institute, Bethesda, Md.

BILL OF RIGHTS DAY AND HUMAN
RIGHTS DAY

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, by proe-
lamation of President Johnson, today has
been designated Human Rights Day, De-
cember 15, 1963 has been designated Bill
of Rights Day, and the week of December
10-17 has been designated Human Rights
Week. In his proclamation the President
stated that today's observance coincides
with the 156th anniversary of the adop-
tion by the United Nations of the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights and
that the General Assembly has called for
special observance of this anniversary
“in the hope that it may mark a decisive
step forward in the affirmation of these
fundamental freedoms.”

It would surely be a step forward in the
affirmation of these fundamental free-
doms if the United States could by
law set the standard for nondiscrimina-
tion on grounds of race, color or creed
which is in good part embodied in the
omnibus eivil rights bill pending in the
other body. On this day an attempt is
being made to further progress on that
bill by obtaining signatures on a dis-
charge petition, and it would be a most
fitting celebration of the event if the
necessary number of House Members
joined in the petition, which in my view
could eventually turn out to be one of the
decisive steps in ultimate passage of that
bill.

No one provision of law or series of
provisions of law will itself guarantee the
fundamental human rights which we to-
day honor, but it is important to note on
this day that it is the rule of law which
underlies those rights. With law, setting
an enforceable standard to which men
may repair for guidance and support,
there is greater likelihood of achieving in
actuality and, soon in our domestic so-
ciety, the precepts which we proclaim to
ourselves and to the rest of the world.
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FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF
1963—CONFERENCE REPORT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate the un-
finished business.

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the report of the committee of
conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (HR. 7885) fto
amend further the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, as amended, and for other
purposes.

GOV. RALPH M. PAIEWONSKY, OF
THE VIRGIN ISLANDS

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, in 1960,
when the present Governor of the Vir-
gin Islands was named, it was the posi-
tion of the senior Senator from Colo-
rado that the naming of Ralph M. Paie-
wonsky as Governor was a great mistake.
It was my contention then that the
great proliferation of his own business
interests, and of his family’s business
interests, could never be separated from
his governorship, no matter how he
tried, or if he tried; and it was the per-
sonal consideration of the Senator from
Colorado that he would not try.

Numerous things have come to my at-
tention since then which have only
served to fortify that opinion. Because
I believe the situation in the Virgin Is-
lands is becoming, and is, a political cess~
pool, I ask tnanimous consent that an
editorial in the Daily News, published
in Charlotte Amalie, Virgin Islands,
touching upon the financial escapades of
the Governor, be included in the REcorp
at this point.

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

Facrs, Nor OPINIONS

In using such words as “vendetta,” “fan-
tastic and ridiculous outburst,” “frustrated
opposition,” “insinuation and innuendoes,”
and “victim of his own frustrations,” Gov.
Ralph M. Palewonsky made a public reply
to facts recently disclosed by the Daily News
regarding sharp real estate practices in which
he was directly involved and in which he
used his high office to the direct advantage
of a company in which he was (and is) fi-
nancially interested.

We are quite certain that the people of
the Virgin Islands are not particularly in-
terested In any opinion which the Governor
of the Vlrg'ln Islands may have oonoarnlng

the editor of the Dally News, or vice versa.

In fact, we regard the people of these
islands as of such maturity that we believe
they are not interested in insinuatioms, in-
nuendoes, or fantastic or ridiculous out-
bursts. Nor are they Iinterested In any
effort on the part of the Governor to psy-
choanalyze the editor of the Daily News.
We do believe, however, that they cre in-
terested in facts, and, as a newspaper, our
only concern is to put facts before the peo-
ple of these islands.

Briefly, to summarize the facts which we
disclosed, and which are, of course, a matter
of public record in legal documents, 60 acres
of choice land in St. Crolx, formerly occu-
pled by the hospital bullding and known as
Peter's Farm, was leased to a non-existent
real estate development firm in 1955. Within
a month the firm was Incorporated by Ralph
M. Palewonsky and two others, who agreed
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to invest certain funds in the property and
to develop it as a housing project, an agree-
ment which was never Kkept,

Is this true, Governor?

In 1960, the Government of the Virgin Is-
lands, at the request of the then-Governor
Merwin, instituted legal proceedings to re-
cover the land and buildings from the corpo-
ration because the terms of the lease had not
been adhered to.

Is this true, Governor?

In 1962, an agreement was signed between
the Government of the Virgin Islands, rep-
resented by Gov. Ralph M. Palewonsky and
the firm, of which Ralph M. Paiewonsky had
been an incorporator, to sell the 60 acres and
the buildings to the firm which had failed to
honor its lease agreement, for the sum of
$20,000 down and the balance of $80,000 to
be paid over a 10-year period.

Is this true, Governor?

The firm, which had failed in its lease
originally, was to erect housing units and
apartments on the 10 acres of land, which
units were to be rented by the Government
of the Virgin Islands for a sum exceeding
$400,000 over the 10-year period. The re-
mainder of the land was to be used by the
real estate development firm.

Is this true, Governor?

A deed executing this agreement and con-
veylng the property to the real estate devel-
opment firm was recorded in January 1963.

Is this true, Governor?

Considering the source from which the
accusations and blasts against the Daily
News came, we consider it a compliment to
our factual reporting, since the Governor
made no attempt to repudiate the facts of
the case, but merely sought recourse in per-
sonal abuse and psuedo clinical terminology.

We reaffirm our strong belief that the peo-
ple of the Virgin Islands are not interested
in personal opinions or psychoanalyses of
individuals, but in facts. We have laid the
facts before the public.

If Gov. Ralph M. Paiewonsky wants to, or
‘can, refute these facts, the radio waves and
television channels are certainly open to
him, and we pledge to him a column in the
Dally News.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
consider in sequence the bills on the
calendar beginning with Calendar No.
732, HR. 4479.

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

MINERAL RIGHTS CONVEYED TO
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

The bill (H.R. 4479) to provide for
- the conveyance to the State of Cali-
fornia of certain mineral rights reserved
to the United States in certain real
property in California was considered,
ordered to a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
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in the Recorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 752), explaining the purposes
of the bill,

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

PURPOSE OF BILL

The purpose of H.R. 4479 is to authorize
the Secretary of the Interior to sell, at fair
market value plus costs, the reserved min-
eral rights of the Federal Government in a
certain tract of land in California to the
State of California, which owns the surface
of the land.

The area is dedicated to publie park pur-
poses, and the Federal reservation of the
mineral rights constitutes a cloud upon the
title of the State, thus hampering develop-
ment for public purposes.

BACKGROUND OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION

The lands involved were patented by the
United States on July 24, 1928, to one Aaron
W. Harlan under the Stock Raising Home-
stead Act of December 20, 1916 (39 Stat. 862;
43 U.S.C. 301). In accordance with the pro-
visions of that act all minerals, together
with the right to prospect for, mine, and re-
move them, were reserved to the United
States.

By deed recorded June 20, 1962, the lands
were conveyed to the State of California for
use as part of the Julia Pfeiffer Burns State
Park. The conveyance was made subject to
the outstanding reservation of minerals in
the United States, which presents a possible
interference with the use of the property for
park purposes. The lands involved in H.R.
4479 are consldered by the Geologleal Survey
to be without mineral values. Nonetheless,
the Secretary of the Interior is without
authority to dispose of the mineral estate
reserved by the United States.

Because the outstanding mineral estate
may interfere with the development of the
lands described in the bill by reason of the
possibility, even though remote, that explora-
tion for and extraction of minerals might
be undertaken and thus interfere with the
surface use of the lands, the committee agrees
that disposal of the mineral estate by the
United States to the State of California, the
surface owner, should be effected under con-
ditions that will assure that the interests
of the United States are protected.

COBsT

There is no increase in budgetary require-
ments involved in nor contemplated by H.R.
4470,

EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE TO
CHILDREN OF CERTAIN VET-
ERANS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 221) to amend chapter 35 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide
educational assistance to the children of
veterans who are permanently and total-
ly disabled from a disease or an injury
arising out of active military service dur-
ing a period of war, which had been re-
ported from the Committee on Labor and
Finance, with amendments, on page 3,
line 1, after “Sec. 3.”, to insert “(a)";
after line 14, to insert:

(b) Section 1712 of title 38, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end there-
of a new subsection as follows:

“{d) Notwithstanding the provisions of
subsection (a) of this section, an eligible
person may be afforded educational assist-
ance beyond the age limitation applicable to
him under such subsection by a period of
time equivalent to any period of time which
elapses between the eighteenth birthday of
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such eligible person or the date on which an
application for benefits of this chapter is
filed on behalf of such eligible person, which-
ever is later, and the date of final approval
of such application by the Administrator;
but in no event shall educational assistance
under this chapter be afforded an eligible
person beyond his thirty-first birthday by
reason of this subsection.”

On page 4, line 8, after “Sec. 5.”, to in-
sert “(a)"; in line 12, after the word
“years”, where it appears the first time,
to strike out “and below the age of
twenty-three years”; in line 16, after
the word “this”, to strike out “Aect.” and
insert “Act, excluding from such five-
year period any period of time which may
elapse between the date on which appli-
cation for benefits of chapter 35, United
States Code, is filed on behalf of an eligi-
ble person and the date of final approval
of such application by the Administrator
of Veterans’ Affairs; but in no event shall
educational assistance under chapter 35,
title 38, United States Code, be afforded
to any eligible person beyond his thirty-
first birthday by reason of this section.”;
and, at the top of page 5, to insert:

(b) Any individual who is an “eligible per-
son" within the meaning of section 1701(a)
(1) of title 38, United States Code, due to
his parent's death as a result of a service-
connected disability shall be considered to be
an “eligible person” solely by virtue of the
amendments made by this Act if his eligi-
bility due to his parent's death occurred
after the age limitation applicable to him
under section 1712(a) of title 38, United
States Code, and if he is an “eligible per-
son' as defined in the amendments made by
this Act.

The amendments were agreed to.
The amendments were ordered to be
%Igrossed and the bill to be read a third
e.

The bill was read the third time and
passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorDp an excerpt from the report
‘{)IS;) 733), explaining the purposes of the

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

EXPFLANATION OF THE BILL

Chapter 35, title 38, United States Code,
provides educational assistance for the chil-
dren of persons who die as a result of serv-
ice-connected disabilities incurred during
the Spanish-American War, World War I,
World War II, the Korean conflict, or the
induction period. The standards and criteria
for determining whether or not a disability
arising out of service during a period of war
are the same as those applicable in determin-
ing disability and death compensation under
chapter 11, title 38, United States Code. The
same standards and criteria are used for
service during the induction perlod if the
disability arises from an armed conflict or
from participation in extrahazardous serv-
ice. In other cases the causative factor of a
disability arising from service during the in-
duction period must be shown to have arisen
out of the performance of active military,
naval, or alr service. This law provides edu-
cation not to exceed 36 calendar months
generally between the ages of 18 and 23,
with an educational assistance allowance of
$110 per month for a program of educa-
tion pursued on a full-time basis, $80 per
month for a program pursued on a three-
quarter time basis, and $50 if pursued on a
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half-time basis. This chapter originated as
Public Law 634 of the B4th Congress.

HR. 221 will amend the War Orphans’
Educational Assistance Act, chapter 356 of
title 38, United States Code, to include the
children of veterans who are permanently
and totally disabled as a result of service-
connected disabilities or who were at the time
of their death afflicted with a permanent
and total service-connected disability.

The same criteria which are presently used
to determine whether or not the death of
an orphan’s parent was service connected
will be used to determine whether or not the
permanent and total disability of a child’s
parent is service connected.

Any disability rated total for the purposes
of disability compensation which is based
on impairment reasonably certain to con-
tinue throughout the life of the veteran
would meet the requirements of this bill.

This bill would apply if the disability is
rated 100 percent in accordance with the
regular provisions of the 1946 rating sched-
ule, providing it is based on an impairment
reasonably certain to continue throughout
the veteran’s lifetime. Temporary ratings of
100 percent assigned during periods of hos-
pitalization or convalescence under para-
graph 28, 29, or 30 of the 1945 rating schedule
could not sérve as a basis for the grant of
benefits under this law. A rating protected
under the 1925 rating schedule or a rating
protected - after 20 years by 38 U.S.C. 110
would meet the requirements of HR. 221,
Because of recent advances in therapeutic
methods, a rating of 100 percent for tuber-
culosis or a neuropsychiatric disorder would
not confer entitlement under this bill unless
the disabllity reached a static level as deter-
mined by a rating board. Ratings in which
the 100-percent evaluation is based on un-
employability, and extraschedular ratings of
100 percent assigned under authority dele-
gated by the Administrator, are within the
scope of this bill, if the disability is static.

EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENTS

Section 1712 of chapter 35 of title 38,
United States Code, sets out time limits or
age limits within which the educational ben-
efits of the chapter must be used by the
eligible person. Ore series of amendments
approved by the committee adds a new sub-
section to section 1712 which will insure that
the time available to the eligible person shall
not be reduced as a result of the time re-
quired by the Veterans' Administration to
process an application filed on behalf of the
eligible person, with the proviso that no edu-
cational assistance can be afforded to the
eligible person beyond his 31st birthday as a
result of this new subsection,

Since varying lengths of time are required
by the Veterans’ Administration to process
an application under chapter 35 of title 38,
United States Code, especially when there is
some question as to the eligibility of the
person on whose behalf an application has
been filed, the committee did not feel that
the time required for this processing should
be counted as having deceased the time that
would otherwise be avallable to the eligible
person to use the benefits of the chapter if
his application had been approved on the
same day it had been filed.

Section b of H.R. 221, as passed by the
House of Representatives, contained a pro-
vision allowing 5 years to anyone between
the ages of 18 and 23 on the date of the enact-
ment of H.R. 221 {0 use the benefits of chap-
ter 35 of title 38, United States Code, If he
was made eligible for the benefits of the
chapter solely by the passage of HR. 221,
The committee amended this section by de-
leting the requirement that the eligible per-
son be under the age of 23 on the date of
enactment, with the proviso that no educa-
tional assistance can be afforded to the eli-
gible person beyond his 81st birthday as a
result of this section. Section 5 was also
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amended by adding a provision similar to
the new .subsection added to section 1712
mentioned above.

The rationale of a saving clause such as

section 5 of H.R. 221, is that an eligible per-.

son should not have his rights reduced simply
because the bill had not been enacted at an
earlier date. In this instance the committee
decided that this reasoning had equal
validity in the case of an eligible person
who was 23 or over on the date of enactment
as it did in the case of an eligible person
under the age of 23 on the date of enactment.
Section 5, as amended, applies only to those
persons made eligible solely by the enactment
of this act.

The committee also adopted amendments
adding subsection (b) to section 5 of H.R.
221 in order to'eliminate the possibility that
the application of section 5, as amended,
would discriminate againt the children of a
parent whose death was service connected.
Bince the child of a parent who had died as
a result of a service-connected disability
would be an “eligible person” within the
meaning of the War Orphans Educational
Assistance Act due to his parent’s service-
connected death, he would not be an “eligi-
ble person” solely as a result of the amend-
ments made by HR. 221 even though his
parent had been afilicted with a permanent
and total service-connected disability at the
time of his death. However, the child in the
same fact situation would be solely eligible
within the meaning of section 5 of HR, 221 if
his parent’s death had not been service con-
nected. Therefore, in order to avoid any
unjust discrimination in the application of
section, 6 against the children of a parent
who died as result of his service-connected
disabilities, the committee added subsection
(b) to section 6 of H.R. 221. .

This subgection provides that in those
cases where a child’s eligibility due to his
parent’s. service-connected death occurred
after the lapse of the time periods and age
limitations applicable to him under section
1712, he shall be considered to be an eligible
person solely as a result of the amendments
made by H.R. 221 if his parent was afilicted
with a permanent and total service-con-
nected disability at the time of his death.

Both the new subsection to be added to
section 1712 of chapter 35, title 38, United
States Code, and section 5 of H.R. 221, as
amended, contain provisos that no educa-
tlonal assistance shall be provided to an
eligible person beyond his 31st birthday.
This proviso was felt to be advisable for two
reasons: (1) Similar provisos are present in
two other provisions of chapter 85, which
permit educational assistance to be furnished
beyond the 23d birthday of the eligible per-
son. (2) It cannot reasonably be expected
that a parent, assuming he were financially
capable, would be furnishing educational
assistance to his children beyond their 31st
birthdays. .

RELIEF OF VETERANS' ADMIN-
ISTRATION FROM PAYMENT OF
CERTAIN INTEREST

The bill (3. 2064) to relieve the Vet-
erans’ Administration from paying in-
terest on the amount of capital funds
transferred in fiscal year 1962 from the
direet loan revolving fund to the loan
guarantee revolving fund was consid-
ered, ordered to be engrossed for a third
reading, read the third time, and passed,
as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 1823(h) of title 38, United States Code,

is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following sentence: “The Administrator

24087

shall not be required to pay Interest on
transfers made pursuant to the Act of Feb-
ruary 13, 1962 (76 Stat. 8), from the capital
of the ‘direct loans to veterans and reserves
revolving fund’ to the ‘loan guaranty re-
volving fund’ and adjustments shall be made
for payments of interest on such transfers
before the date of enactment of this sen-
tence.”

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed’
in the Recorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 754), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

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

EXPLANATION OF THE BILL

The purpose of this bill is to relieve the
Veterans' Administration from paying inter-
est on the amount of capital funds trans-
ferred in fiscal year 1962 from the direct
loan revolving fund to the loan guarantee re-
volving fund.

Section 1823(b) of title 38, United States
Code, requires the Administrator of Veterans’
Affairs of the Veterans' Administration to pay
interest on funds advanced by the Treasury
to the Veterans' Administration for the pur-
pose of making direct loans to veterans to buy
or build homes or farmhouses, The interest
paid by veterans on these direct loans is
used to make the interest payments to the
Treasury on the borrowed funds and to cover
the losses incurred by the direct loan pro-
gram.

FPublic Law 87-404 authorized the trans- -
fer of funds from the direct loan revolving
fund to the loan guarantee revolving fund
during the fiscal year 1962, in order to fi-
nance the increased cost of claims and prop-
erty acquisitions resulting from defaulted
guaranteed or insured loans. Pursuant to
this provision, $105.7 million was transferred
from the direct loan revolving fund to the
loan guarantee revolving fund. Under pres-
ent law, the Administrator is required to pay
approximately §4 million annually in interest
payments to the Treasury on these trans-
ferred funds even though they have not been
used in making direct loans and do not pro-
vide any income with which to meet the
interest payments owed to the Treasury,
Therefore, the interest income earned by the
direct loan revolving fund has been used to
cover the interest due on the transferred
$105.7 million which does not itself produce
any income to the Veterans' Administra-
tion.

The effect of this bill would be to remove
the obligation of the Administrator of the
Veterans’' Administration to pay interest to
the Treasury on the funds which were trans-
ferred to the loan guarantee revolving fund
from. the direct loan revolving fund. This
revocation would be retroactive as to previous
interest payments which have already been
paid to the Treasury.

e —

DELEGATION OF CERTAIN AUTHOR-
ITY TO CHIEF MEDICAL DIRECTOR
IN VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION

The bill (H.R. 5691) to amend title 38
of the United States Code to allow the
Administrator of Veteran’s Affairs to
delegate to the Chief Medical Director
in the Department of Medicine and Sur-
gery, authority to act on the recommen-
dations of disciplinary boards was con-
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Presidenf, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
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(No. 755) , explaining the purposes of the
bill.

There being no objection, the excerpt.
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

EXPLANATION OF THE BILL

This bill amends title 38 of the United
States Code in order to allow the Adminis-
trator of Veterans" Affairs to delegate to the
Chief Medical Director in the Department of
Medicine and Surgery authority to act upon
the recommendations of the disciplinary
boards provided by section 4110 of title 38,
United States Code, in the cases involving
physicians, dentists, and nurses,

Present law provides that the Chief Medical
Director shall appoint disciplinary boards to
determine, after notice and fair hearing, the
corrections of charges of ineptitude, ineffi-
clency, or misconduct of physicians, dentists,
and nurses. The chairman and secretary,
however, are appointed directly by the Ad-
ministrator. Recommendations are made by
these boards to the Administrator for ap-
proval and action. The present bill would
permit the Chief Medical Director to appoint
the entire membership of the board, and to
recelve and act upon the recommendations
of such board, with the employee facing
disciplinary action afforded the right of ap-
peal to the Administrator. This legislation
is Intended, among other things, to correct,
as an example, a situation wherein a staff
nurse who has been found guilty of miscon-
duct and is slated for demotion, suspension,
of discharge, must have such action person-
ally approved by the Administrator, whereas
authority to take similar disciplinary action
in the case of higher ranking employees in
the competitive service can be taken at lower
administrative levels,

It is the intent of the committee that the
Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs should
have the authority to make the delegation
of authority as contemplated by the bill,
however, he should not feel compelled to do
80. While the committee realizes that the
right of appeal by an employee from a deci-
slon by the board, under the bill, to the Ad-
ministrator is provided, concern was ex-
pressed that some future Chief Medical
Director might assume dictatorial powers
under this delegation. The committee feels
that the Administrator should keep a con-
stant watch over the situation in order to
prevent any such abuse. If the authority
delegated is at any time abused the Admin-
Istrator should, and he has the authority to,
forthwith withdraw such delegation of
authority.

The proposal was formally submitted by
the Veterans' Administration, is favored by
that agency, and would result in no addi-
tional cost to the Government. The Bureau
of the Budget reported favorably on the bill.
The favorable reports of the Veterans' Ad-
ministration and the Bureau of the Budget
follow:

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the votes by which
the bills just called from the calendar
were passed.

Mr. KUCHEL. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.

AUTHORIZATION FOR PRESIDENT
PRO TEMPORE OR ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE TO SIGN EN-
ROLLED BILLS DURING ADJOURN-
MENT
Mr., MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the Presi-

dent pro tempore or the Acting President
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pro tempore be authorized to sign, after
the adjournment today, three enrolled
bills that have duly passed the two
Houses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Kennepy in the chair). Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

TRIBUTE TO THE MAJORITY
LEADER

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, as we
approach the end of the 1st session of the
88th Congress, I wish to express myself
about the majority leader, the senior
Senator from Montana. I shall speak
very briefly because I do not think that
mere words can do him justice or ade-
quately convey the great respect and
deep admiration that I have for him in
the manner in which he has handled the
very difficult job that is his.

He is a man of great wisdom—a man
of deep feeling—a man of consummate
consideration of the feelings of others.
But he is yet a man of determination
who does not yield to political expedi-
ency—who never takes his eyes off the
course or is shaken from the ideals and
objectives to which he is dedicated.

I think that such greatness on his part
is recognized by many. But there is
another greatness of which very few are
aware—that is very few outside of those
who have been the beneficiaries of his
kindnesses. There are very few who
know of this attribute of the true great-
ness of Mixe MaNsPIELD—Very few sim-
ply because he does not want people to
know of these kindnesses. For that is
his nature.

For example, he was the collaborator
with me when I placed the single red rose
on the desk that was occupied by the late
John F. Eennedy when he was a Mem-
ber of the Senate. In collaborating with
me, he asked that I not reveal that he
had done so because he felt that it would
have more meaning if his part was not
known.

I disclose this now because it is an
example so typical of him and is only one
of innumerable acts of kindness which
have made him so endeared on both sides
of the aisle.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, al-
though this is very unexpected, I express
my deepest thanks to the distinguished
Senator from Maine for her kind words,
and to assure her that I appreciate them
more than I can say.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I fully
concur in all the expressions about the
kindnesses so often shown by the distin-
guished Senator from Montana. He de-
serves every one of these encomiums,

Mrs. SMITH. I thank the minority
leader very much. He has been most co-
operative with the majority leader and
very helpful to us all.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

December 10

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

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

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1963—
CONFERENCE REPORT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the report of the committee of confer-
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the Senate
to the bill (HR. 7885) to amend further
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, and for other purposes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I believe this has
been cleared on all sides, although I am
not absolufely certain. I ask unanimous
consent that not later than 3 o’clock
p.m. on Thursday next there be a vote on
the pending conference report, H.R. 7885,
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1963.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
permission which has just been granted
by the Senate will be subject to rectifica-
tion after I have had an opportunity to
speak personally with some Senators
who are vitally interested in the pro-
posed legislation, and who have indi-
cated that they are not averse to a
reasonable time limitation, but whose
final approval will be necessary before
the consent agreement will go into effect.

Mr. DIRESEN. Mr. President, if the
majority leader will yield, we are reach-
ing the end of the long furrow. I know,
of course, that Members would like to
have the business of the Senate sched-
uled to suit their convenience, but that
can be allowed only up to a point. I as-
sure the majority leader that I shall co-
operate with him in every possible way.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
appreciate the remarks of the distin-
guished minority leader. The Senators
I have in mind have been most co-
operative and helpful. I feel certain that
a reasonable agreement can be reached.
It is one of those things that need final
confirmation before we can be definite
as to what our action will be.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for
the information of the Senate, no busi-
ness will be transacted tomorrow.

Tomorrow will be a day on which eulo-
gies will be delivered by Members of the
Senate in honor of our former colleague
and late departed President, John F.
Kennedy.

I ask unanimous consent that there be
no morning hour tomorrow.

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

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. If there is no fur-
ther business to come before the Senate,
I move that the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow. !
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The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o’clock and 44 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Wednesday,
December 11, 1963, at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate December 10, 1963:

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as Forelgn Service officers of class 1,
consuls general, and secretaries in the diplo-
matic service of the United States of
America:

Robert J. Francis, of Tennessee.

Jack B. Kubish, of Michigan.

The following-named persons, now Foreign
Bervice officers of class 2 and secretaries in
the diplomatic service, to be also consuls
general of the United States of America:

George H. Steuart, Jr., of Virginia,

Paul R. Sweet, of Texas.

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 3,
consuls, and secretaries in the diplomatic
Service of the United States of America:

Philip A. Heller, of the District of
Columbia.

Daniel J. James, of Illinois.

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as Forelgn Service officers of class 4,
consuls, and secretaries in the diplomatic
service of the United States of America:

Willlam Dawson, of Maryland.

Paxton T. Dunn, of Connecticut.

Lucian Heichler, of Virginia.

Leonard Sandman, of West Virginia.

G. Michael Bache, of New Jersey, for re-
appointment In the Forelgn Service as a For-
eign Service officer of class 5, a consul, and
a secretary in the diplomatic service of the
United States of America, in accordance with
the provisions of section 520(a) of the For-
eign Service Act of 1946, as amended.

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as Forelgn Service officers of class 5,
consuls and secretaries in the diplomatic
service of the United States of America:

Robert J. Bushnell, of Hawali.

Lloyd Livingston Lee, of Hawaii.

Anthony G. Barblerl, of New York, for ap-
pointment as a Foreign SBervice officer of class
6, a vice consul of career, and a secretary in
the diplomatic service of the United States
of America.

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 7,
vice consuls of career, and secretaries in the
diplomatic service of the United States of
America:

Edward P. Allen, of Massachusetts.

Eenneth H. Bailey, Jr., of New York.

William G. Barraclough, of Pennsylvania.

Miss Mary Helen Barrett, of California.

Michael J. Danbury, of New York.

John A. Fowler, of Montana.

Roger R. Gamble, of New Mexico.

John D, Hope, of California.

Richard B. Johnson, of Connecticut.

Arthur D. Levin, of Rhode Island.

Jack W. Mendelsohn, of Illinois.

David T. Morrison, of Michigan.

Edward G. Murphy, of Massachusetts.

Jerrold M. North, of Illinois.

Robert Rackmales, of Maryland.

Philip J. Rizik, of the District of Columbia,

Edward Michael Sacchet, of Maryland.

Archelaus R. Turrentine, of Arkansas.

James O. Westmoreland, of Tennessee.

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as Forelgn Service officers of class 8,
vice consuls of career, and secretaries in the
diplomatic service of the United States of
Amerlea:

Kenneth W. Bleakley, of New York.
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Miss Gwendolyn Coronway, of Pennsyl-
vania.

Miss Yvonne P. Fonvielle, of Illinois.

Samuel C. Fromowlitz, of New York.

George H. Haines III, of New York,

Peter R. Keller, of Connecticut.

Miss Galil A. Eelts, of New York.

Charles E. Lahiguera, of Rhode Island.

Miss Sylvia Manjarrez, of Illinols.

Roger B. Merrick, of Colorado.

Miss Sarah Louise Nathness, of Ohio.

Bruce S. Pansey, of Rhode Island.

John P. Riley, of New Jersey.

Thomas Ronald Sykes, of Ilinois.

Paul Daniel Taylor, of New York.

Miss Judith D. Trunzo, of Virginia.

Miss Theresa A. Tull, of New Jersey.

The following-named Foreign Service Re-
serve officers, to be consuls of the United
States of America:

EKenneth Bache, of New Jersey.

Thomas W. Cormier, of Virginia.

Fred W. Dickens, Jr., of the District of
Columbia.

Richard D. Drain, of Maryland.

Paul J. Gartenmann, of Virginia.

Jack W. Juergens, of Kansas.

John D. McGrail, of Massachusetts.

Donald E. McNertney, of Iowa.

Herbert Morales, of the District of Colum-
bia.

Gil M. Saudade, of Maryland.

Martin Stahl, of California.

Harold M. Young, Jr., of California.

Winn L. Taplin, of Pennsylvania, a Foreign
Service Reserve officer, to be a consul and a
secretary in the diplomatic service of the
United States of America.

The following-named Foreign Service Re-
serve officers to be vice consuls of the Unit-
ed States of America:

Jerry E. Kyle, of California.

Robert H. Larson, of Virginia.

Allen R. Phillips, Jr., of Virginia,

Rob Roy Ratliff, of Maryland.

Joseph A. Reinstatler, of Virginia.

Michael J. Walsh, of Virginia.

The following-named Foreign Service Re-
serve officers to be secretaries in the Diplo-
matic Service of the United BStates of
America:

Robert C. Amerson, of Minnesota,

Paul E. Arnold, of  Virginia,

Edgar M. W. Boyd, of New York.

James L. Carlin, of Minnesota.

Robert K. Davis, of Florida.

Alexander de Bilderling, of New York.

Roland E. Dulin, of the District of Colum-
bia.

Roy H. Green, Jr., of California.

John L. Hadden, of New York.

Peter B. Harrison, of Illinois.

John H. Eenney, of Massachusetts.

James 8. Lanigan, of New York.

Burton B. Lifschultz, of California,

Hugh J, McMillan, of Washington.

Leon A, Shelnutt, of Alabama.

Throop M. Wilder, Jr,, of the District of
Columbia.

Leon E. Woods, of Maryland.

The following-named Foreign Service staff
officers to be consuls of the United States of
America:

Bernard J. Brogley, of Pennsylvania.

Samuel Karp, of Pennsylvania.

Raymond W. T. Pracht, of Illinois.

Joseph Radford, Jr., of New Jersey.

Charles B. Sebastian, of the District of
Columbia.

To the Senate of the United States:

The Army National Guard of the United
States officer named herein for promotion as
a Reserve commissioned officer of the Army,
under the provisions of title 10, United
States Code, sections 593(a) and 3385:

To be brigadier general

Col. Charles Lutcher Southward,
Infantry.
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IN THE REGULAR ARMY

The following-named officer for promotion
in the Regular Army of the United States,
under the provisions of title 10, United States
Code, sections 3284 and 3299:

To be major, Chaplain

Burnette, Lester E.,

The following-named officers for promo-
tion in the Regular Army of the United
States, under the provisions of title 10,
United States Code, sections 3284 and 3208:

To be first lieutenants

Aldrich, Harold B., 3d,

Bertelsen, Geoffrey H.,

Brandt, Goetz K.,

Campbell, John C.,

Casto, James G., i

Clawson, Lucien B., Jr.,

Cleveland, Donald L.,

Elderd, Raymond K., Jr.,

Ferguson, Jack W.,

Ferring, Theodore J. J., Jr.,

Fox, James H., EZESSY.

Hager, Henry F., 8d,

Hogan, Thomas F.,

Wenz, Henry 1".,' i
Wright, KEenneth E.
Zimmers, Joe L.,

To be first lieutenants, Medical Service Corps

Anderson, Jon D.,
Blakemore, Vaughan A., Jr.,

To be first lieutenant, Army Nurse Corps

Cope, Doris A.,

To be first lieutenant, Army Medical
Specialist Corps

Sager, Jane ¥'., ESSEI%d.

The following-named person for reappoint-
ment to the active list of the Regular Army
of the United States, from the temporary dis-
ability retired list, under the provisions of
title 10, United States Code, section 1211:

To be colonel

Sams, Gerald A., S35,

The following-named persons for appulnﬁ-
ment in the Regular Army by transfer in the
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grade specified, under the provisions of title
10, United States Code, sections 3283, 3284,
3285, 3286, 3287, and 3288:

To be first lieutenants

Boroski, Marvin R,,

Dickson, Richard C. (MsC) JEESEE

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment in the Regular Army of the United
States in the grades specified under the pro-
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec-
tions 3283, 3284, 3285, 3286, 3287, and 3288:

To be majors

Darling, Gregory, JESEEEsssy.
McMahon, Richard A., ESS333E0y.
McManus, Luther M., Jr., Biscesy.
Sexton, Thomas L., ESEE35e0Y.

To be captains

Adams, Paul M., Jr., BEI00ETY-
Ahearn, John F., ESES3Es0y.

Ashby, Charles C., RS0l
Austin, Richard K., RGOS S.

Baker, Ralph H., Jr., "
Bartlett, Leslie R., m
Blaker, John R.,
Boldue, Donald A.
Bond, James A.,
Bournes, William V., [PISSISEY -
Brown, Paul M., EEeeesd.
Casclo, Charles J., Ettieesy.
Corbett, Cleveland, PIEReed.
Costangzo, Irving E‘,
Covert, James L., FIIS0030Y -
Daniels, Thomas W,, ES3Sc0g.
England, Marion F., Jr., ISy
Fleming, Hewell D.,
Fromm, Rudolph W,
Fuchigami, Hideto,
Greenleaf, Edward T., Jr., EEREES0E.
Hollowell, Willlam E., Jr., BEesescy.
Hottel, David T, [E33EI555Y.
Isaacson, Roger M., E3EEI00Y.
Jones, Richard B., JI330ITY.
Eowal, Samuel J., EIEI00y.
Eramer, Gordon L., S350y
Lang, Marlin C., EIZ8305y.
Leakey, Robert J.,
McFadden, Louis P.
Noonan, Richard B.,
Olson, Eugene S., EEUE0Y.
Phillips, Edward L., ESEEEY .
Reid, James W., BEEEEEeTY.
Reynolds, Leslie D., BREESEETY.
Ridgeway, James H., JEE3Y.
Rohlfing, Robert E., ¥
Smart, William E.,
Smith, Osbin E., :
Smith, Loren K., EEERY.
Thompson, James A., JSESSIEY.
Tompkins, Edward,JJESE
Treadway, James D., Receceeeq.
Vittorini, Domenic, [RGOSSON-
Walker, Delbert L., EESIeeecd.
Wehrle, Alfred L., ESEIRE80d.
Westerman, Ted G.,
Wilson, Roosevelt, s
Woods, James R., EES00Y.
To be first lieutenants

Ackerman, Donald C., EEE35ETY.
Allen, Richard H., ESSEeTy.
Belisle, Aldorien E., Jr., BSSS3SS0S.
Bendele, James C., JIRESEE
Benton, Hubert F., S0y
Brunner, Earl R, Jr., BESSREY.
Byrnes, James P., [ESESEESY.
Cameron, Carl H., [EE3EE0Y.
Coston, James G., ERSEIRTY.
Cressler, Walter L., Jr.,
Culbertson, James E., BSOSO .
Donlon, Roger H. C., ESES3RY.
Driscoll, William J., BESE30d .
Duerre, Chester w..
Dunham, David L., RSSSSSSS .
Eggerichs, James M., RISy,
-Eisenbarth, Roland W., By,
Elliott, Thomas H., ESSSESSY.
Elrod, Baron S., EESESEd.

Estes, Jimmie L., [EES3ETY.
Faubel, Gordon J., [EESE35Y.
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Faulkner, Robert 8.,
Gafiney, Willilam W.,)
George, James T.,
Girard, Valmore J., [ESSR005g.
Harris, Lyman B., Jr. 3
Heard, Wayne L.,
Heathman, Jimmie J., BISSeeey.
Higginbotham, Jerry R., BSI3000.
Higgins, Glenn E., [ESEREI0Y.
Hughes, William L., ESSSR005Y.
Hungerford, Dale, 3333330y
Kelly, Robert H.,
Kierstead, Dana S.,| i
Koreski, Rolland A., BSREEy.
Kraft, Thomas J., ESSES35SY.
Ladd, Eddie B., ESZ3Ecg.
Lind, Richard W.,
Markofski, Donald R.,
Mattox, James I., EEESESR0E.
Miller, Andrew J., Jr., Sl
Minutoli, John R., EESEeey.
Mirkovich, Richard S., [ESS333%%9 .
Mohr, Carl E.,
Polk, Paul G.,
Potter, Donald O., ESSEEEEY.
Quinn, John T., ES3Eesssy.
Riley, Wilmot T., IIT, B335y .
Roney, Eenneth D., ESESEEY.
Schmid, Thomas W., B R4.
Shrontz, Alva G., 3300y
Stephens, Donald G., SSREsy-
Stokke, Edward T., EERRE0E.
Stronach, Ronald E., ESEIIt00.
Stroud, Lamar A, Jr., |ESE35ey .-
Thompson, William E., |EE3S38eey .-
Truumees, Vallo, ESSSseesy.
Walker, Byron G, sl
Ward, Joseph G., IT, BSSER38cy.
White, Travis W., ESS3t5g.
Williams, James E., Jr., ESSSI555q-
Willison, Darryl

L., 3
Wise, George WA,W

To be second lieutenants

Adams, Charles W., EESESE8y.
Backley, Donald A., ESEISI0Y.
Beeman, Richard C., BSS33330g.
Bogden, Joseph, EESteeesd.
Bosserman, David C., B335y
Cooper, Nelson J,, BESSE0Y.
Craft, Carroll F., z
Danner, Robert F.,
Dill, Paul H,, .
Duzenskl, Thadeus A., EEEEE0Y.
Dye, Preston C., B33,
Elliott, David R., ESSEE0d.
Gabelmann, James F'., EESSR000Y.
Grindell, Chelsey V.,
Hansen, David G., -
Harrison, David A., ESESSERY.
Henderson, William D., 333300 .
Holmes, Larry L., EEES30Y.
Jackson, Jerry E., EESSEEeEY.
Jarock, Norman F., LSSy
Karrer, Robert J., Jr., EE333850Y.
Krebs, Joseph G., BESSEEy.
Labovich, Walter, EESESESd.
LeFew, Charles F., ESEEeeeed.
Marein, Roner: ., [
Massengale, Thomas H., ESSSE5eed.
Myer, Allan A., BESIR0TY.
Payne, Gilbert M., Jr., ESSS3E0Y.
Perry, Stephen M., BEEE00Y.
Pryor, Robert W., BEESSU0Y.
Randt, Richard C., BEtssescy.
Ritter, James T, RSSS800q.
Scruggs, James T., Jr., JESSESE0.
Simpson, Jerry J., ESERiised.
Smart, Eric E., ESESEesd.
Spaulding, William J,, Sr.,
Staehler, Joseph C., s
Taylor, John C., Jr., ESSEERRRY.
Walker, Charles R., s
Walton, Jamie W., .
Watson, Neal C., .
Zimmer, Otho B., Jr., EES3E305.
The following-named persons for appoint-
ment in the Regular Army of the United
States, in the grades and branches specified,
under the provisions of title 10, United
States Code, sections 3283, 3284, 3285, 3286,
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3287, 3288, 3289, 3200, 3291, 3292, 3203, 3204,
and 3311,

To be major, Medical Corps
Dwyre, Willilam, E., [ESIeeieey.
T'o be captain, Army Nurse Corps
Cotter, Joan K., ESseeiey.
To be captain, Chaplain

Dowd, Theodore J., ESESeesy .

To be capilains, Dental Corps
Noelke, Donald R., [JJEESSEN

Nutter, David J., BEIEEsecd.
Preston, Jack D., [RESee¢ed
Russell, Emery A., Jr., EEeered.

To be captain, Judge Advocate General’s
Corps

Conhoy, Joseph B.,
To be captains, Medical Corps

Chesky, Frank H.,
Cove, Laurence A., RSSO H0
Davis, Charles J., Jr 3300
Gunderson, Finn 0,
Murphy, John J., BEEecy.

Sakakini, Joseph, Jr., PISSEsey.
Thomas, John P., ESEoeeeeY.
To be captain, Medical Service Corps
Garrett, McLain G., Jr.,
To be captain, Veterinary Corps
Stolz, Hal F., P800y .
To be first lieutenants, Dental Corps

Cohen, Marvin W., JESES330d.
Kaplan, Martin,
Kazlusky, Joseph B.,
Wentz, Clarence E.,

To be first lieutenants, Judge Advocate

General's Corps

Belknap, Hobart D., Jr.,
Crow, Samuel J., ESSSTeeS
Davis, Franklin G., Raaeeeed
Rogers, Jack D., ESEEECee
Su-Brown, James C., BEeesT X
Wicker, Raymond K., REeee e
‘Wilson, Norman S., EECeerees

To be first lieutenants, Medical Service Corps

Drill, John C,,
Hanson, Robert L.,
Zell, Matthew N., 5

To be first lieutenants, Veterinary Corps

Freel, Marvin E., E3ESS00Y .
Hilmas, Duane E., ES333838.
Keefe, Thomas J., [ESSREEY.
Lawton, Richard R., ESSSssssy.
Morris, James M., EESU0Y .
Vandercook, Richard A., EREESIES.

To be first lieutenants, Women's Army Corps

Cascone, Joan C., ESSSEERY.
Gross, Dorothy M., EEttened.

To be second lieutenants, Medical Service
Corps

Huff, Fred V., ESted.

Lobingter, John H., EE3EEEE.

To be second lieutenant, Women's Army
Corps

Tate, Alice M., IEEEZE

The following-named distinguished mili-
tary student for appointment in the Judge
Advocate General’s Corps, Regular Army of
the United States, in the grade of first lieu-
tenant, under the provisions of title 10,
United States Code, sections 3283, 3284, 3285,
3286, 3287, 3288, and 3202:

Shaw, Richard A.,

The following-named distinguished mili-
tary student for appointment in the Medical
Bervice Corps, Regular Army of the United
States in the grade of second lleutenant,
under the provisions of title 10, United States
Code, sections 3283, 3284, 3285, 3286, 3287,
3288, and 3290:

Spille, Robert M., EESEIEE0d.

The following-named distinguished mili-
tary students for appointment in the Regular
Army of the United States in the grade of
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second leutenant, under the provisions of
title 10, United States Code, sections 3283,
3284, 3285, 3286, 3287, and 3288:

Abel, Gene P.

Andersen, Foster,

Bluhm, Rsymondx Jr.,

Boyd, Clinton B.,

Burkheart, George W.

Cepiel, Edward R.

Cholak, Paul M.

DelLisio, Paul L.

Dotson, George S., gEgeeeeey.

Eakin, William C.

Emigh, Donald B.

Fritz, Ronnie E.

Gregory, Thomas R., ESSEeey.
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Gressette, Tatum W., Jr.
Grose, Willlam C., .
Guin, Jackie B.

Haack, Duane G.
Hankins, Guy L.

Isaac, William T, Jr.
Jensen, Bruce A.
Johnson, Julius F.
Kimenis, Visvaldis.
Eoehler, Albert P.
Landis, George A.

Loher, Eugene P.

Mason, Edward P.
McFatter, Arthur L.
McLean, Donnie B.
Mehle, F. Douglas.
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Morrison, Ronald E., Jr.
Orsini, Fuldo E.

Peters, Donald G.

Peters, Joseph F.

Pfluger, Addison L.

Reld, Michael J.

Rhame, Thomas G.
Ricketson, Don A.
Satterlee, Alan E.
Sonricker, William C.
Stone, Frank D.

Strecker, William, Jr,
Taylor, John M., Jr.
Wiener, William,
Winmill, John I.,
Zunkel, Alan D.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Studebaker and Trade Folly
EXTENSION OF REMAREKS
oF

HON. JOHN H. DENT

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, December 10, 1963

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, the following
release was given to the press today:

Congressman DenT, of Pennsylvania, calls
Studebaker's move another nail in the coffin
of the U.S, economy.

DenT says Studebaker joins the hundreds
of runaway industries in its attempt to gain
profits by dodging U.S. responsibilitles and
share of the cost of the U.S. Government.

Congressman DenT, longtime critic of
what he calls economic suicide trade agree-
ments said the Studebaker decision is noth-
ing new, Many corporations have done the
same thing only they hid their movements
behind patriotie, theoretie, and disarming
slogans of free trade, peace, underdeveloped
nations, and in many cases, false and mis-
leading packaging, advertising, and merchan-
dising. DewT repeated his warning that in
today's world market the United States can
only participate by paying subeidles similar
to the textile mill subsidy passed by Congress
last week, and by monopolistic domestic pro-
duction tied Into world cartels. This is al-
ready true in our export for wheat,
cotton, and other subsidized farm products;
it will soon be true In textiles. It's true in
our import program for sugar to the detri-
ment of our domestie sugar industry.

Sald DenT, “No matter how you try to ex-
plain it or cover it up, the theorles of trade
relations put into practice by the profiteer-
ing Internationalist trader, have been the
cause of the major portion of our domestie
unemployment, our negative trade balance
in goods and man-hours, our flight of gold,
and the mad rush of U.S. industry to dis-
place man with automated machines.

“It's long been my bellef that the frst
duty of a government is to provide work and
pay opportunities for its own citizens; not
the production of surplus for export. Every
nation in the world wants to export more
than it imports. It can't be done, and the
unprotected nation In this economic war will
die.

“I have today warned the Congress that
the time is running out for reconsideration
of our trade policies, our foreign investment
policies, and our ald policies. I've asked Con-
gress to put an out-and-out embargo on all
Studebaker and any other products produced
outside U.S. limits by American capital in
competition with domestic Industry.

“To do less, Is to add to the further depre~
ciation of our industrial, agrieultural, and
mining complexes.

“When we finally admit to ourselves that
Studebaker is not leaving the automobile
manufacturing business but is only leaving
this country because of three very normal
pressures: (1) A lower cost of production in
a foreign country, (2) opportunity to make
greater profits while still holding onto the
U.5. market, and (3) the threat of foreign
governments against U.S. corporations doing
business in their markets unless the U.S.
corporations create employment and profit
for their peoples and nations.

““The pressure from Canada on U.S. imports
is no secret. The Canadians, like every other
nation except the United States, looks to its
people’s welfare first, last, and always.

“Chasing the will-o’-the-wisp of foreign
trade is like a dog chasing its tail; after he
catches it he has to let go because he can't
go anywhere with his tail in his mouth and
besides, it hurts.”

Mr. Speaker, I wish to commend the
gentleman from Indiana, the Honorable
Jonn BrapEmAs, for his early and un-
tiring efforts to alleviate the harsh con-
ditions to be visited upon this commu-
nity, its peoples, its institutions, and par-
ticularly the displaced workers and their
families by the decision of the Stude-
baker Corp.

The attached release was issued by
Congressman BrapEmAs and Senators
HarTrE and Bayw, of Indiana.

A review of the record shows that,
under the provisions of our ill-advised
Trade Expansion Act of 1962, Members
of Congress find the avenues of relief
in situations of this kind restricted to
petition and relief.

Nothing ean be done to save these jobs
except to subsidize Studebaker.

WasHINGTON, December 10, 1963.—Sena-
tors VaNCE HARTKEE and BircH Bay® and Con-
gressman Joun BrabEmas sald today that in
response to their suggestion to Secretary
of Labor W. Willard Wirtz and Secretary of
Commerce Luther Hodges, a meeting was
held here this morning of representatives of
several Federal agencies to consider the man-
power implications of termination of auto-
mobile and truck production by the Stude-
baker Corp. in South Bend.

In addition to BrapEmas and alds of
Harzxe and BayH, present at the meeting
were Willlam Batt, Administrator of the Area
Redevelopment Administration; Stanley
Ruttenberg, Economic Advisor to the Secre-
tary of Labor; representatives of the Bureau
of Employment Security and the Manpower
Development and Trailning Administration,

both in the Department of Labor; representa-
tives of the Department of Health, Education
and Welfare; Indiana State Labor Commis-
sloner Hobert Butler and Dan Bedell of the
Washington office of the United Auto Work-
ers, AF1—CIO.

The group discussed the facts in the
Studebaker situation and considered meas-
ures, local, State, and Federal, which might
assist Studebaker workers who face immedi-
ate unemployment.

The two Senators and the Congressman
emphasized that “the primary responsibility
for meeting this extremely difficult problem
is at the State and community level.” They
said, however, they wanted to insure that “all
possible Federal resources” would be made
available.

They sald that they have been in toueh
with Indiana Gov. Matthew Welsh to be
sure of coordination of Federal with State
efforts,

HARTKE, BavH, and BrADEMAS also an-
nounced that Dr. Harold L. Sheppard, now
with the Upjohn Institute for Employment
Research, and formerly with the Area Re-
development Administration, would serve on
the spot in South Bend to insure that re-
sources of the Departments of Labor and
Commerce are both made avallable and are
coordinated with SBtate and local activities,
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HON. ALBERT W. JOHNSON

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, December 10, 1963

Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I take this opportunity to ex-
press my profound sorrow over the loss
of our good friend and your colleague
of many years, Leon H. Gavin, the dean
of the Pennsylvania delegation.

Leon, a man of strong convictions and
sincerity of purpose, served his district,
his State, and his Nation faithfully and
well.

Throughout the years he was fruly a
servant of the people in the Congress
and he worked hard for the interests of
the people who placed their faith and
confidence in him by returning him to
Congress so many times.

- Leon was an outstanding American,
devoted to his country, and he was con-
tinually in the forefront in the fight to
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