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President Eisenhower congratulated
Mrs. Roosevelt on her work in the
United Nations, thanking her for her
“sincere concern for the less fortunate,
and skill in the discharge of unique and
important duties.”

She received many honors in a long
and productive life. She held honorary
degrees from several colleges, was an
honorary member of Phi Beta Kappa,
received the 1939 Award of Humanitar-
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ians, the Churchman’s Award, the first
annual Nation Award, the first annual
Franklin Delano Roosevelt Brotherhood
Award in 1946, the Award of Merit of
the New York City Federation of Wom-
en’s Clubs in 1948, the Four Freedoms
Award, the Prince Carl Medal of Swe-
den, and the Irving Geist Foundation
Award, all in 1950.

she died she was honored for
her character and her deeds through-
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out the world. Here at home President
EKennedy said:

One of the great ladies In the history of
this country has passed from the scene.
Her loss will be deeply felt by all those who
admired her tireless idealism, or benefited
from her good works and wise counsel.
Since the day I entered this office, she has
been both an inspiration and a friend.

The world has lost one of its greatest
women, and we have all lost a friend.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WEDNESDAY, JuLy 10, 1963

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

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair lays before the House a communi-
cation from the Speaker.
The Clerk read as follows:
THE SPEAKER’S RooM,
July 10, 1963.
I hereby designate the Honorable HaLk
BoeGs to act as Speaker pro tempore today.
JoHN W. McCORMACK,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Rev. Stanley Kiehl Gambell, minister,
the Woodland Presbyterian Church, 42d
and Pine Streets, Philadelphia, Pa., of-
fered the following prayer:

Our Father, whose quietness settles
upon us with the rest of the night and
whose movement surges again within us
in the brightness of day; whose inspired
conviction abides that the wise man
should not glory in his wisdom, nor the
mighty man in his might, nor the rich
man in his riches but rather, every man
should be pleased in knowing Thee, God
of love and judgment both; in the fear
of the living Lord, in the trembling of
human enthusiasm, and in the will of the
angel’s heaven, we come to Thee.

Be merciful unto us, or no right have
we to speak; be watchful of us lest, ask-
ing without believing, we make a farce of
all our faith.

Lord, while we tell each other how to
do more and more things, wilt Thou not
tell us what ought to be done; when we
have stood looking upon the world at its
worst, command then to kneel and to
seek that the worsened world may be-
lieve us at our best; when the best fruits
of our labors and deliberations tumble
to earth, beaten and swept by some un-
expected wind of destruction or adver-
sity, then whisper to us once again that
not as much in man’s reasoning as in
God’s reckoning does the good fruit of
life and labor have its chance to ripen;
when we think we have do.ae enough,
then tell us that divine order and hal-
Jowed success come from doing better
than just enough.

Lord, to this end bless our beloved
country; bless our devoted President;
bless this body of leaders.

Hasten the day when love of wis-
dom and the wisdom of love shall be
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one. And we shall be forever grateful
unto Thee, believe us, Lord.
For the Master’'s sake. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

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

On June 21, 1963:

HR.T79. An act to require authorization
for certain appropriations for the Coast
Guard, and for other purposes;

H.R.131. An act to provide for the renewal
of certain municipal, domestic, and Indus-
trial water supply confracts entered into
under the Reclamation Project Act of 1939,
and for other purposes;

H.R.1286. An act for the rellef of Lt.
Claude V. Wells;

H.R.1561. An act for the relief of Melborn
Eeat;

H.R. 2439. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of Defense to lend certain Army, Navy,
and Air Force equipment and provide certain
services to the Boy Scouts of America for use
in the 1964 National Jamboree, and for other

purposes;

H.R. 2821. An act to authorize modification
of the repayment contract with the Grand
Valley Water Users’ Assoclation;

HR.3574. An act to provide for the with-
drawal and reservation for the use of the De-
partment of the Air Force of certain public
lands of the United States at Cuddeback
Lake Air Force Range, Calif.,, for defense
purposes;

H.R. 3626. An act for the rellef of Ronnie
E. Hunter;

H.R. 4349. An act for the relief of Robert
O. Nelson and Harold E, Johnson;

HR.6441. An act to amend Public Law
86-272, as amended, with respect to the re-
porting date; and

H.J. Res. 180. Joint resolution to authorize
the continued use of certain lands within
the Sequoia National Park by portions of
an existing hydroeleetric project.

On June 29, 1963:

HR.2651. An act to extend for 1 year
the period during which responsibility for
the placement and foster care of dependent
children, under the program of aid to fam-
ilies with dependent children under title IV
of the Social Security Act, may be exercised
by a public agency other than the agency
administering such ald under the BState
plan;

HR.2827. An act to extend until June
30, 1866, the suspension of duty on imports
of crude chicory and the reduction in duty
on ground chicory;

H.R.4174. An act to continue until the
close of June 30, 1964, the suspension of
duties for metal scrap, and for other pur-

poses;

H.R.5795. An act to provide a 3-year sus-
pension of certain restrictions in the SBup-
plemental Appropriation Act, 1951, on the
withdrawal from the Treasury of postal ap-
propriations;

H.R. 6765. An act to provide a 1-year ex-
tension of the existing corporate normal tax
rate and of certain excise-tax rates;

HR.6791. An act to continue for 2 years
the existing reduction of the exemption from
duty enjoyed by returning residents, and for
other purposes; Y

H.J.Res. 467. Joint resolution amending
section 221 of the National Housing Act to
extend for 2 years the broadened ellgibility
presently provided for mortgage Insurance
thereunder; and

H.J. Res. 508. Joint resolution making con-
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal year
1964, and for other purposes.

On July 8, 1963:

H.R.14982. An act to provide for the sale
of certaln reserved mineral interests of the
United States In certain real property owned
by Jack D. Wishart and Juanita H. Wishart;

H.R.1819. An act to amend the Federal
Employees Health Benefits Act of 1959 to
provide additional choice of health benefits
plans, and for other purposes;

H.R.1937. An act to amend the act known
as the “Life Insurance Act" of the District
of Columbia, approved June 19, 1934, and
the act known as the “Fire and Casualty
Act” of the District of Columbia, approved
October 3, 1940;

H.R.3537. An act to increase the jurisdie-
tion of the municipal court for the District
of Columbia in civil actions, to change the
names of the court, and for other purposes;

H.R.5367. An act to designate the Bear
Creek Dam on the Lehigh River, Pa., as the
Francis E. Walter Dam;

H.R.5860. An act to amend section 407
of the Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921,
as amended; and

H.J. Res. 82. Joint resolutlon to change
the name of Short Mountain lock and dam
and reservoir in the State of Oklahoma to
Robert 8. Eerr lock and dam and reser-
volr.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
MecGown, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed, with amend-
ments in which the concurrence of the
House is requested, bills of the House of
the following titles:

H.R. 1518. An act for the relief of Barbara
Theresa Lazarus; and

HR. 6681. An act to improve the active
duty promotion opportunity of Air Force

officers from the grade of major to the grade
of leutenant colonel.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills and a joint reso-
lution of the following titles, in which
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the concurrence of the House is re-
quested:

S.330. An act to amend chapter 35 of title
38, United States Code, to provide that after
the expiration of the EKorean conflict vet-
erans’ education and training program, ap-
proval of courses under the war orphans’
educational assistance program shall be by
State approving agencies;

5.496. An act for the rellef of Enrico
Agostinl and Celestino Agostini;

S.901. An act for the relief of William
Herbert vom Rath;

S.1064. An act to amend the act redefining
the units and establishing the standards of
electrical and photometric measurements to
provide that the candela shall be the unit
of luminous intensity;

S5.1291., An act to authorize the Secretary
of Commerce to employ allens in a scientific
or technical capacity; and

8.J. Res, 64. Jolnt resolution to amend the
Joint resolution providing for U.S. participa-
tion in the International Bureau for the
Protection of Industrial Property.

ACTIVE DUTY PROMOTION OPPOR-
TUNITY OF AIR FORCE OFFICERS

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
take from the Speaker’s desk the bill
(H.R. 6681) to improve the active duty
promotion opportunity of Air Force offi-
cers from the grade of major to the grade
of lieutenant colonel, with a Senate
amendment thereto, and concur in the
Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amendment,
as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert: “That the Act of September 1,
1961, Public Law 87-104 (75 Stat. 424), is
amended by striking out the figure ‘1963 and
inserting the figure '1965' in place thereof.”

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

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was concurred

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

FIGHTING COMMUNIST SUBVER-
SION

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, at long last
I can take the floor of this House and
congratulate the administration for tak-
ing a firm position with regard to Com-
munist subversion.

Most wholeheartedly I commend the
President for rejecting the request of
Prime Minister Cheddi B. Jagan of
British Guiana for economic aid. To
extend economic assistance to leftists or
Communist leaders only serves to add
popularity to them and their ideology.
It undermines our own freedom.

In this connection, Mr. Speaker, let me
add a further thought. It seems to me
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that the United States right now should
take an equally hard attitude with other
nations in the Western Hemisphere.
Why give economic or military aid to
other countries who are unwilling to co-
operate with us in our inter-American
campaign against Communist subversion
from Cuba?

Recently four of the most influential
Latin nations abstained and one voted
against us in the Council of the Organi-
zation of American States when we urged
all American Republics to exercise strict
control over Communist activities.
Communism’s chief target, Venezuela
and also Brazil, Mexico, and Haiti, side-
stepped this issue while Chile dissented
thereby greatly nullifying the effective-
ness of our campaign to oppose Castro’s
Soviet beachhead in Cuba.

Mr. Speaker, I applaud the President
for declining the request of Cheddi B.
Jagan, and urge a policy along the same
line of withholding foreign aid from
other Latin American countries who re-
fuse to join us in fighting Communist
subversion in the Western World.

HON. BOB SIKES

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
I unhappily, was not on the fioor when
many of my colleagues paid deserved
tribute to the dean of our Florida dele-
gation in this House, the Honorable
RL.F., as we affectionately know him,
Boe Smxes for having served in this
House longer than any other Represent-
ative from Florida.

The only indiscretion, in the opinion
of some, that Boe SIKEs ever committed
was when, in 1934, in a moment of
friendly weakness, he managed my cam-
paign when I first ran for the other
body, in his county. Naturally, I carried
his county, with his leadership, by an
overwhelming majority.

I first came to know Bos when he was
the able and militant publisher of a very
successful weekly paper. I observed with
pride as he came to be a member of the
house of representatives in the Florida
Legislature and I had great pleasure in
seeing him come to the House in 1941
and in being his colleague in the Con-
gress for 10 years while I was a Member
of the other body. During that time I
had the privilege of his cordial cooper-
ation as a distinguished Member of this
House.

The years have been kind to Bos. It
is generally agreed in Florida that Bos
could have become Governor if he had
been willing to give up or interrupt his
career in this House, but he chose to
remain, I am glad to say, in this House
and here he has rendered distinguished
service to his district, his State, and to
his country. I know that we all happily
anticipate a continuation of his leader-
ship for many meaningful years to come.
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SAFETY STANDARDS FOR AUTOMO-
BILE SEAT BELTS

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 423 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
134) to provide that seat belts sold or shipped
in interstate commerce for use in motor ve-
hicles shall meet certain safety standards.
After general debate, which shall be confined
to the bill and shall continue not to exceed
one hour, to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, the bill shall be read
for amendment under the five-minute rule.
At the concluslon of the consideration of
the bill for amendment, the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted,
and the previous question shall be considered
as ordered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit.

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may require, after
which I shall yield 30 minutes to the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. AVERY].

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 423
provides for consideration of H.R. 134,
a bill by the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. RoBerTs] to provide that seat belts
sold or shipped in interstate commerce
for use in motfor vehicles shall meet
certain safety standards. The resolu-
tion provides an open rule with 1 hour
of general debate.

The purpose of H.R. 134 is to protect
the public by providing for the estab-
lishment of minimum countrywide safety
standards for automobile seat belts sold
or shipped in interstate commerce.

This is accomplished by requiring the
Seeretary of Commerce o prescribe and
publish minimum safety standards for
seat belts manufactured for sale or of-
fered for sale in interstate commerce,
imported into the United States, or
shipped in interstate commerce.

Mr. Speaker, my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. RoBerTs],
has pioneered this field of seat belt safety
for automobiles. Several years ago, I
saw him start this work, and today,
millions of cars are equipped with seat
belts. The savings of lives and human
suffering has been immeasurable.

Today, if we pass this rule, and the
bill, we will insure that seat belts used
on automobiles meet certain safety
standards.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 423.

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Speaker, I really
have no persuasive information to sub-
mit to the House on this bill. However,
there is no opposition to the rule and I
have no requests for time on the rule.

I would like to observe that ordinarily
this bill would have been on the Consent
Calendar, but apparently the country is
moving so fast that the administration
does not find it necessary to request the
leadership to bring such bills to the floor
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that would otherwise occupy the time of
the House, so we have the so-called seat-
belt legislation before us this afternoon.
I can think of no reason why anybody
would be opposed to it, so the House will
probably proceed to expedite its passage.

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

Mr, AVERY. 1Iyield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. BECKER. I agree with the gen-
tleman, but I am constrained to ask
why legislation of this kind comes before
the House. I have had years of expe-
rience in connection with making all
kinds of standards, regulations, and
specifications for every sort of thing.
Why does this particular item come here
as legislation, so that we should put a
law on the statute books for it?

Mr. AVERY. I cannot think of any-
thing I can add in addition to what I
have already said. I presume it was the
conclusion of the Secretary of Com-
merce that he either did not have the
authority to proceed to issue a rule or
regulation governing the structure or
the textile strength of seat belts and so
in lieu of that conclusion, he sought this
authority from the Congress.

Mr. BECKER. Does this mean that we
legislate today on a standard require-
ment for seat belts used in automobiles
whether they are government owned or
privately owned? 1Is this the general
idea of the legislation?

Mr. AVERY. AsIunderstand the leg-
islation, my reply to the gentleman is
that this does not direct’ a manufac-
turer as to whether he should put seat
belts in a car or not. It merely says to
the manufacturer of seat belts, if they
are to be manufactured, they shall meet
such standards as will be set out by the
Secretary of Commerce.

Mr. BECEER. How does this affect all
the millions of seat belts already being
used or purchased or manufactured al-
ready? Is this retroactive in any way?

Mr. AVERY. I would suggest that the
gentleman might more properly direct
his question to a member of the legisla-
tive committee. But, certainly, as I read
the bill, I do not see any retroactive
feature in it. So we have to assume it
would not apply to such seat belts as may
have been installed up to this time.

Mr. BECKER. I thank the gentleman.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the resolution:

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for
the consideration of the bill (H.R. 134)
to provide that seat belts sold or shipped
in interstate commerce for use in motor
vehicles shall meet certain safety
standards.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill HR. 134, with
Mr. RooNEY in the chair.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule,
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Rog-
ErRTS] will be recognized for 30 minutes
and the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
BenneTT] Will be recognized for 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. ROBERTS].

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may require.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the
Committee, this is not a monumental
piece of legislation. It is a piece of leg-
islation, however, which could be very
important to anyone either driving an
automobile or as a passenger in an auto-
mobile. Certainly, when we consider
that over the long Fourth of July holi-
day period, 553 people lost their lives
and many thousands were injured, some
of them permanently, it has a great deal
of importance. All this bill does, and it
is a very simple bill, is to require that
a manufacturer of a belt do a good job.
It does not have any retroactive features
and would not affect, therefore, any
belts that are already installed in auto-
mobiles. It does say that the manu-
facturer who manufactures or sells a
belt in interstate commerce shall present
a belt that will do the job when the
time of emergency comes. This type of
legislation has been endorsed by the
House previously, in October 1962, and
was passed on the Consent Calendar.
There was, I believe, perhaps one vote,
a voice vote, against the bill in the full
committee. However, because of the
fact that this movement is growing
rapidly throughout the country, it was
the feeling of the committee that we
should ask for & rule and bring it to the
attention of the membership.

Mr. Chairman, beginning a few years
ago, in 1957, the Special Subcommittee
on Traffic Safety, which was set up by
the unanimous resolution of this House,
recommended to the House the use of
the seat belt as a safety device. At that
time the sales of belts were in the thou-
sands. Today I can tell you I believe
that the sales of these belts are in the
millions. This year the industry will
sell approximately 16 million pairs of
these belts.

Mr. Chairman, it has meant a great
deal to industry in the webbing and
fabricating field, metal buckles and as-
semblies. One of the manufacturers
this year will equip all of its output of
1964 cars with belts, front and back.

Mr. Chairman, I have had many in-
stances related to me, by mail and other-
wise, and by some Members of this House,
to the effect that these belts have saved
their lives. One of the Members of my
own delegation, the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. AnprEwsl, not too long ago
told me of an incident in which this sim~
ple device, inexpensive and easy to in-
stall, saved his life when the time of
emergency came.

Mpr. Chairman, this is a voluntary
movement. It is being sponsored by
groups such as the Jaycees, the Feder-
ated Women’s Clubs throughout the
country, and many other civic organiza-
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tions. It has the endorsement of the
American Medical Association and prac-
tically all of the researchers in the safety
field.

Mr. Chairman, it is my belief that if a
belt is put in a car the purchaser of that
belt should have some assurance that
the belt is adequate and will do the job.
This legislation was asked for by the
American Seat Belt Council. If every-
one were a member of that council, with
its high standards, as was pointed out
by Mr. Davis, one of its directors, this
legislation would not be necessary. But
unfortunately some people in order to
make a fast dollar are producing belts
that do not do the job. I would hate to
see this great voluntary movement de-
stroyed by the inadequacy of a belt put
on the market by manufacturers who
would take advantage of a situation such
as this.

Mr. Chairman, throughout all of our
legislation—and this subcommittee has
passed many bills on the floor; we passed
one last year to outlaw inadequate brake
fluid and we passed a bill several years
ago to put safety devices on refrigerators,
and because of this safety device not in
one of the new refrigerators has a child’s
life been lost.

Mr. Chairman, while I say it is not a
monumental bill, if it saves the life of
someone, if it prevents someone from be-
ing a permanent cripple or maimed for
life, if it does this through the use of
this little device, I say it is well worth
the consideration of the greatest de-
liberative body on the face of the earth,
the House of Representatives.

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

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. Certain-
ly, I yield to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. This means then that
the manufacturers must put the fastener
in the car? Does it or does it not?

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. No, sir;
it has nothing to do with the installation
of the belt. Now 15 States require belts
in automobiles, but there is nothing
mandatory about this, except that these
belts must meet adequate standards
which shall be published in the Federal
Register, after consultation with the in-
dustry, and after a time in which the
industry may inform itself of the speci-
fications of the belt.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. Surely.

Mr. GROSS. Does not the gentleman
think that this is self-defeating? In
other words, you can have the best belt
made in an automobile and if it is not
properly attached to the car frame—to
a substantial part of the car frame—the
fact that you have a seat belt is mean-
ingless. It will be pulled out in the
event of a hard impact and the weight
thrown against the belt. I would think
there ought to be some standards for at-
tachment within the car and the attach-
ments provided as the car is manufac-
tured.

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. Actually,
most of the belts will be installed in
garages. That is a matter really up
to the individual as to where his belt is
installed. We do not think it is a matter
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that we in the Congress should legislate
on. It is a matter that belongs to the
States to legislate on. Some of the
States have laws that cover installation.
About 15 States now have such a law
and I think that is properly under the
jurisdiction of the States.

Mr. GROSS. I favor the legislation,
I favor the gentleman’s bill, but some-
where along the line there ought to be
standards for attaching the belts to the
car frame or some substantial part of the
car, because it has been demonstrated
that if not properly attached they will
pull out under heavy impact.

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. I could
not agree with the gentleman more.
However, I have never favored manda-
tory installation of these belts. I have
always felt that was a matter that prop-
erly should be left up to the States. I
think I have been right because 15 States
have adopted such legislation. As I say,
I have never favored the Federal Gov-
ernment going that far.

Mr. GROSS. I agree with the gentle-
man in what he has just said. What I
am trying to say is that there are stand-
ards for belts and there should also be
certain standards for attachment, be-
cause otherwise the beneficial effects of
the belt can be lost. There ought to be
standards both ways, both as to attach-
ment and as to the strength of the belt
and the fastenings.

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. I thank
the gentleman.

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. I yield to
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I agree with the gentleman with
respect to our ability to legislate as to
how these belts might be installed in
small independent garages in the com-
munities of our country. But, as the
gentleman from Iowa suggested, I was
wondering if the committee would not
consider at some appropriate time legis-
lation which would require that the
manufacturers of these automobiles
shipped in interstate commerce provide
an appropriate bolt or bolts in the proper
places in the frame for the installation
of a belt, which would perhaps encour-
age proper installation of these belts.
In other words, provide in the manufac-
tured automobile safe places for anchor-
ing these belts so that they can be con-
veniently installed in a proper manner;
in fact, more so than in the other
manner.

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s contribution.
Even though you put a belt in the car,
properly anchored and adequately se-
cured, unless the party is going to use
it, you will not have accomplished any-
thing. Actually you come back to what
the individual wants to do in protecting
himself.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. I yield
to the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, this past weekend Americans across
our great Nation celebrated Independ-
ence Day. Strange it is that in doing
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so we managed to kill 557 of our country-
men on the highways and roads. In
celebrating freedom and liberty, 557 lost
their liberty to add to an ever-increasing
death toll that is already ahead of last
year’s at this time by some 6 percent-
age points.

In the past 5 years 192,081 persons
have lost their lives in traffic accidents
in the United States. On an average
that is close to 38,500 lives per year. In
1962 alone, 41,000 lost their lives on our
Nation’s highways; and this year seems
to be continuing the upward trend fo-
ward a new record of human self-
destruction.

‘What can be done about this highway
slaughter? One aid to the solution of
this problem will be for drivers to accept
the merits of automobile seat belts, in-
stall them in their automobiles, and
faithfully use them. By the term “seat
belt,” I am referring to belts that meet
the standards of safety that would be
required by H.R. 134; not some substand-
ard substitute.

There have been several studies made,
and although seat belts will not prevent
the automobile accidents, seat belts can
help to prevent serious injury or loss of
life caused by the accidents. It has been
stated by the Director of the Office of
Highway Safety, Bureau of Public Roads,
James K. Williams, that serious injury
and fatalities would be reduced by
one-third of what they are now if people
would use seat belts that measure up to
the safety standards called for in this
legislation.

It is our responsibility to pass legis-
lation that insures the minimum safety
standards regarding seat belts sold or
shipped in interstate commerce. There
are presently automobile seat belts on
the market that are of inferior quality
and design, and with the growing inter-
est of the American motorist in this
safety device, he may unknowingly buy
faulty or substandard merchandise if
not protected by law.

We must not only encourage the use
of seat belts, but we must also insist on
high quality standards that should be
met for the production of seat belts be-
fore transportation in interstate com-
merce. Not to do this would be a viola-
tion of our public trust.

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from
Florida who is an able and conscientious
member of our subcommittee and has
worked hard in all of this legislation.

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

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama.
the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, I want
to compliment the gentleman from Ala-
bama who has long been interested in
the safety features this bill will provide.
The committee has done an outstand-
ing service in bringing this bill to the
floor of this House for, I hope, unani-
mous passage. I might say this, Mr.
Chairman, to the gentleman, however,
I hope his committee would give some
consideration in the installation of these
various things to the fact that certain
minimum requirements be considered as
to stress and strain. After all, a belt

I yield to
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will stand a certain amount of strain,
but unless whatever is attaching it to
the automobile body itself can stand the
strain that a jolt would give, of course,
it would pull right out and would not pro-
vide the safety features that I am sure
the gentleman from Alabama and his
committee hope would be brought about
by this kind of legislation. So I urge
you to give consideration to that feature
of the problem.

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. I thank
my able and longtime friend, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. HaLeY].

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

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. I yield
to the gentleman from Minnesota, a
member of the committee.

Mr. NELSEN. I wish to compliment
the chairman of this Health and Safety
Subcommittee and to emphasize that in
his discussion of the bill he did point
out that he, as chairman of the sub-
committee, had always refrained from
advocating mandatory legislation in this
field. I endorse that position. Itis true
that the hearings of the subcommittee
stimulated a good deal of interest in the
automobile industry. I think in answer
to the question of the gentleman on the
other side, most of the manufacturers
today do make provision for proper fa-
cilities for the fastening of seat belts in
automobiles. I might add that our com-
mittee reported this bill out and there
was no opposition in our subcommittee.
I want to thank the gentleman for his
diligent efforts in supporting this legis-
lation.

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the distinguished gen=
tleman who has been very cdiligent in
his work with the subcommittee. He
works hard and I appreciate his wonder-
ful support.

Mr. Chairman, how much time have I
remaining ?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Alabama has consumed 15 minutes.

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. I yield
to the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
BeENNETT].

Mr, BENNETT of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to take this opportu-
nity to congratulate our beloved col-
league, the gentleman from Alabama,
KENNETH A. ROBERTS, on his effective and
persuasive leadership in the passage of
this legislation, which is long overdue.
The legislation to provide that seat belts
sold or shipped in interstate commerce
for use in motor vehicles shall meet cer-
tain safety standards is an important
first step in th2 adoption of overall legis-
lation to require certain safety devices
on motor vehicles sold, shipped, or used
in interstate commerce.

The general public is becoming aware,
I believe, of the necessity for safety
devices, even the more bothersome ones,
on the ever-growing numbers of auto-
mobiles on our highways.

Anyone who faces the facts of safety
today cannot overlook the importance of
this bill. We know that some 40,000 of
our citizens were killed on the highways
last year and some 3 million were injured
in moving automobile accidents.
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Setting standards for safety belts
should lead to more effective ways of
stopping the slaughter on our highways.
The National Safety Council has strongly
supported the plan to provide all new
cars with seat belts in 1964, as have sev-
eral of the major automobile manufac-
turers. Howard Pyle, president of the
National Safety Council, has estimated
that seat belts in universal use could save
at least 5,000 lives annually. This fact
in itself is indicative of the need for this
legislation.

Also, a recent Gallup poll stated a
majority of Americans are now in favor
of a law requiring all cars, both new and
used, to be equipped with safety belts.

On the first day of the opening session
of the 85th Congress, January 3, 1957, I
introduced a bill (H.R. 561) fo require
certain minimum standards of safety in
the construction of automobiles manu-
factured for sale in interstate commerce.
Sinee that time I have pushed vigorously
for legislation stressing safety measures
on automobiles. The need is definite for
the safest possible equipment on auto-
mobiles, including, I believe, a governor
to limit the top speed of vehicles; safety
padding for the passenger compartment
of the vehicle; steering and other vehicle
controls; bumpers, fenders and other
shock-absorbing equipment; headlights
and other lights, brakes, aids to visibility;
tires, and safety belts.

The passage of this bill will lead to
other measures to halt useless injuries
and deaths on our highways. I am high-
ly optimistic that with the passage of
this bill we will drastically reduce the
chances of increasing accidents and
deaths,

What we are doing here today is good
as far as it goes, but it is a minuscule
effort. The size of the problem is great
and it should be met head on. We des-
perately need to approve a bill which
positively requires seat belts to be in-
stalled in all vehicles sold in interstate
commerce.

All we have to show for our 6-year
fight for these safety devices is this bill
today. It is a tiny effort, considering
what we need.

In the 6 years since I introduced my
original bill thousands have been killed.
We could have saved 30,000 lives in that
period had the legislation been enacted
6 years ago.

Mr., ROBERTS of Alabama. I thank
the distinguished gentleman. He has ap-
peared before our subcommittee and full
commitiee many times in the interest
of safety legislation. The committee has
been impressed with his performance
there.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Ryan].

Mr. RYAN of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man and Members of the House, I
heartily endorse and support H.R. 1341,
the bill introduced by Mr. RoBErRTS of
Alabama, which sets standards for seat
belts shipped or sold in interstate com-
merce. This legislation is long overdue,
and should promptly be approved by
this Congress in order to further pro-
tect the American automobile owner and
user.

More and more people are purchasing
cars with seat belts, or are having them
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installed. With the growing interest in
the use of seat belts, some high-pressure
sellers in a number of areas of our coun-
try are exploiting and taking advantage
of this boom.

Seat belts have been recommended by
most authorities as a valuable safety
device. Approximately 15 States now
have laws requiring either that automo-
biles manufactured in that State must
be equipped with seat belts or that the
belts must meet adequate standards. It
must be obvious that it is difficult to
police the many hundreds of manufac-
turers, distributors, and retailers in the
booming new seat belt industry.

Seat belts are actually a necessity—
seat belts really do save lives,, How we
must shudder when we look at facts and
realize that 41,000 American citizens
lost their lives in 1962 through traffic
accidents. Only heart ailments, cancer
and pneumoenia rank ahead of death on
the highway as a destroyer of human
life. As a matter of fact, the total num-
ber of fatalities of Americans in all of
our wars, are less than the total number
of Americans killed in all automobile
accidents. Words are simply incapable
of expressing this tragic and wasteful
loss.

In addition to this wanton, useless loss
of lives, approximately 1,500,000 Ameri-
cans suffered injuries that disabled them
beyond the day of the accident—some
so severely injured that they will suffer
and be incapacitated for the rest of their
natural lives.

There are more than 79 million ve-
hicles on American roads—propelled by
more than 91 million drivers. As these
figures increase, so do the number of
deaths. Why, then, should we not take
action to help cut down this vast num-
ber of deaths and injuries.

It is your concern, and your business
as Congressmen, to do something more
about this matter.

Thousands of lives are lost each year
because passengers are thrown against
windshields or out of car doors by the
impact of crashes. The chances of be-
ing killed by this second crash are five
times greater if one is thrown from the
vehicle.

Research in automobile crash injury
cases has shown that seat belts help
protect automobile passengers in both
major and minor accidents.

In collisions, seat belts help keep pas-
sengers from being ejected, and reduce
the force of impact of the body on any
part of the car interior.

Representatives from the Ford Motor
Co. stated in 1957 that:

In our opinion, the use of seat belts in
all cars and trucks on the American road
today would reduce the 40,000 fatalities
annually to less than 19,000, and would

reduce the 1 million serious injuries to no
more than 500,000,

In a more recent statement, Univer-
sity of Michigan physcians, as a result
of a year long study, proved—actually
proved—that 33 percent of accident vie-
tims studied would have been saved
with a seat belt, and another 21 percent
might have been saved. This particular
study also showed that the greatest value
of seat belts was demonstrated in city
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driving under 40 miles per hour, and
relatively close to home. Automobile
makers, fleet truck operators, police, and
many State legislatures are convinced
that seat belts save lives.

It is my candid opinion that seat belts
will someday become standard equip-
ment on all automobiles. I believe in
their use so strongly that I did introduce
a bill into the House of Representatives
requiring that all motor vehicles sold or
shipped in commerce must be equipped
with safety belts, and that they must
meet certain standards set by the De-
partment of Commerce. This bill is
known as H.R. 3988.

Many State legislatures now require
that vehicles manufactured or sold in
their State must be equipped with seat
belts.

My own State of Michigan is com-
monly known as the “Automobile State.”
My city of Detroit is known worldwide
as the “Motor City.” Just about one-
third of the entire automobile produc-
tion in the entire United States is pro-
duced within the State of Michigan. In
1962, there were 2,113,000 automobiles
manufactured in Michigan, and this was
31.68 percent of the total automobile
production of the 1962 models. In addi-
tion to these totally completed units,
parts of motor vehicles have been manu-
factured for shipment to other parts of
the country for final assembly.

I recite these figures to emphasize the
point that our Legislature of the State of
Michigan during this past session, to its
everlasting credit, did approve and adopt
a bill which requires that all new cars
manufactured or sold in Michigan after
January 1, 1965, must be equipped with
seat belts. Thus you can see that it is
a short matter of time before all auto-
mobiles will be equipped with seat belts
as a matter of standard equipment.

The quicker this happens the more
lives will be saved. This present bill
moves forward in this direction and I
sincerely hope you will support the meas-
ure under discussion at this time.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Bow].

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I take this
time to ask the chairman of the sub-
committee if he can advise the House
how much this program will cost and
how it will be budgeted as far as the
Congress is concerned.

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. If I re-
member the testimony in the committee,
it is estimated that little or no cost will
be involved in this. There will be per-
sonnel in the Bureau of Standards to do
this, and in the Office of Highway Safe-
ty in the Commerce Department. As I
recall the testimony, there will be no
additional cost.

Mr. BOW. There will be no addi-
tional cost and no additional employees
will be necessary in the Department of
Commerce?

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama.
the best of my recollection.

Mr. BOW. And no additional funds
will be required?

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. That is
right.

Mr. BOW. Ithank the gentleman.

That is
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Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to express my support of the bill, HR.
134, concerning automobile seat belts.

I understand the purpose of this bill is
to protect the public by providing mini-
mum standards for automobile seat belts
sold or shipped in interstate commerce.
This would be accomplished by requiring
the Secretary of Commerce to prescribe
and publish minimum safety require-
ments for seat belts used in motor
vehicles.

I believe we are all aware of the con-
siderable research which has been con-
ducted over the past few years dealing
with the efficacy of automobile seat belts.
The results of this research clearly evi-
dence the contribution to motoring
safety of seat belts for two basic reasons:
First, you are safer inside a car than if
thrown out of it; and second, you are
less likely to be dashed against the
interior of your own car.

A majority of the several States de-
serve great credit for their actions re-
garding seat belts. According to in-
formation I have received from the
National Committee on Uniform Traffic
Laws and Ordinances, there are now 28
States which have adopted one or more
requirements affecting seat belts.

I am particularly proud of the record
of New York State. As of June 30, 1962,
it was required that all new cars sold in
the State be equipped with suitable
anchorages for seat belts. Under a more
recently enacted statute, New York State
will require that all new cars sold in the
State after June 30, 1964, also have seat
belts installed in them. New York State
also was among the very first States to
regulate the sale of automobile seat belts
by requiring the maintenance of mini-
mum safety standards.

Mr. Chairman, you can see that it is
not the State of New York for which I
urge the benefits of this legislation. The
requirements there are entirely satisfac-

However, for those areas of the coun-
try where no such State legislation
exists, I believe Congress has both an
opportunity and an obligation to protect
the general welfare through the passage
of this bill.

A national standard for the minimum
safety requirements of automobile seat
belts is much to be desired. A seat belt
whose webbing breaks, catch fails, or
pulls, or pulls loose from its anchorage
is just as dangerous as no seat belt at
all. In fact, it is potentially more dan-
gerous for the false security it gives its
unsuspecting wearer.

Mr. LIBONATI. Mr. Chairman, last
week this body passed and sent to the
Senate the Honorable KENNETH ROBERTS’
bill H.R. 134, to establish seat belt stand-
ards. During the course of the debate on
this legislation he indicated that if seat
belts saved one life it was well worth the
effort and time of the Congress.

Yesterday he recelved a letter from an
individual from Chicago, Ill., telling him
of the lifesaving aspects of the seat belts
as demonstrated in an automobile acci-
dent in which the individual was person-
ally involved. I would like, Mr. Chair-
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man, to have printed in the Recorp at
this point the letter he received as I be-
lieve it is a tribute to his initiative in
the passage of the bill and the foresight
of the users of the seat belts. His pre-
diction has been realized.

Onicaco, ILL.,
July 11, 1963.
Hon. KENNETH A. ROBERTS,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAr Sir: The enclosed article about your
bill regarding auto seat belts appeared in
the Chicago Tribune today.

It caught my interest especlally because
seat belts gave Chicago a no-traffic-death rec-
ord over the recent 4-day holiday. They
also saved our lives.

Our family of two adults and three chil-
dren were riding in our automobile when it
was struck by a speeding car. Our two small
sons were belted in their seats in the back;
both suffered head injuries. My husband was
belted in the driver's seat; he was thrown
against the steering wheel. I was belted in
the right front seat; I was thrown forward
with enough impact to cause a dent in the
steel door frame where my head struck. My
daughter, seated between us in the front but
not wearing a seat belt, was thrown to the
floor. She is too small to have hit the dash
or to have gone through the windshield,
which certainly would have been the case
with an adult who had been sitting in that
seat.

The two cars were demolished. I am cer-
taln that I would have been thrown from the
car and probably my husband would have
suffered severe, If not fatal injuries from the
impact of the steering wheel; the boys in the
rear would have been thrown to the front;
had we not been protected by seat belts.
Tangible evidence in support of this theory
is the fact that the only one of the five to be
thrown from the seat was not wearing a belt,
and only her small size kept her in the car.

We were all injured but we are all alive.
Beat belts alone are responsible. Congratu-
lations on important safety bill—and
thank you for bringing this idea to public
attention.

Sincerely,
PHOEBE MEDOW.

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. Mr.
Chairman, I have no further requests
for time.

Mr., NELSEN. I have no further re-
quests for time, Mr. Chairman,

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read
the bill for amendment.

The Clerk read the bill as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives oy the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of Commerce shall prescribe and
publish in the Federal Register minimum
standards for seat belts for use in motor ve-
hicles. Such standards shall be designed
to provide the public with safe seat belts so
that passenger injuries in motor vehicle aceci-
dents can be Eept to a minimum. Standards
first established under this section shall be
prescribed and published not later than one
year after the date of enactment of this
Act.
Sec. 2. (a) The manufacture for sale, the
sale, or the offering for sale, in interstate
commerce, or the importation into the
United States, or the introduction, delivery
for introduction, transportation or causing to
be transported in, interstate commerce, or
for the purpose of sale, or delivery after sale,
in interstate commerce, of any seat belt man-
ufactured on or after the date this section
takes effect shall be unlawful unless such seat
belt meets the standards prescribed by the

12331

Becretary of Commerce as set forth in the
first section of this Act.

(b) Whoever violates this section shall be
fined not more than $1,000, or imprisoned not
more than one year or both.

Sec. 3. As used in this Act—

(1) The term “interstate commerce” in-
cludes commerce between one State, Terri-
tory, possession, the District of Columbia, or
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico and an-
other State, Territory, possession, the District
of Columbia, or the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico.

(2) The term “motor vehicle” means any
other vehicle or machine propelled or drawn
by mechanical power and used on the high-
ways principally in the transportation of pas-
sengers.

(3) The term “seat belt" means any strap,
webbing, or similar device designed to secure
a passenger in a motor vehicle in order to
mitigate the results of any accident includ-
ing all necessary buckles, and other fasteners,
and all hardware designed for installing such
seat belt in a motor vehicle.

Sec. 4. This Act shall take effect on the
date of its enactment except that section 2
shall take effect on such date as the Secre-
tary of Commerce shall determine but such
date shall be not less than one hundred and
eighty days nor more than one year after
the date of publication of standards first
established under the first section of this
Act. If such standards first established are
thereafter changed, such standards as so
changed shall take effect on such date as the
Secretary of Commerce shall determine but
such date shall not be less than one hundred
and eighty days nor more than one year after
the date of their publication in accordance
with the provisions of the first section of
this Act.

The CHATIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Rooney, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 134) to provide that seat belts sold
or shipped in interstate commerce for
use in motor vehicles shall meet certain
safety standards, pursuant to House
Resolution 433, he reported the bill back
to the House.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the rassage of the bill.

The bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

FREEMAN TO STUDY COMMUNIST
AGRICULTURE

Mr. LAIRD. MTr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, Secretary
of Agriculture Orville Freeman has an-
nounced that he and some Department
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of Agriculture experts will leave Wash-
ington at taxpayers’ expense on July 13,
next Saturday, for a month-long junket
of farming areas in the Soviet Union,
Rumania, Bulgaria, Poland, and Yugo-
slavia.

Certainly many would agree that Sec-
retary Freeman could profit from a study
of the agricultural practices and pro-
cedures of certain other countries. Not
too many, however, would include Com-
munist agricultural policies as worthy of
study or emulation by our Secretary of
Agriculture. The outcome of the recent
wheat referendum should have taught
Mr. Freeman that American farmers are
not interested in the general policy of
state control that is found in the Com-
munist countries,

Even more importantly, Mr. Speaker,
I was literally amazed to learn that Sec-
retary Freeman had chosen this particu-
lar time when Congress is in session for
his educational trip to the Communist
countries. Certainly his time could more
profitably be spent here at home working
on the development of sorely needed,
effective dairy legislation,

In addition, with the so-called Ken-
nedy round of tariff negotiations cur-
rently underway, I would think Mr.
Freeman would do better to address him-
self to the many facets of the agricul-
fural problem that will continue to crop
up in these tariff negotiations. The
poultry farmers apparently have already
been sold down the river.

Last year the European Common Mar-
ket increased the tariff on U.S. poultry
from 5 to 13 cents a pound. This seemed
more than unfair in light of the policy
of our Government to reduce trade and
tariff barriers. But following further
activity by our trade representatives, the
Common Market upped the duty by 1%
cents a pound. On May 31, Democratic
Senator Russern said that this “new
tariff barrier against American poultry
amounts to a total embargo that will
make it impossible for American pro-
ducers to export to Europe profitably.”

Yet as late as May 29, Secretary Free-
man had said that—

Poultry probably represents our outstand-
ing success story in developing a new mar-
ket abroad. * * * We are, of course, hopeful
that the [tariff] decision will be favorable.

It was not, but Secretary Freeman had
gone on to say:

In a sense, we feel that as poultry goes, s0
go our overall trade prospects.

If that prediction is accurate, the
prospects for the American farmer in
international trade are bleak indeed.
With Mr. Freeman’s unfortunate record
in the area of American agricultural
policy, Mr. Speaker, I cannot help but
wonder why he deems it more profitable
to study Russian agriculture which, I
would hope, has little if anything in
common with the agricultural policies of
the United States.

The dairy industry of this country, the
wheatgrowers of the country, the entire
cotton industry, the shocking rise in
sugar prices, and many other critical
problems in the United States should
command the full attention of the Sec-
retary of Agriculture of the United

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

States. One would hope that Secretary
Freeman would seriously reevaluate his
ill-considered decision to study Commu-
nist agriculture at this critical period in
the history of American agriculture.

U.S. INTERCULTURAL CENTER

Mr. NIX. Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. NIX. Mr. Speaker, in relation to
legislation which I have previously in-
troduced, providing for the reduction of
congressional representation for any
State to the extent that such unconsti-
tutionally deprives citizens of the right
to vote, H.R. 7005, and in conjunction
with HR. 7152, the proposed civil rights
measure introduced on behalf of the
President of the United States, I offer
this constructive proposal for improving
relations between citizens of the United
States and the peoples of Africa and
Asia.,

Mr. Speaker, it cannot be disputed that
there is no more immediately important
domestic or international problem than
the state of interracial and intercul-
tural relations. Both the nature and
the gravity of the problem dictate that
a free exchange of factual information
and ideas is absolutely critical to the
resolution of it, in all of its ramifica-
tions. Currently, the necessity for basic
and intelligent understandings is acute;
therefore, the present crisis cries out for
deliberate and responsible direction
through the establishment of a medium
of communication at the national and
international levels. Through such, and
only in this way, can there be developed
the proper context and the proper focus
for resolving interraecial and intercul-
tural problems as they have arisen and
will continue to arise in the course of
relations between the United States and
the emergent nations of Africa, Asia and
Latin America.

Mr. Speaker, there must be brought to
bear upon these problems the sane, ob-
jective, self-conscious, and responsible
weight and influence of the more active
and intelligent minds of all cultures, all
nations, all races. Scholars, public offi-
cials, and others desperately need a me-
dium of communication and a locus for
programed study, contemplation, delib-
eration, and publication so that freemen
of all cultures might speak and learn
the most pertinent facts and opinions
relative to racial relations.

The concern which prompts me to in-
troduce the measure which I refer to
stems from my uneguivocal faith in the
basic proposition of democracy that man
is by nature a reasonable being, capable
of solving human problems without re-
sorting to the resources and techniques
of irrationality. I am disturbed by the
fact that reason plays no larger part in
racial relations than is now evident. I
am concerned that the role of reason
may even diminish—that policy and ac-
tion among the private and public par-
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‘ticipants will issue not from fhe law and

the mind but from the emotions of the
gun or sword or the fist or club.

With a view to the future against the
background of the past and present, I
submit this proposal to establish, as an
arm of the Government of the United
States, a U.S. Intercultural Center, in
close proximity to the headquarters of
the United Nations, for the purpose of
creating a locus for free communication
among Americans and Africans, and
other people as well, on problems of race
relations. I submit that this is practica-
ble and that it is the most feasible means
of assuring the speedier reconciliation
of interracial and intercultural differ-
ences. There is no admission of failure
regarding our efforts to date; there is a
concern that failure is not “just around
the corner.”

FCC PROPOSALS TO AMEND COM-
MUNICATIONS ACT

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the Recorp and include a
letter and certain information from the
Federal Communications Commission.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I have in-
troduced today two bills which propose
to amend section 310(b) of the Commu-
nications Act of 1934. The purpose of
both bills is to give the Federal Com-
munications Commission greater discre-
tion in considering how the public inter-
est will best be served in connection with
transfers of broadcast station licenses.

The first bill is the official Commission
proposal. The second bill was suggested
by Commissioner Bartley. As explained
by Commissioner Bartley, it is the pur-
pose of his bill to place upon broadecasters
who desire to transfer their licenses the
burden of proving that such transfers
will bring about an improved broadcast
structure.

The letter from the FCC to Speaker
McCorMAacK requesting introduction of
these bills and the explanatory state-
ments submitted together with the let-
ter are as follows:

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., June 27, 1963.

Hon. JorN W. McCORMACK,

Speaker of the House of Representatives,

Washington, D.C.

DeAr MRr. SpEAKER: The Commission has
adopted as part of its legislative program for
the 88th Congress a proposal to amend sec-
tion 810(b) of the Communications Act of
1934 to give the Commission greater discre-
tion to adopt flexible procedures for consider-
ing how the public interest will best be served
in considering applications for transfer or as-
signment of a construction permit or license
for a broadcast station.

The Commission's explanation and draft
bill to accomplish the foregoing objlective
were submitted to the Bureau of the Budget
for its consideration. We are now advised
by that Burean that from the standpoint
of the administration’s program there would
be no objection to the presentation of the
draft bill to the Congress for its considera-

‘tion. Accardingly, there are enclosed six

coples of our draft bill on this subject and
six coples of an explanatory statement with
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reference thereto. Commissioner Bartley
has prepared a separate statement, six copies
of which are also enclosed.

The consideration by the House of the pro-
posed amendment would be greatly appre-
clated. The Commission would be happy to
furnish any additional information that may
be desired by the House or by the com-
mittee to which this proposal is referred.

Yours sincerely,
E. WiLriam HENRY,
Chairman.
EXPLANATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO
SectioN 310 (b) oF THE COMMUNICATIONS
Act oF 1934, AS AMENDED

The Commission recommends that Con-
gress enact legislation amending section
310(b) of the Communications Act of 1934, as
amended, by deleting the portion of the last
sentence of section 310(b) following the
semicolon. The language which would be de-
leted reads as follows:

“But in acting thereon [i.e., on an ap-
plication for asslgnment or transfer of a
construction permit or license] the Commis-
sion may not consider whether the public
interest, convenience, and necessity might
be served by the transfer, assignment, or dis-
posal of the permit to a person other than the
proposed transferee or assignee.”

For some time now, the Congress and the
Commission have both been concerned with
problems involving the transfer or assign-
ment of statlon licenses or construction per-
mits. A number of steps have already been
taken to strengthen the Commission’s pro-
cedure governing transfers and assignments.

The former House Subcommittee on Legis-
lative Oversight, for example, held extensive
hearings during 1958 on various facets of
transfer problems, such as trafficking in
licenses and the adverse effects on the public
interest of the statutory provision quoted
above. Following its hearings, the Legisla-
tive Oversight Subcommittee twice formally
recommended the repeal of the language
quoted above.! Legislation to implement this
recommendation first appeared as a part of
H.R, 11340, 86th Congress, introduced by
Chairman Harris of the House Commitiee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. This bill
proposed fairly extensive revisions in section
810(b) of the Communications Act. HZR.
11340 died with the 86th Congress, but a bill
containing an identical proposal to amend
section 310(b), H.R. 1165, was introduced
in the 87th Congress. This bill died with
expiration of the 8Tth Congress.

Insofar as we have been able to do so with-
in the framework of existing law, the Com-
mission has also taken measures to correct
abuses in the transfer area. We have whole-
heartedly supported the congressional pro-
posal to implement the recommendations of
the Legislative Oversight Subcommittee re-
garding necessary amendments to section
310(b). And, independently of congressional
action, we have taken steps to correct pos-
sible abuses in this area. For instance, fol-
lowing a study of trafficking problems, the
Commission adopted a new broadcast rule
(effective March 23, 1962) pertaining to ap-
plications for the voluntary transfer of
licenses or construction permits which have
been held for less than 3 years. Under the
new rule, with certain exceptions which
recognize that legitimate changes in ecir-
cumstances may create hardships necessi-
tating the sale of a station, a hearing is
required on applications for voluntary as-
signments or transfers of AM, FM, or TV sta-
tions which are proposed to be sold within
3 years of acquisition thereof. We think
this new rule will prove highly beneficial
in discouraging traficking in licenses.

1 H. Rept. 1258, 86th Cong., 2d sess. (1960),
pp. 39-40; and H. Rept. 2711, 85th Cong., 2d
sess, (1959), p. 11,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

As another part of our program to
strengthen our authority to deal with trans-
fer problems, the Commission is here pro-
posing the repeal of that part of section
310(b) referred to above.

The language to be repealed was added as
a part of the 1952 amendments to the Com-
munications Act. As shown by the legisla-
tive history, the maln purpose of this lan-
guage was to annul the Commisslon’s former
“AVCO" procedure, which, it will be recalled,
provided for publicizing transfer applica-
tions and inviting new applications for con-
sideration on a comparative basis. (8.
Rept. No. 44, accompanying S. 658, 82d Cong.,
1st sess. p. 8.) as further indicated by the
legislative history, the Commission had
already abandoned its “AVCO"™ procedure
several months before enactment of this
amendment to section 810(b). (8. Rept.
No. 44, supra, p. 9.)

Practical expereince gained from opera-
tion under this provislon has demonstrated
rather conclusively that the effect of the
1952 amendment has been considerably
broader than merely to bar the adoption of
“AVCO" procedures. For, under the clear
and unequivocal language of this provision,
the Commission is barred from giving any
consideration to other possible applicants
who may be interested in applying for the
facllity covered by a license or construction
permit which is to be transferred.

In all other instances involving licensing
functions, the Federal Communications
Commission has the authority to choose the
best qualified applicant. This 1is assured
chiefly through comparative hearings, which
serve the public interest by permitting the
selection of the best qualified applicant. It
is true, of course, that under section 310(b),
the public interest, convenience, and neces-
sity is still the standard by which a pro-
posed transfer must be judged before it can
be approved. But, in determining where the
public interest lies, the Commission is ex-
pressly forbidden by the present language of
section 310(b) from considering whether
someone other than the proposed transferee
may be better able to serve the public inter-
est In the community Involved. In some
cases, this means that a person with minimal
qualifications who has actually lost a com-
parative hearing, or could not prevail agalnst
better qualified applicants, is the only per-
son whose qualifications the Commission can
consider.

Thus, for all practical purposes, the effect
of this provision has been to permit a
licensee to choose his successor. And since
the transferor is more often than not in-
fluenced primarily by the amount the pur-
chaser will pay rather than the purchaser's
gqualifications to be a broadcast licensee or
the type of service he plans to offer, the pub-
lic interest may be subordinated to the
private interests of the transferor and
transferee.

This narrowing of the public interest
standard to be applied in transfer cases Is in
marked contrast to other provisions of the
Communications Act. Thus, section 307(d)
limits the term of a licensee for a broadcast
station to 3 years, the renewal of a license
being conditioned on the Commission’s find-
ing that the public interest would be served :
and there is no restriction on the Commis-
slon’s public interest determination similar
to that in section 310(b). Section 309(a)
authorizes the isssuance of licenses of con-
struction permits only on a finding that the
public interest will be served thereby, and
agaln with no such restriction as in section
310(a).

The repeal of the present limitations on
our authority in transfer and assignment
proceedings will serve the public interest in
several ways.

Most importantly, it will to the
Commission the discretion it had in transfer
proceedings prior to the 1952 enactment
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of the present language of sectlon 310(b).
While we wish to make it clear that the
Commission would not regard the repeal of
this provision as a mandate to reinstitute
the former AVCO procedures (which, as
stated, had been abandoned by the Commis-
sion before the enactment of the 1952 re-
vision), nevertheless, there are situations
in which the public interest might better
be served by the transfer of a station to
someone other than the transferee proposed
by the transferor. There is, for example, the
situation where it is proposed to transfer a
statlon in a community which enjoys multi-
ple commerclial service but which has no
educational service and in which an educa-
tional group would be willing to purchase the
statlon for educational broadcasting for
roughly the same price offered by the pro-
posed transferee. At a very minimum, the
Commission should have the authority to
consider the application of the educational
group to determine whether the public in-~
terest would better be served by a grant to
the educational group rather than to the
person selected by the transferor. Presently,
however, even the bare minimal authority to
consider competing applications is precluded
by sectlon 310(b).

There may also be other unique situa-
tions in which the public interest aspects of
a proposed transfer would justify the consid-
eratlon of a transferee other than the one
proposed by the transferor. Because of the
multitude of possible factual situations, we
cannot, at this time say just what those
unique situations might be, We stress, how-
ever, our belief that such situations would be
the exception and not the rule. In short,
the Commission should have authority to
deal with particular factual situations as the
public interest—without restriction there-
on—may require. Repeal of this provision
would accomplish that end.

Further, this amendment would also con-
form the public interest standard of section
310(b) to the statutory scheme inherent in
other sections of the Communications Act,
thus eliminating the present anomaly of re-
quiring the Commission to apply a different
and more restrictive standard in transfer
cases than it does in other licensing proceed-
ings. And finally, repeal of this provision
will implement the recommendations of the
former House Subcommittee on Legislative
Oversight, which, as previously noted, has
twice recommended the repeal of this provi-
sion.

In light of these considerations and the
general agreement on the need for repeal of
this provision, we urge that separate legisla-
tion be introduced to accomplish this ob-
jective. A draft bill setting forth the pro-
posed changes in section 310(b) is attached.?

STATEMENT OF ComMIsSSIONER RoBerT T.
BARTLEY

I believe the proposed amendment of sec-
tion 310(b) is desirable as far as it goes.
However, I am of the opinion that additional
provisions should be enacted to safeguard

2 The Commission believes that it is unnec-
sary to delete the last sentence in its entirety,
and that the portion which would be left
simply speeifies the . processing - procedures- -
for the Commission in the transfer situation
{e.g., as to obtalning information on citizen-
ship, character, and financial, technical and
legal qualifications of the transferee or as-
signee (see sections 308(a) and (b)). The
remaining portion would not, in and of it-
self, give any person the right to file a com-
peting application and obtain a comparative
hearing with the transfzree or assignee. As
stated, whether or not such a competing ap-
plication could be filed would be left to the
discretion of the Commission under the pub-
lic interest standard.
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the public from derogation of service as a
result of the “buying and selling” of broad-
cast stations.

The amendment, as proposed would
werely avthorize the Commission to conslder
assignments and transfers of broadcast sta-
tions to persons other than those specified
by the assignor or transferor. But the Com-
mission’s basic consideration in each sale
is whether the person who is considered
can be expected to bring about an improved
broadcast structure, and, thus, whether the
public is benefited by the transaction. If
the sale will not effectuate improvement,
how can it be held to be in the public in-
terest, convenience and necessity.

Thus, I favor the adoption of an amend-
ment which would, (1) require a finding in
all requests for assignments and transfers
of broadcast stations (except pro forma and
involuntary cases) that the transaction could
be expected to bring about an improvement
in the general structure of broadcasting;
and (2) provide that the Commission may
grant its consent, without hearing, if the
assignee or transferee meets the burden of
establishing such expectation by an affirma-
tive showing of overall superiority to the
assignor or transferor in a consideration of
the following public interest areas: (a) Ili-
censee responsibility, (b) integration of own-
ership and management, (c) local residence,
(d) diversification of control of mass media,
(e) fostering competition among broadcast
stations, (f) participation in community
affairs, (g) direct supervision of the station,
(h) public service responsibility, (i) and,
a continuing awareness of and attention to
the needs of the area to be served. Thus, if
the showing is meritorious and the applicant
is qualified in all other respects, consent
could be granted without a hearing. Other-
wise, the application would be designated for
hearing to determine, on the basis of issues
then obtaining, whether consent to the as-
signment or transfer would serve the public
interest, convenience and necessity.

Accordingly, I urge the following revision
of section 310(b) of the Communications
Act.

CONFEREES ON APPROPRIATION
BILL, DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES, FISCAL
YEAR 1964

Mr. DENTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 5279) mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of the Interior and related agencies for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1964, and
for other purposes, with Senate amend-
ments thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendments and agree to the conference
asked by the Senate.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Indi-
ana? [After apause.] The Chair hears
none and appoints the following con-
ferees: Messrs. Kirwan, DENTON, CAN-
NON, HARRISON, and REIFEL.

Mr. DENTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the managers
on the part of the House have until mid-
night Friday to file the conference re-
port on the bill (HR. 5279) making
appropriations for the Department of
the Interior and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1964, and for
other purposes.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.
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ANNUAL REPORT OF THE OFFICE OF
ALIEN PROPERTY, DEPARTMENT
OF JUSTICE, FOR THE YEAR END-
ED JUNE 30, 1962—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States, which was
read and, together with accompanying
papers, referred to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

The message and accompanying pa-
pers were referred to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith, for the informa-
tion of the Congress, the Annual Report
of the Office of Alien Property, Depart-
ment of Justice, for the fiscal year end-
ed June 30, 1962.

JoHN F, KENNEDY.

THE WHITE HOUSE.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to extend their remarks on the
bill H.R. 134.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

PROPOSED INCOME TAX DEDUC-
TION IN AID OF HIGHER EDUCA-
TION

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr.
St GErMAIN] may extend his remarks at
this point in the Recorp and include
extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, few
thinking Americans would dispute the
fact that the future greatness of this Na-
tion will depend to a large extent on the
present quality of our educational sys-
tem. It isessential that our universities
and colleges—along with our elementary
and secondary schools—move forward in
continuing to provide American youth
with unsurpassed opportunities for their
spiritual and educational development.

Hand in hand with the necessity of
maintaining high quality in education
goes the obligation to educate every citi-
zen to his fullest capacity, regardless of
race, creed, or financial inadequacy. In
no instance is this obligation more press-
ing than in the area of higher education,
since the vitality of our national life
requires that those occupying positions
of leadership in the future possess lofty
ideals and sound learning.

The costs of collegiate education have
skyrocketed in recent years. It is be-
coming increasingly difficult for the av-
erage citizen to meet these costs for
either himself or his dependents and still
keep up”with other necessary expenses.
For this reason, I am again introducing a

July 10

bill to allow Federal income tax deduc-
tions for payments to assist in providing
higher education.

This legislation provides deductions for
an individual’s education payments for
himself, his spouse, or his dependents.
These expenses include:

First. Tuition and fees.

Second. Necessary books and supplies.

Third. Cost of meals, lodging, and
travel, not to exceed $1,000 per year, if
the student is living away from home.

The amount of the deductions would
be reduced in proportion if the student
receives scholarships, other grants, or
veterans’ educational benefits.

The allowing of Federal tax deductions
for payments to provide collegiate educa-
tion is not a giant governmental charity
project but a sound Investment in the
future. The very survival of our demo-
cratic freedoms requires that the educa-
tional training which our young citizens
receive be of the highest caliber.

We can no longer consider a college
education as a luxury of the privileged
class. In the words of Dr. James Bryant
Conant, president emeritus of Harvard
University:

The primary concern of American educa~
tion today is not the development of the
appreciation of the “good life” in young

gentlemen born to the purple. Our purpose
is to cultivate in the largest possible number
of our future citizens an appreciation of both
the responsibilities and the benefits which
come to them because they are Americans
and are free,

It is in that spirit that I am introduc-
ing this bill.

CITY COMMISSIONS OF BARTOW
AND LAEKE WALES, FLA.,, REJECT
FEDERAL MONEY FOR LOCAL
COMMUNITY PROJECTS

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include certain news-
paper articles.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, so many
persons in the news media have said that
when Federal funds are available local
governmental agencies are inclined to
make a grab, so to speak, for this money
regardless of the strings attached to the
funds or without thought to who in the
final analysis pays the bill.

As an illustration of the fact that this
situation does not always hold true, I
want to call to the attention of the Con-
gress the action taken recently by two
progressive and outstanding communi-
ties in the congressional district I am
privileged to represent. The city com-
missioners of Bartow, Fla., and Lake
Wales, Fla., rejected proposals which
could have brought them almost $2
million in Feederal aid under the area re-
development program. I think this is
clearly an indication of the fact that
citizens and public officials on the local
level are responsible, capable people who
know that the money that they receive
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from the Federal Government must come
in the initial instance from their own
taxpayers. They feel that funds ex-
pended on local levels to meet local needs
and requirements produce greater bene-
fits and at a lesser cost when these
funds are spent and supervised by local
people. When many of these Federal aid
programs are analyzed and one consid-
ers the requirements and specifications
which have been established by the bu-
reaucrats and must be complied with, one
can conclude that in most instances the
people are better off to do the job them-
selves with local funds.

So that you may know the reaction
of some of the local people to the action
of these city commissions, I include in
the ConGrREssIONAL REcORD at this time
an article which appeared in the Tampa
Tribune. The article follows:

FEDERAL A1 REYECTION MAY BE ToP POLITICAL
MOVE OF YEAR AT BARTOW

(By Tribune Staff Writers David Watson,
Al Parsons, Earl Wells, Vance Johnston,
John Rasor, and Jerry Hilliard)

The Bartow City Commission last week
turned down what could have amounted to
about $1.6 million in Federal aid for various
community projects.

It may turn out to be the commission’s
best political move of the year, for the feel-
ing here, as in many other communities, is
that the aid program under the Area De-
velopment Agency could be more aptly titled
the “Kennedy Political Development Agen-
cy,” as one commissioner put it.

The Lake Wales Commission also rejected
Federal aid for a $325,000 expansion of the
city's water system.

The object of the Federal program is to
encourage municipal projects in areas with
low employment.

The action in Bartow was met with joy-
ful approval by many persons.

John Bunning, owner of the local radio
station, was the lone advocate of the pro-
gram when it was discussed at a commis-
slon meeting. His plea fell on commissioners
who had no intention of changing their
opinions.

“We can stand on our feet,” Commissioner
Ted Meyer proclaimed.

A mention was made of the city accept-
ing several milllon dollars worth of Gov-
ernment buildings several years ago when
the Bartow Air Base was deactivated. The
Tribune reported that the base was now
a luerative industrial park.

Meyer took exception to this and sald the
city has been subsidizing the park since it
was opened. He also commented that the
city might be better off not having the base
on its back, since any profit made off the
operations will have to be plowed back into
the base, according to the Government con-
tract.

Bartow actually profits very little from the
industrial park. Some money is made off the
sale of utility services, but most of the
benefits—such as new residents—go to Win-
ter Haven, 6 miles away. Only a few resi-
dents brought to Polk County by develop-
ment of the industrial park have settled
in Bartow.

The city might be better off not saddled
with the park, and one official has suggested
that the county commission be made a gift
of it.

But the commission might look the ex-
pensga gift horse in the mouth and it might
say “No.”

COTTON DEVASTATES ARA

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
CIX——TT76
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New Hampshire [Mr. CLEVELAND] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, U.S.
Senator Norris CorToN, who I am proud
to say is a constituent of mine, as well as
a predecessor in this House for the same
district I represent, periodically reports
to his constituents.

Senator CorTon's reports have won na-
tional recognition for their perceptive
and penetrating analyses of current
events. Interspersed with Yankee wit,
these reports are noted for their keen
portrayal of the passing political parade.

Senator CorTroN's current report deals
with the ARA. Because of mounting in-
terest in this controversial program, I
feel my colleagues will be interested in
this distinguished statesman’s devastat-
ing commentary which follows:

Norris CorroN REPORTS TO YOU FROM THE
U.S. SENATE

The hottest, at least the noisest, political
fight of the session came last week when
the Senate passed the bill expanding the
Area Redevelopment Agency. Never have I
heard so much about so little. Certainly,
this program has been little, measured by
performance.

With this year’s budget bursting at the
seams, the bill called for #4556 million more
for ARA which already has $264 million of
its funds left, having spent only $122 mil-
lion—and not very wisely. ARA was to pro-
mote industries and create jobs in distressed
areas. Rosy plctures were painted of what
it would do for the ldle miners of West
Virginia and the jobless in other hotbeds
of unemployment. It spent $4¢ million in
West Virginia and made less than 350 new
jobs. Nationwide it has developed few job-
making industries, but millions have gone
into motels and recreation facilities. Du-
luth got a 6 million auditorium furnishing
22 jobs—$277,000 per job. With mvch fan-
fare my own city of Lebanon was declared
eligible, but despite all our proddings, not
a mill whistle has yet been heard. Thus far,
the only money allocated to New Hampshire
went to MIT for a study on how Nashua
pulled itself out of a depression with a do-
it-yourself am. The ARA jobmaking
record has been in the Agency itself—b522
jobs and still going up.

I voted against ARA last week. I voted
agalnst it 2 years ago. I voted against it 4
years ago when a Republican President asked
for it. I can do more for New Hampshire
fighting to save its 14,000 textile jobs, its
21,000 leather and shoe workers, and the
9,000 at Portsmouth Navy Yard. And I can’t
forget the words of the Hoover Commission
after the RFC blew up in a burst of mink
coat, deep-freeze scandals: “Direct lending
by the Government opens up dangerous pos-
sibilities of waste and favoritism. * * * It
invites political and private pressure, or even
corruption.”

To those who still belleve ARA is a remedy
for unemployment, I must insist that it’s
a quack remedy. The real treatment is tax
relief to enable men with initiative to start
industries and make jobs.

The Area Redevelopment Agency  isn't
needed. Before it started, 50 Federal pro-
grams under 14 agencles were channeling
employment into depressed areas—highways,
community facilities, hospital construction,
waste treatment plants, sewerage projects,
forest conservation, and small business loans.
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To these has been added accelefated public
works. Nearly $2 billion are now being
pumped into distressed areas, and 14,000
local public and private agencies across the
country are assisting. We need ARA just
like we need a hole in our head.

ARA actually hurts already hard-pressed
industry. Look at what it does to New Hamp-
shire. Nearly a million dollars went to 10
textile firms in other States. Nearly $9 mil-
lion went to 22 pulp, paper, and wood prod-
ucts concerns In other States. Eleven and
a half million went to motels and tourist
facilities in 21 recreational areas competing
with ours. Three shoe firms in other sec-
tions received $800,000. So already nearly
$22 million have been used to compete with
four of New Hampshire's principal industries.

I wonder how the New Hampshire resort
owner will enjoy the advertisement of ARA-
financed Oklahoma lake development:
“Clustered around the lake, like jewels in
a regal crown, will be de luxe cabins * * *
convention halls, swimming pools, tennis
courts, golf courses, and boat docks.”

Or how will the remaining workers in pulp
and paper at Berlin, Groveton, and Lincoln
feel when they hear about the new ARA-
financed pulp mills in five other States when
we are already running below capacity?

How can you justify a Government pro-
gram that robs Peter to pay Paul—helps one
area at the expense of another—helps one
businessman at the expense of his competi-
tor—gives one man a job and takes it away
from another?

ARA is political. That's so plain you can't
miss it. The cold record shows that in the
415 months prior to the 1962 elections, 88
percent of ARA funds went to help Demo-
crat Governors, Senators, and Congressmen.
Do you think that percentage will decrease
as the next election approaches? I don't.
And 88 percent of $455 million is some war
chest.

Tax-paid projects steered to the party
falthful have always been called pork.
Plain-spoken old John Garner, of Texas,
used to boast, “Every time a Yankee gets. a
pound of pork, I take a barrel for Texas."”
Texas 1s one of the States that has been
getting the lion’s share from area redevelop-
ment.

I'll bet old John is chuckling as he sits
on his porch down in Uvalde.

Yours sincerely,
Norris COTTON,
U.S. Senator.

NUCLEAR TEST BAN AND DISARMA-
MENT NEGOTIATIONS: DISAS-
TROUS DIPLOMACY

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. FinDLEY] may extend his
remarks at this point in the REcorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, after
18 years of the cold war, the world still
finds itself locked in a nuclear power
struggle. While it is certain that the
United States atomic superiority has
kept the uneasy peace, the promise of
nuclear disarmament and a halt in
atomic testing is held out as a glittering
hope for permanent world peace. Such
a peace in our time, hope for a halt in
the arms race, is a dangerous illusion.
In fact, such thinking may be disastrous,

Any workable and safe test ban agree-
ment must be enforcible. It must pro-
vide accurate detection of possible
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cheating. This means on-site inspec-
tions by observers to verify if cheating
is going on. But the Soviets will allow
only three unmanned detection stations
within their borders. They reject any
inspections by observer teams on their
soil.

Through his agents in Geneva, the
President has made a steady series of
concessions with the Communists in an
effort to get a test ban agreement. In
seeking a halt in the arms race, the
United States shows a desperate and
reckless grasp at straws. In over 400
negotiating sessions during the past 5
years, the United States has retreated
from a demand for 48 inspection stations
in the Soviet Union to a mere 7. We
have now offered to the Soviets a non-
enforcible treaty in which we could be
double crossed.

The administration believes that sci-
entific advances reduce the number of
inspection stations needed. Evidence
disputes this belief, however, according
to such leading scientists as the “Father
of the H-bomb,” Dr. Edward Teller. Evi-
dence shows that we could not distin-
guish low-power underground atomic
explosions from the hundreds of earth-
quakes that occur annually in the Soviet
Union. Under our proposal, the Soviets
could be secretly testing and attaining
nuclear superiority while we were idle.
We might find ourselves suddenly faced
with the Communist ultimatum, “sur-
render or perish.”

If our present treaty offer is so favor-
able to the Soviets, test ban enthusiasts
ask, why has not Khrushchev jumped
for it? Having won concession after con-
cession, Khrushchev undoubtedly be-
lieves—and apparently with good rea-
son—that we will retreat still further.
It is to his advantage to wait.

While making concessions to the Sovi-
ets, the United States, at the same time,
refuses to give nuclear information and
aid to our allies. Our NATO allies are
becoming increasingly distrustful of our
intentions. No longer are they sure we
would risk New York for Paris, Wash-
ington for London. Our mania for U.S.
monopoly of free world nuclear weapons
is so great that, besides not allowing our
allies to possess our atomic weapons we
refuse even to share military nuclear
materials and know-how with any of our
allies but Britain.

The United States is playing into the
Soviet’s hands, We are ignoring our
trusted allies and creating disunity. But
at the same time, we are making danger-
ous concessions to the Soviets on the
basis of faith alone.

Let us not forget the record: During
the last 25 years the United States has
had 3,400 meetings with Communists, in-
cluding Teheran, Yalta, Potsdam, Pan-
munjom, and Geneva. These talks led
to 52 major agreements, and Soviet Rus-
sia has broken 50 of them. Bargaining
by faith alone has, in the past, led to
Communist victories. A Communist nu-
clear triumph would be the end.

Rather than trusting our enemies, let
us trust our allies.
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VIEWS ON THE TEST BAN
NEGOTIATIONS

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
California [Mr. BeLL] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. BELL. Mr. Speaker, easily the
most vital issue in this crucial era in-
volves nuclear test ban negotiations.

America’s nuclear shield protects free-
dom far beyond our own shores. Its
poised retaliatory counterforce deters
hostile intrusions throughout the free
world.

Where once America retained an over-
whelming nuclear monopoly, today that
advantage is less certain, and the threat
of continued arms escalation offers little
solace. Nuclear capability is soon to be
achieved by a score of other nations.

The past record of Soviet good faith
in upholding treaty obligations, such as
test ban moratoriums, has been a shal-
low and a deceitful one.

Among recent comments in the na-
tional press, I have selected the follow-
ing which I believe provide thoughtful
observers with a clear understanding of
the complexities, dangers, and oppor-
tunities for humanity in the current nu-
clear test ban talks:

[From the Christian Science Monitor]
ARMS AND THE CONSCIENCE
(By Willlam H, Stringer)

WASHINGTON.—Three sage representatives
of India’s great concern over nuclear testing
and the arms race reached Washington and
spoke with President Kennedy for more than
an hour this week.

Their visit was especially poignant. For
one of them was the venerable C, Rajagopa-
lacharl, formerly Governor General of India,
ex-Governor of the state of Blhar, friend of
Gandhi, friend of Nehru, author of books on
nonviolent resistance. Now, in his 84th year,
he is making his first pligrimage outside of
India to further what he regards as a
righteous cause.

President Eennedy listened attentively to
these men. He said that somehow the arms
race must indeed be halted. He expressed
the wish that he and these men from the
east should “keep in touch.”

What does Mr, Rajagopalacharl want. A
simple, but hazardous boon: the halting of
nuclear arms tests. Not total disarmament.
Not the scrapping of means of delivery of
nuclear weapons, though that would be wel-
come. The halting of nuclear testing would
in the eyes of these wise men from India, get
at the heart of the arms race evil. It would
stop the rain of radioactive fallout, discour-
age a proliferation of the nuclear club, end
the compulsive drive for weapons of still
greater power, whether rockets or satellites,

How desirable this aim—and how difficult
of attainment.

What does one reply when “Rajajl” says, as
he did to a group of us at lunchtime: “The
arms race swallows up resources. It spreads
poison in the atmosphere, I claim not a favor
from the nuclear powers, but a right. Hu-
manity and nature should not be thus vio-
lated. Fears for national security are under-
standable. But nuclear testing does not
help national security—it only speeds the
arms race.”

July 10

What does U.S. policy say to these men,
members of the Gandhi Peace Foundation,
who propose a worldwide campalgn for sig-
natures demanding a ban on testing, who
have talked of a day devoted to mass meet-
ings, prayers, and fasts, who suggest a United
Nations General Assembly resolution banning
tests, and the expulsion of a nation which
violates the resolution?

No glib replies are permissible. Washing-
ton would certainly answer that the United
States does want to see a halt to nuclear
testing. And that the present administra-
tion has braved the wrath of Members of
Congress by proposing new and briefer means
of detecting underground tests. And by urg-
ing upon Moscow a simple ban on atmos-
pheric tests, nationally supervised.

But, it must also be sald to these distin-
guished visitors, so much of the very safety
and future of the West and indeed of the
free world depend on the American nuclear
shield that Washington dare not contem-
plate heavy reliance on uninspected test bansa
or unpoliced disarmament. One must not
invite aggression.from the Communist men-
tality.

Washington is glad to know that a similar
Indian delegation 1s in Moscow seeing
Premier Khrushchev, and that the delegation
visiting Washington will journey to London
and Paris to talk to the leaders of the other
nuclear powers. To Mr. Rajagopalachari one
would wish to say frankly:

“Go to it. Carry on with your effort to
mobilize world opinion. The marshaling of
the world’s conscience can have impact, even
on the men in the EKremlin. Meanwhile,
‘keep In touch’; we shall do what we can.
But we cannot do much more now without
a change of viewpoint in Moscow."”

[From the Christian Science Monitor]
ARMS AND APATHY

What is it about a nuclear arms race that
haunts the President? Why does he persist
so tenaciously in extending the arms con-
trol talks with the Soviet Union? Why does
he show an unusual spark of emotion when
he asks Americans to withhold criticism un-
til they see the shape of a proposed treaty?

A nuclear arms race Is, in its order of
magnitude, unlike anything the world has
endured before.

People recognize this in a distant, intel-
lectual sort of way. Some of them, sensitive
to the smell of danger or to fear, are pro-
foundly disturbed. But there still remains
that curious remoteness in the body politic
as a whole. It is like the confrontation with
the Soviet Union. It had been going on
for years at Berlin. But it had to reach
right up to American frontiers, in Cuba,
before the American people suddenly saw
the awesome test of strength for what it
was.

They have not yet looked with thelr whole
heart and mind at the imminent possibility
of 10 countries competing with nuclear
weapons in mutual terror by 1970, and 15
or 20 by 1975, unless the race is stopped.
The Presldent has. He is haunted, he says,
and making the uttermost effort to get a
safeguarded test ban. The people should
put themselves in his place—which is that
of making decisions for them-—and think
and act accordingly.

[From the Wall Street Journal]
THE UsEs oF CYNICISM

You might think that, after nearly 17
years of work, the United States would not
have to apologize to anyone for Its disarma-
ment position. But no, we are informed by
a group of prominent Americans, the willing-
ness of the United States to come to terms
at Geneva lacks credibility; there are grave
doubts about our serlousness.
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* That is the conclusion of the group, which
inc¢ludes such well-known commentators as
psychoanalyst Erich Fromm and Harvard
professor, David Riesman, after studying the
initial stages of the current Geneva confer-
ence, Since their views are designed to
change prevalent American opinion, they
merit some attention.

The doubts about U.S. intentions arlse
from several circumstances, according to the
authors of this lengthy statement. For ex-
ample, our Government appears to devote
much more time and money and effort to
the military establishment than it does to
disarmament planning. Then, too, many
Americans seem apathetic about disarma-
ment or downright cynical about Soviet in-
tentions, whereas the Russians have not al-
ways been all wrong and we have not always
been 100 percent right, What is needed now,
the authors believe, is “a national will and
a governmental mandate for disarmament.”

Somehow the facts keep getting in the
way of this argument. It is a fact that ever
since World War II the United States has
studiously explored every possible way of get-
ting a safe agreement with the Soviets for
some measure of disarmament and, more
recently, a ban on nuclear tests. It is a fact
that the Soviets have never been willing to
agree to any safe or serlous proposal. Even
g0, we continue talking to them about dis-
armament. What more can Washington do
when it is smack up against a stone wall?

The answer of these observers is, in effect,
“credibility” if the President refused to re-
sume nuclear tests; beyond that, the United
Btates could take some disarmament “ini-
tiatives” on its own, in the hope that the
Eremlin might follow suit.

This is nonsense, and dangerous nonsense
at that, for it could only mean that the
United States would be weakening itself
in the face of a powerful and unscrupulous
foe. Such a policy is a good way to entice
the Boviets to start the very war these peo-
ple are so concerned to avert; either that or
we could go down the drain without a war.

If some of us are skeptical about the So-
viets, the Soviets have given us every reason.
For our part, we'd rather be cynical and safe
than dead or enchained.

[From the New York Herald Tribune, Apr.,
28, 1963]
THE SovIETS RENEGE
(By Roscoe Drummond)

WasHINGTON.—The news frora Moscow
tends to confirm the conviction at the high-
est level of the administration that Premiler
Khrushchev is backpedaling as rapidly as
possible from a test ban treaty.

To explore every possibility of breaking the
deadlock over inspection, we are prepared to
keep the lines of communication to the
Eremlin fully open. But it looks like an
increasingly unproductive enterprise.

It Isn't that the gap between the Soviet
and Western positions is extraordinarily
great. What is so disappointing is that
whenever agreement appears to be within
reach, Moscow takes a step backward.

Let me cite the recent record to show what
I mean:

Over a period of several years we have re-
duced our requirement for on-site inspec-
tions to protect agalnst illegal testing from
20 to T per year. Finally the Soviets sald
they would accept “two or three” on-site
inspections. This was certainly progress.
The gap was narrowing. But this past week
Mr. Khrushchev in his 10,000-word interview
with an Italian newspaper editor declared
that because the West was so adamant on
the test ban issue he was disposed to with-
draw from his agreement to two or three
inspections, !

Mr. Ehrushchev is also argulng that we
have misled him. He contends that U.S.
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officials told his representatives that we
would accept “two to four inspections” a
year. President Eennedy and BSecretary
Rusk have said that no such statement was
ever made by a spokesman for the U.S. Gov-
ernment. We have asked Mr. K. to cite the
basis for his claim to the contrary. He has
refused to do so.

To carry the negotlations to the farthest

point of agreement, we have Invited the So-'

viets to pass over, temporarily, the difference
in numbers of on-site inspections and come
to grips with other unsettled ins is-
sues—the area to be inspected, freedom of
travel, etc. The Soviets refuse.

Frequently the Soviets return to their con-
tention that they have ample methods of
their own to detect explosions and determine
whether they are natural or nuclear. We
have saild that, if the Russians have devel-
oped means to make on-site inspection un-
necessary, show us. The Soviets have re-
fused.

In September of 1961 the Soviet Union
violated its word that it would not resume
testing as long as the West refrained from
testing. We refrained. The Soviets con-
ducted a long series of tests after secretly
preparing them during the test ban talks.
Now, in his newspaper interview, Mr. Khru-
shchev argues that recent U.S. tests show we
don't want a test ban., In other words, Soviet
violation of the moratorium was peace
loving. U.S. testing in response to that vio-
lation was antipeace loving.

This is where the negotiations stand today.
This is why they do not look at all promising.

If Mr. Ehrushchev was misled by Informa-
tion from his own Embassy in Washington or
by any other nonspokesman for the Ameri-
can Government that we would accept two to
four inspections as adequate, that misunder-
standing can, perhaps, be overcome. There
is every reason to try.

It is understandable that the Soviets could
quite genuinely believe that, from their
standpoint, national methods of test detec-
tion would be quite enough. Scientific in-
struments plus an open Western soclety
would be sufficient. But we are dealing with
a closed soclety, and sclentific instruments
are not sufficient.

This difference between a closed and an
open soclety 1s what makes test ban Inspec-
tion so difficult to negotiate. We do not want
to give up the security which rests on ade-
quate inspection, and apparently the Soviets
do not want to give up even that degree of
secrecy which they would lose to permit in-
spection. As long as the Soviets deem total
secrecy more valuable to them than an in-
spectable test ban, there will be no test ban.

[From the New York Times]
DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY

President Kennedy is holding top-level
conferences with his military and diplomatic
advisers to review our disarmament policy.
The alm is, if possible, to devise a new
strategy, starting with modifications of our
stand on a nuclear test ban that is the key
to further agreements on actual disarmament
and even solution of some cold war burning
issues.

The President is now weighing two major
decisions. One is whether to offer further
concesslions to the Sovlets on test ban con-
trols to break the deadlock. The other is
whether to end our Pacific tests before they
can be completed because of three rocket
failures in high-altitude experiments.

There is tremendous pressure on the Presi-
dent from both scientists and diplomats,
especially in neutralist quarters, to do both.
The recent scientific advances in detecting
underground explosions, such as the French
test in the Sahara and our own tests In
Nevada, have convinced even high admin-
istration officials that it is mow possible to
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simplify the Iinternational control system,
which the Sovlets reject as “espionage,” and
to reduce the number of annual on-site in-
spections. And the psychological disadvan-
tage of extending the test period beyond the
tentative deadline first suggested by the
President is cited as reason for ending the
tests now.

The United States has certainly neither
reason nor any intention to obstruct or delay
a test ban agreement. Such an agreement
would be a first step toward averting a nu-
clear war which President Kennedy has again
characterized as “insane.” For that reason
the United States has made continuous con-
cessions whenever sclentific developments
made them possible, and it may well be able
to make more.

But all concessions must be subject to one
overriding consideration. That s the
security of both this Nation and the free
world. Should the balance of military and
especially nuclear power ever be tipped
against us, the Communist world might well
be tempted to plunge into an atomic Arma-
geddon. That is why, with all readiness to
make further concessions, the United States
and the West generally must continue to in-
slst on an international control system of
both a test ban and all disarmament steps
to prevent Soviet cheating. That is why all
concessions must be kept within the bounds
of scientific certitude that violations can and
will be detected and this country will not be
put at a disadvantage.

[|From the New York Times]
THE NEED OF A TEST BAN

The strongest argument for a nuclear test
ban treaty ever with some risk attached was
advanced by President Kennedy at his latest
press conference. Without such a treaty, we
may have to face a world in the next decade
in which there are not four nuclear powers
but 15 or 20 or 25.

Each additional country with nuclear
arms, each with its own concerns, its own
ambitions, Increases the danger of a global
nuclear holocaust. Each additional nation
undertaking nuclear tests above ground
would further polson the atmosphere with
lethal fallout affecting present and future
generations. Any additional proliferation of
nuclear arms would alter the balance of
power and augment the possibilities of
atomlie blackmadil,

There is, of course, no guarantee that a
test ban treaty signed only by the United
States, Britain and Soviet Russla would
really stop proliferation. But it would have
a powerful political and moral effect to that
end, even on France, especially if followed
by progress toward general and complete dis-
armament. If it failed in that purpose, it
would lapse in any case,

This is why the time, effort, and energy
devoted to reach a test ban agreement are
not only wvorthwhile but, as this newspaper
has observed many times, essential for the
peace of the world. This is why the EKen-
nedy administration is pressing for it in spite
of dimming hopes and rising domestic eriti-
clsm, much of it politically inspired.

There can never be 100 percent security
against cheating. But the scientific advances
In test detection are such that the United
States can offer in safety an immediate un-
controlled ban on all tests In the atomsphere,
under water and in outer space. We can
detect such tests by our own means, as can
the Russlans. We have as yet no equally
effective methods of detecting underground
tests; and until we do, we must insist on
some on-site inspection. The exact number
is less important than the manner in which
they are made, Even here sclentific progress
has enabled us to reduce the number of pre-
ferred on-gite inspections to a mere hand-
ful and further progress may permit further
reduction.
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The Anglo-American proposal may not
guarantee detection of every single under-
ground test; but it does assure detection of
any series of such tests that would be neces-
sary to improve weaponry. If that leaves a
“hole” in controls, the Russians agree with
our own sclentists that it would be a very
small “hole”; indeed, so small that the risks
of even an imperfect treaty would be far less
than the risks of no treaty a; all.

Let Soviet Russia, which is now the re-
calcltrant party in these negotiations, let the
domestic critics In the United States who
fear any treaty at all, seriously welgh the
risks involved and come up with the answer
for which the entire world is waiting.

[From the Washington Post]
TEST BAN TREATY—A USEFUL DEBATE
(By Roscoe Drummond)

The advocates and critics of a nuclear test
ban are getting into a furlous debate over
a treaty that doesn't exist and may never
come into being.

My instinct has been to feel that this is
a premature and unproductive controversy
over a far-from-negotiated agreement.

But the more I have read the arguments
marechaled pro and con, particularly in the
public exchange by Adrian S. Fisher of the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and
Senator THoMAS J. Dopp, Democrat, of Con-
necticut, the more I am convinced that this
preliminary and tentative round can serve
useful purposes.

It can warn President Kennedy that the
US. Senate will almost certainly be more
skeptical and hard to convince about the
means of verification than his negotiators.
It is, of course, vital that Mr. Kennedy
should accurately measure the problem of
Benate ratification in order to avold the
tragedy of having the Senate reject a treaty
he has accepted or of having the Senate
accept a test ban treaty it didn’t trust in
order not to repudiate the President. Either
would be harmful in the extreme.

There are other advantages to this test-
ban debate even if later events alter the
shape of the issues.

The principal arguments are filled with
imponderables—whether we're ahead in nu-
clear weaponry or the Soviets are, whether
the balance of advantage is or is not on
the side of a test ban that might be suc-
cessfully violated, and what is a reasonable
risk in the area of verification.

We will be well advised not to jell our
positions prematurely, certainly not until
we have a treaty to look at and until quali-
fied spokesmen on both sides have testified
fully.

For myself I find the correspondence be-
tween Senator Dopp and Adrian Fisher, now
published in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, a
most revealing compilation of pro-and-con
arguments—revealing because it shows how
much more evidence we must have before
we can intelligently judge the wisdom of a
particular test ban treaty.

For examnle, Mr. Fisher, who is Deputy
Director of the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency, argues that our nuclear lead
over the Soviet Union is broad and secure.
He suggests that this is the best possible
time to take what he would deem modest
risks over possible Soviet cheating to get a
test ban.

Senator Doop, on the other hand, contends
that by its recent tests the Soviets have at
least caught up with the United States,
probably passed us. He suggests that this
is the worst possible time to accept a test
ban that he feels would not adequately pre-
vent secret testing in the Soviet Union.

The gap between these two arguments
shows that at present there 1s no adequate
basis for the public to judge who is right.
These opposite claims rest in part on un-
documented assertion and in part on con-
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flicting military intelligence. This is an
additional reason why the public will need
to reserve judgment until fuller and more
objective information is advanced by both
sides.

It is premature to make up our minds
either for or against a nonexistent test ban
treaty. But it is not premature to sound a

warning, as Senator Doop is doing, against

the President's allowing his negotiators at
Geneva to get the United States caught up
in a treaty the White House could not un-
reservedly commend to the Senate.

When you consider that the Soviet Union
secretly prepared to test during the volun-
tary moratorium on testing—and then broke
the moratorium while we were cbserving it;
and when you consider that Moscow took the
massive risk of secretly putting missiles in
Cuba and almost got away with it; under
these circumstances the only safe assump-
tion is that the Soviets will be quite pre-
pared to violate the test ban if they believe
they have a fair chance of getting away
with it.

That is why it behooves us to be exceed-
ingly prudent.

CAPITOL FACING ANOTHER MAJOR
RECONSTRUCTION JOB

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Jowa [Mr. ScHWENGEL] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, an
informative article by Cabell Phillips, of
the Mew York Times staff, calls attention,
in the July 7 edition of that paper, to
the present critical condition of the west
front of the U.S. Capitol Building. I
commend it to the attention of my col-
leagues, especially those who have been
critical of the recommendations of the
Capitol Architect, J. George Stewart, to
take the steps necessary to correct the
inroads which time and wear have made
on the unrehabilitated areas of the struc-
ture. Because the east front has been
expanded and rebuilt, the west side of
the building is the one where rebuilding
is necessary.

Those of us who know George Stewart
and the deep love and concern he has
for this building, respect his judgment
and support his recommendations. He
is urging repairs now which will grow
into more serious and more costly ones
if the problems are not faced in the im-
mediate future.

I know the committees which are
studying these needs are weighing his
suggestions and trusting his knowledge
and experience to guide them in making
the required recommendations to the
Congress.

The New York Times article, with all
of the facts in support of George Stew-
art's proposals for meeting the crisis,
follows:

Mr. Speaker, I also want to commend
the Members of Congress who are giving
serious consideration to the needs of
the Capitol maintenance and restoring
of the west front of the Capitol. Special
tribute ought to go to the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. StEEp], who has
been giving special attention to the prob-

July 10

lems of adequate space and maintenance
of the Capitol area:

Carrror FACING ANOTHER MAJOR
RECONSTRUCTION JOB
(By Cabell Phillips)

WasHINGTON, July 6.—If you have ever
tried to do over an old house and felt that
the job would never end, you should have
sympathy to spare for Uncle Sam.

He had no more than pald the final in-
stallment on a $23,500,000 remodeling job on
the east face of the Capitol when he dis-
covered that the west face was about to
collapse. Fixing it will cost $20 million more,
and the experts warn against putting it off.

J. George Stewart, Capitol Architect, told
the House Appropriations Committee not
long ago that what he feared most was a
ground tremor, such as might be caused by
the crash of an airplane in the vicinity of
the Czpitol. Such an earth shock, he sald,
could cause the weakened west walls and
arches of the old building to give way and
bring the huge cast-lron dome crashing
down.

“The real danger comes from a tremor of
any kind, and nobody can tell what would
happen,” Mr, Stewart told the committee.
“We have cracks in the walls and we have
bulges in the walls, and in the absence of
any bond in the masonry, I would not dare
to prophesy.”

ONE SIDE ANCHORED

The east front reconstruction, completed
last year, has successfully anchored that
face of the 136-year-old structure, giving it
a scrubbed and substantial look. But the
mass of the dome—It weighs more than 8
million pounds—and its ceaseless twisting
and turning as the sun moves across the sky,
continues to put dangerous stresses on the
unshored west front.

An inspection tour in company with Mr.
Stewart is enough to convince even an
amateur that the west wall and foundations
are in bad shape. In one 40-foot stretch a
few feet above ground level, there is a con-
spicuous bulge of approximately 9 inches in
the face of the wall.

At other places, large slabs of heavy ma-
sonry have been forced outward as much as
3 inches from the vertical, giving the surface
a patched look.

Great, jagged cracks crawl upward 10 to
15 feet above the ground line, poorly con-
cealed by having been “buttered” with mor-
tar and painted over. Keystones in the
arches above the ground-floor windows have
dropped so far in some instances that the
wood window frames have had to be sawed
out to fit around them, A slab of stone in
the architrave above the west portico
balustrade has slipped 1ts moorings and ap-
pears in Imminent danger of dropping al-
together.

“The problem is that we have extra sup-
port on three of the walls holding up the
dome, but none on the fourth,” Mr. Stewart
sald. “The House and Senate wings act like
buttresses for the north and south walls,
The new front, with plenty of steel and con-
crete, buttresses the east wall. But there is
nothing but the old original masonry for
the west wall.”

The Capitol was bullt in four stages atop
Jenkins Hill as decreed by Maj. Plerre Charles
L'Enfant, the French designer of the city.
The first units were the original Senate and
House wings, now familiar to generations of
tourists as the old Supreme Court Chamber
and Statuary Hall.

The Senate side was completed in 1800,
the House side in 1807. A wooden breeze-
way connected them until 1827, when the
present central portion, or rotunda, was
bullt. It was capped with a low, wooden
dome someone has described as looking like
“an undersized derby hat.”
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‘Work on the present Senate and House ex-
tensions was begun in 1857 and completed
midway in the Civil War—December 1863. In
spite of war shortages, President Lincoln in-
sisted upon it as a Union morale builder. At
the same time, the present dome, designed
and proportioned after those of St. Peter’s, in
Rome, and St. Paul’s, in London, was added.

Constructed of huge, precisely curved, ple-
shaped wedges of cast iron and put together
with thousands of bolts and nuts, it was—
and remains—a work of engineering genius.
The Goddess of Freedom at its pinnacle
stands 285 feet above the ground. Sand-
blasters last year peeled 38 coats of paint off
the dome before getting down to the base
metal.

Foundations of the old bullding consist of
trenches approximately 15 feet wide by 10
feet deep, filled with bluestone rubble
quarried in Rock Creek, Md., and hauled to
the site by oxcart. Sand-lime mortar poured
into these foundations has, according to Mr.
Btewart, long since disintegrated.

The walls, 6 feet thick at the base, are
constructed of blocks of brown sandstone
quarried at Acquia Creek, not far from
Mount Vernon, in Virginia. After the fash-
ion of the day, they were laid without mortar
or any other bonding agent,

There are no lumber or metal supports
within the building. The floors are carried
on a complex maze of masonry arches that
make the dank, gloomy basement of the old
building look like the setting for a Viector
Hugo novel. Many of these interior arches,
frequently pierced for modern service con-
duits, are deteriorating, too.

Change has come slowly to the old Capitol,
although 1t frequently has been a bellwether
in adopting modern improvements, Candles
and oll lamps were abandoned in 1847 for a
newfangled type of illumination called solar
gas, made from birch bark and resin, and
later from coal. The changeover cost $17,500,
and it put the Washington Gas Light Co.
in business.

A gas explosion that gutted the old Senate
wing on the night of November 6, 1898,
caused an abrupt switch to a still newer-
fangled illumination—electricity. For two
decades the House and Senate each had its
own generating plant on the Capitol grounds.

PROTEST ON CHANGES

All such tampering with the Capitol has
brought protests from such traditionalists
as the Daughters of the American Revolu-
tlon, or from economy-minded taxpayers.
The east front extension was a triumph over
such obstacles by Sam Rayburn, late Speaker
of the House. Members of today's Appropri-
ations Committee fear they will invite the
same sort of criticism if they undertake a
rebuilding of the west front. As Representa-
tive Tom StEED, Democrat, of Oklahoma, put
it:

“With these chunks of rock that are fall-
ing off, and these cracks in the wall that are
getting bigger, and the groans and moanings
the walls give out as the dome weight shifts
around—we have knowledge of all of this,
and whether we are entitled to sit here indif-
ferent to it, I don’t know.

“1 would hate to think that because of our
failure to act in time something terrible
might happen, perhaps even the dome itself
crashing in some sad day.”

Mr. SteEEp’s committee agreed that the
work should go ahead. It is now up to the
Senate, and then to the Joint Committee on
the Extension of the Capitol.

REPUBLICAN CONFERENCE SUB-

COMMITTEE ON MINORITY
STAFFING
Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent that the gentleman from
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Michigan [Mr. Forn]l may extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr, FORD. Mr, Speaker, Gov. George
Romney, of Michigan, recently sent the
Republican conference subcommittee on
minority staffing a letter saying that he
has followed its activities with great in-
terest and that he feels that its work is
most commendable. He also announced
that he will take the lead with several
Republican Governors at the Governors’
conference in Miami, July 21 to 24, to
have supporting action taken at that
time. The full text of his letter follows
below :

STATE OF MICHIGAN,
Lansing, June 3, 1963.
Hon, FRED SCHWENGEL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN SCHWENGEL: I have re-
viewed with much interest the bulletins of
your House Republican conference subcom-
mittee on increased minority stafing which
accompanied your recent letter., It seems
to me the subcommittee is working on a
matter which should be relentlessly pursued
until public awareness of this serious im-
balance in the Congress of the United States
has brought about a long-overdue correction.

Adequate staff assistance to the minority
is just as important as that the majority
have sufficient staff to do its job. Otherwise
the minority is hopelessly handicapped in
performing its duty as a responsible opposi-
tion. The disparity in resources is even more
obvious when it is realized that the majority
has the added advantage of having all the
resources of the executive branch at its dis-
posal in the research for and preparation of
legislation sent to Congress supported by the
force of a Presidential recommendation.

In a democracy it is vitally important that
constructive alternatives be presented and
that these be based upon sound research.
Certainly this need transcends partisan poli-
tics. It ought to be an end toward which
both parties would alm since the result
would be better legislation in the long run.
Obviously the individual Congressman can-
not do the kind of research needed through
the use of his office staff overburdened with
the multiplicity of duties for which such
staff is needed.

Minority committee reports by their brev-
ity and limited scope of research clearly show
the difficulties under which minority mem-
bers of the committees work. Your figures
indicating a ratio of more than 10 to 1 be-
tween majority and minority staffs reveal a
real effect in committee operations which
demand attention.

I applaud the work of your conference sub-
committee and assure you of my desire to
do all I can to be of help. I intend to press
for affirmative action on this matter in the
coming Governors' conference. While this
may seem to some to be a matter for Con-
gress alone to act upon, I would regard it as
a question in which every Governor should
have a genuine concern since so large a por-
tion of Federal legislation today directly
afflects the States and it is essential that it
reflect the best that can be done by way of
research and preparation.

Sincerely yours,
GEORGE ROMNEY,
or.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to Mr, SPRINGER (at
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the request of Mr. HALLECK), for the bal-
ance of the week, on account of death in
his family.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
REcoRD, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

Mr. Pucinskr and to include extrane-
ous matter.

Mr. McCorMmack (at the request of Mr.
RoserTs of Alabama) and to include an
address by Mr. ALBERT.

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. Bow) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. BELL.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. RoBerTs of Alabama) and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr, FRASER.

Mr. St. ONGE in two instances.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

8. 330. An act to amend chapter 35 of title
38, United States Code, to provide that after
the expiration of the Korean conflict vet-
erans’ education and training program, ap-
proval of courses under the war orphans’
educational assistance program shall be by
State approving agencies; to the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs,

5.406. An act for the rellef of Enrico
Agostini and Celestino Agostini; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

5.901. An act for the relief of Willlam
Herbert von Rath; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

S.1064. An act to amend the act rede-
fining the units and establishing the stand-
ards of electrical and photometric measure-
ments to provide that the candela shall be
the unit of luminous intensity; to the Com-
mittee on Science and Astronautics.

5.1291. An act to authorize the Secretary
of Commerce to employ aliens in a scien-
tific or technical capacity; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills and a joint resolu-
gon of the Senate of the following

tles:

So%‘ 202, An act for the relief of Yoo Chul
5.312, An act for the relief of Danusia
Radochonski;

8.380. An act to amend the act of June
29, 1960 (Private Law 86-354);

8.409. An act for the relief of Yeng
Burdick;

8.504. An act for the relief of Domenico
Martino;

8.535. An act to extend the principles of
equitable adjudication to sales under the
Alaska Public Sale Act;

S.581. An act to amend the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938 to extend for 2 addi-
tional years the provisions permitting the
lease of tobacco acreage allotments;

5.686. An act for the relief of Millie Gail
Mesa;

8.736. An act for the relief of Peter Hope-
ton Maylor;
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8.762. An act to provide for increased
wheat acreage allotments in the Tulelake
area of California;

S5.787. An act for the rellef of Zofia
Miecielica;

S.866. An act for the rellef of Enrico
Petrucci;

8.069. An act to provide medical care for
certain Coast and Geodetic Survey retired
ships' officers and crew members and their
dependents, and for other purposes;

S.1031. An act to repeal the Inland Water-
ways Corporation Act; and

S.J. Res, 60. Joint resolution providing for
acceptance by the United States of America
of an instrument for the amendment of the
constitution of the International Labor
Organization.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee did on July 9, 1963, pre-
sent to the President, for his approval,
bills of the House of the following titles:

H.R. 1267. An act for the relief of Lawrence
E. Bird;

H.R. 1275. An act for the rellef of Miss Ann
Super;

ga.ﬂ. 1292. An act for the rellef of Carmela
Calabrese DiVito;

H.R. 1332, An act for the rellef of Mario
Rodrigues Fonseca;

H.R.1736. An act for the relief of Assunta
DiLella Codella;

H.R.3356. An act for the rellef of Jose-
phine Maria (Bonaccorso) Bowtell; and

HR.4773. An act for the relief of Leroy
Smallenberger, a referee in bankruptcy.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 12 o’clock and 52 minutes p.m.) the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, July 11, 1963, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
?he Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
ows:

1026. A letter from the Acting Assistant

lations governing the numbering of undocu-
mented vessels, promulgated by the Acting
Commandant of the U.8. Coast Guard and
submitted for publication in the Federal
Register pursuant to 46 U.8.C. 527d; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
erles.

1027. A letter from the Administrative
Assistant of the Interior, trans-
mitting a report by the Department of the
Interlor covering grants made during the
calendar year 1962 to nonprofit institutions
and organizations for support of scientific
research programs, pursuant to Public Law
85-934; to the Committee on Sclence and
Astronautics.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIIT, reports
of committees were delivered to the
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Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

Mr. HEBERT: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. HR. T366. A bill to amend title 10,
United States Code, relating to the nomina-
tion and selection of candidates for appoint-
ment to the Military, Naval, and Air Force
Academles; without amendment (Rept. No.
538). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. BECEWORTH:

H.R.7475. A bill to amend sections 162 and
274 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
relating to the deductibility of certain busi-
ness entertainment, etc., expenses; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GRABOWSKEI:

H.R.7476. A bill to require that packages
of cigarettes shipped In commerce bear a
warning that they may be dangerous to
health; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. HARRIS:

H.R.T477. A blll to amend section 310(b)
of the Communications Act of 1634; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce.

H.R.T7478. A bill to amend section 310(b)
of the Communications Act of 1934; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce.

By Mr. HARRISON:

H.R.7479. A bill for the rellel of certain
veteran entrymen, thelr heirs, and other
owners of farm units on the Third Division
Irrigation District, Rilverton reclamation
project, Wyoming; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. JENNINGS:

HR. 7480. A bill to suspend for a tem-
porary period the import duty on manga-
nese ore (including ferruginous ore) and re-
lated products; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. SCHNEEBELI:

HR.7481. A bill to suspend for a tem-
porary period the import duty on manganese
ore (including ferruginous ore) and related
products; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. EEOGH:

HR.T482. A bill to prevent the use of
stopwatches or other measuring devices in
the postal service; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. MORRIS:

H.R. 7483. A bill to adjust wheat and feed
grain production, to establish a cropland re-
tirement program, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Agriculture,

By Mr. NIX:

H.R.7484. A bill to promote better raclal
relations through the establishment of &
U.S. Intercultural Center; to the Committee
on Forelgn Affairs,

By Mr. ST GERMAIN:

H.R.7485. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1964 to allow income tax
deductions for certain payments to asslst
in providing higher education; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. ST. ONGE:

B.R.'Mﬂe A bill to amend the Social Se-
curlty Act to assist States and communities
in preventing and combating mental re-
tardation through expansion and improve-
ment of the maternal and child health and
crippled children's programs, through pro-
vision of prenatal, maternity, and infant care
for individuals with conditions associated
with childbearing which may lead to mental
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retardation, and through planning for com-
prehensive action to combat mental retarda-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. TUPPER:

H.R. 7487. A bill to amend the National De-
fense Education Act of 1858 to extend the
student loan provisions thereof to area voca-
tional education schools; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

By Mr, ROBERTS of Alabama:

H.J. Res. 5562. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the United
States pertaining to the offering of prayers
in public schools and other public places
in the United States; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By Mr. WAGGONNER.:

H.J. Res. 553. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the United
States permitting Bible readings and the vol-
untary recitation of the Lord's Prayer and
other nonsectarian prayers in public schools
or other public places if participation therein
is not compulsory; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. CUNNINGHAM:

H.R.7488. A bill for the relief of Jan Jac-
hym, Marie Jachym, and their child, Anna
Jachym; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

Br. Mr. DONOHUE:

HR.7489. A bill for the relief of Eirkor

Masrof; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. SCHWENGEL:

H.R.7T490. A bill for the relief of Angelikl

KErimigls; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. TUPPER:

HR.T491. A bill for the relief of William
L. Berryman; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

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

190. By the SPEAEER: Petition of Joseph
L. Monte, grand recording secretary, Order
Sons of Italy in America, Grand Lodge of
Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Pa., petitioning
consideration of their resolution with refer-
ence to requesting passage of Senate bill 108,
which would declare Columbus Day a na-
tional holiday; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

191. Also, petition of Joseph L. Monte,
grand recording secretary, Order Sons of Italy
in America, Grand Lodge of Pennsylvania,
Philadeiphia, Pa., petitioning consideration
of their resolution with reference to urging
passage of pending legislation to appropriate
funds for the education of our children in
both public and private schools; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

192. Also, petitlon of Joseph L. Monte,
grand recording secretary, Order Sons of Italy
in America, Grand Lodge of Pennsylvanla,
Philadelphia, Pa., petitioning conslderation
of their resolution with reference to urging
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to make it legal to read the
Bible and the recitation of the Lord's Prayer
in public schools; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

193. Also, petition of Joseph L. Monte,
grand recording secretary, Order Sons of Italy
in America, Grand Lodge of Pennsylvania,
Philadelphia, Pa., petitioning conslderation
of their resolution with reference to reaffirm-
ing our position in regard to the current
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Immigration and Nationality Act and how
it effects remalning parts of families in Italy
to joln those in America; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

194, Also, petition of Joseph L. Monte,
grand recording secretary, Order Sons of Italy
in America, Grand Lodge of Pennsylvania,
Philadelphia, Pa., petitioning consideration
of their resolution with reference to house
bill 1018 now pending in the General Assem-
bly of Pennsylvania, which provides free bus
transportation to children attending paro-
chial schools; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

SENATE

‘WEDNESDAY, JuLy 10, 1963

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian,
and was called to order by the President
pro tempore.

Rabbi Leon M. Adler, of Temple
Emanuel, Kensington, Md., offered the
following prayer:

Lord of the universe and of all Thy
creatures on it: As the Senate opens
its session on this early summer day, give
its Members the grace to see that not
their will, not even the people’s will, but
Thy will is sovereign. And if Thou
grantest us the conviction that Thy will
reigns supreme, grant us also, we pray
Thee, the ability to determine Thy will
rightly and to translate it effectively in
the tangled skein of world affairs.

Two things we know we need if we
are to succeed in this endeavor, O God.
We need the head to know that the
heart is not enough—that though 3
billion human beings on the face of this
now small earth desire with all their
hearts to live in peace, the awesome and
final fireworks of the nuclear holocaust
will be unleashed unless the head in-
structs the heart to supply the wisdom
needed to keep the peace.

And equally do we need, O Lord, the
heart to know that the head is not
enough—that though 3 billion human
beings know to the very core of their
cognitive selves that nuclear warfare is
suicidal madness, this madness will tran-
spire some early summer or another day
unless the heart moves the head to the
boundary-crossing wisdom of compas-
sion which sees the 3 billion, not as “we”
and ‘‘they,” but as an indissoluble and
indivisible “us” sojourning in Thy
kingdom,

Head and heart, may we be granted
them, that Thou may lift up Thy coun-
tenance upon us and grant us peace.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. BisLe, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday,
July 9, 1963, was dispensed with.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT.

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of
his secretaries.
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REPORT OF OFFICE OF ALIEN PROP-
ERTY—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-

fore the Senate the following message

from the President of the United States,
which, with the accompanying report,
was referred to the Committee on the

Judiciary:

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith, for the informa-
tion of the Congress, the Annual Report
of the Office of Alien Property, Depart-
ment of Justice, for the fiscal year ended
June 30, 1962.

JoHn F. KENNEDY.

Tae WHITE House, July 10, 1963.

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 the following bills of the Sen-
ate, each with an amendment, in which
it requested the concurrence of the
Senate:

B8.671. An act for the rellef of Mirhan
Gazarian; and

5.1122. An act relating to the exchange of
certain lands between the town of Powell,
Wyo., and the Presbyterlan Retirement
Facilities Corp.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the bill (8. 310) for
the relief of Kaino Hely Auzis, with
amendments, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.

The message further announced that
the House had passed the following bills,
in which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

HR. 1179. An act for the relief of Basilio
King, his wife, and their children;

H.R. 1308. An act for the rellef of Margaret
Barker;

HR. 1499. An act for the relief of John
(Ivica) Beg Farkas and Ann (Anka) Beg
Parkas;

HR.1731. An act for the relief of Eva
Baker;

H.R. 2450. An act for the relief of Lucla
Carta Gallitto;

HR.2838. An act to amend section 753(f)
of title 28, United States Code, relating to
transcripts furnished by court reporters for
the district courts;

H.R. 2942, An act to direct the Becretary
of the Interior to adjudicate a clalm to cer-
tain land in Marengo County, Ala.;

H.R.2989. An act to further amend the
Missing Persons Act to cover certain per-
sons detained in foreign countries against
their will, and for other purposes;

H.R.8179. An act to provide that judges
of the U.S. Court of Military Appeals shall
hold office during good behavior, and for
other purposes;

H.R. 4062. An act to amend the act au-
thorizing the transmission and disposition
by the Secretary of the Interlor of electric
energy generated at Falcon Dam on the Rio
Grande to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to also market power generated at
Amistad Dam on the Rlo Grande;

_ HR.5094. An act for the relief of Geof-
frey Howard Smith;

H.R.bB5507. An act for the relief of Michal
Golenlewski;

H.R.6012, An act to authorize the Presi-
dent to proclaim regulations for preventing
collisions at sea;
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H.R.6308. An act for the relief of Gerard
Puillet; and

H.R. 6567. An act for the rellef of Anthony
Harry Giazikis,

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED OR
PLACED ON CALENDAR

The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles and referred or
placed on the calendar, as indicated:

H.R.1179. An act for the relief of Basilio
Eing, his wife, and their children;

HR, 1398. An act for the rellef of Mar-
garet Barker;

H.R. 1499, An act for the rellef of John
(Ivica) Beg Farkas and Ann (Anka) Beg
Farkas;

H.R.1731. An act for the rellef of Eva
Baker;

H.R. 2450. An act for the relief of Lucia
Carta Gallitto;

HR. 2838. An act to amend section 753 (f)
of title 28, United States Code, relating to
transcripts furnished by court reporters for
the district courts;

H.R, 5094. An act for the relief of Geoffrey
Howard Smith;

H.R. 5507. An act for the relief of Michal
Goleniewski;

H.R. 6308. An act for the relief of Gerard
Puillet; and

HR. 6567. An act for the relief of An-
thony Harry Giazikis; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R.2942. An act to direct the Secretary
of the Interior to adjudicate a claim to cer-
tain land in Marengo County, Ala.; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affalirs.

H.R.2989. An act to further amend the
Missing Persons Act to cover certaln persons
detained in foreign countries against their
will, and for other purposes; and

H.R.8179. An act to provide that judges
of the U.S, Court of Military Appeals shall
hold office during good behavior, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

H.R.6012. An act to authorize the Presi-
dent to proclaim regulations for preventing
collisions at sea; to the Committee on
Commerce.

H.R.4062. An act to amend the act au-
thorizing the transmission and disposition
by the Secretary of the Interior of electric
energy generated at Falcon Dam on the Rio
Grande to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to also market power generated at
Amistad Dam on the Rio Grande; placed
on the calendar.

LIMITATION OF STATEMENTS
DURING MORNING HOUR

On request of Mr. BisLg, and by unani-
mous consenft, statements during the
morning hour were ordered limited to 3
minutes.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may be absent
from the Senate, on official business,
from the close of business today until
:;lhe convening of the session next Tues-

ay.

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

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES
The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on Rules
and Administration, without amendment.
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S. Res. 167. Resolution authorizing the
printing as a Senate document of the report
entitled “The Arts and the Natlonal Gov-
ernment”, submitted to the President by his
Special Consultant on the Arts (Rept. No.
347).

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

H.R.4046. An act to amend the Legislative
Branch Appropriation Act, 1959, to provide
for reimbursement of transportation expenses
for Members of the House of Representatives
(Rept. No. 348);

S.Res. 162. Resolution to print, for the
use of the Speclal Committee on Aging, addi-
tional coples of Senate Report No. 8 of the
88th ess, on “Developments in Aging,
1959-63" (Rept. No. 352);

8. Res. 168. Resolution accepting an invita-
tion to attend the next general meeting of
the Commonwealth Parliamentary Assocla-
tion to be held in EKuala Lumpur, Malaya
(Rept. No. 3563);

H. Con. Res. 161. Concurrent resolution
providing for additional coples of House
Document No. 336, 86th Congress, 2d session,
entitled “Facts on Communism—Volume I,
The Communist Ideclogy”; and House Docu-
ment No. 139, 87th Congress, 1st session,
entitled “Facts on Communism—Volume II,
The Soviet Union, From Lenin to Ehru-
shchev” (Rept. No. 350);

H. Con. Fes. 162. Concurrent resolution
provldlng for additional coples of House

No. 2559, 87th Congress, 2d session
(Rept No. 354);

H. Con. Res. 163. Concurrent resolution
providing for additional coples of the publi-
catlons entitled “Communist Outlets for the
Distribution of Soviet Propaganda in the
United Btates, Parts 1 and 2" (Rept. No.
355); and

H. Con. Res. 164. Concurrent resolution
providing for additional coples of the publi-
cations entitled “U.S. Communist Party As-
sistance to Forelgn Communist Governments
{Medical Ald to Cuba CommIittee and Friends
of British Guiana), Parts 1 and 2" (Rept.
No. 358).

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

S. Con. Res. 47. Concurrent resolution to
print additional copies of certain hearings on
effects of television portrayal of crime on
young people (Rept. No. 351); and

S. Res. 110. Resolution to print as a Senate
document a translation of a book entitled
‘“Large Dams of the U.S.S.R.”, with 1llustra-
tions and an explanatory statement (Rept.
No. 349).

CRIMINAL JUSTICE ACT OF 1963—
REPORT OF A COMMITTEE—AD-
DITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILL
(S. REPT. NO. 346)

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, from
the Committee on the Judiciary, I sub-
mit a report on S. 1057, the Criminal
Justice Act of 1963, and I submit a report
thereon. I ask unanimous consent to
add the following names as additional
cosponsors of the bill: Senators KeFau-
VvER, ErRvIN, Dopp, HarT, LonG of Missouri,
KENNEDY, BAYH, DIRKSEN, KEATING, FONG,
and ScoTT.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
report will be received, and the bill will
be placed on the calendar; and, without
objection, the additional cosponsors will
be added, as requested by the Senator
from Nebraska.,
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EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

As in executive session,

The following favorable report of a
nomination was submitted:

By Mr. MANSFIELD (for Mr. EASTLAND),
from the Committee on the Judiciary:

Homer THORNBERRY, of Texas, to be U.S.
district judge for the western district of
Texas.

BILLS INTRODUCED

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

By Mr. SALTONSTALL:

5.1854. A bill for the rellef of Maria do
Carmo Almeida Brito (Silva); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DOMINICK:

S.1855, A bill relating to the interest rates
on loans made by the Treasury to the De-
partment of Agriculture to carry out the pro-
grams authorized by the Rural Electrification
Act of 1936; to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

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

By Mr. McNAMARA:

5.1856. A bill to increase the amount au-
thorized to be appropriated to earry out the
provisions of the Publlc Works Acceleration
Act; to the Committee on Puhblic Works.

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

By Mr. KEATING:

5.1857. A bill to amend section 6(o) of
the Unlversal Military Training and Service
Act to provide an exemption from induction
for the sole surviving son of a family whose
father died as a result of military service; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

S. 18568. A bill for the rellef of Jacob, Malka
and David Kalkstein;

S.1859. A bill for the relief of Hyang Won
Lee; and

8.1860. A bill for the rellef of Domenico
Surletl; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

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

By Mr. WILLIAMS of New J :

S.1861. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Amor
Llao McGuinness; and

S.1862. A bill for the relief of Michael J.
Venezia; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS

EXPRESSIONS OF GREETINGS TO
PROFESSION OF VETERINARY
MEDICINE ON ITS 100TH AN-
NIVERSARY

Mr, DOUGLAS submitted the follow-
ing concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res.
52); which was referred to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary:

Whereas the year 1963 marks the 100th
anniversary of the founding of the American
Veterlnary Medical Assoclation; and

Whereas the observance of this anniver-
sary will be celebrated by the assoclation
and its frlends during a centennial conven-
tlon to be held in New York City, N.Y,,
from July 28, 1963, through August 1, 1963;
and

Whereas it 1s fitting that officlal recogni-
tion be given to the many accomplishments
of veterinary medicine and to the many bene-
fits which this Natlon has recelved from
veterinary services: Now, therefore, be it
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* Resolved by the Senate (the House of
Representatives concurring), That the Con-
gress of the United States extends its greet-
ings and felicitations to the profession of
veterinary medicine on the occasion of the
celebration of the 100th anniversary of the
founding of the American Veterinary Medical
Association, and acknowledges the many
contributions organized veterinary medicine
has made to the Nation and the health of
her citizens during the past 100 years.

EXPRESSION OF SENSE OF CON-
GRESS THAT ACHIEVEMENT OF
BALANCE-OF-PAYMENTS EQUILIB-
RIUM IS ESSENTIAL—INTERNA-
TIONAL MONETARY CONFERENCE

Mr. JAVITS (for himself and Mr. M1L-
LER) submitted a concurrent resolution
(S. Con. Res. 53) expressing the sense
of the Congress that achievement of bal-
ance-of-payments equilibrium is essen-
tial and that the United States should
take the initiative in calling for an In-
ternational Monetary Conference, which
was referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

(See the above concurrent resolution
printed in full when submitted by Mr.
Javirs, which appears under a separate
heading.)

INTEREST RATES ON CERTAIN
LOANS BY THE TREASURY TO
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
UNDER RURAL ELECTRIFICA-
TION ACT

Mr. DOMINICK. Madam President,
today I am sending to the desk for ap-
propriate reference legislation dealing
with a very sensitive Federal program.
I refer to the Rural Electrification Ad-
ministration, and its statutory provisions
whereby rural co-ops are permitted to
bor.ow money from an agency of the
Federal Government and repay it over
a 35-year period at a rate of interest
fixed at 2 percent. As my colleagues
know, today, the Federal Government
has to pay approximately a 4-percent
rate of interest for its own funds.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy
of this bill appear at this point in my
remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
NEeUBERGER in the chair). The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill will be
printed in the RECORD.

The bill (S. 1855) relating to the in-
terest rates on loans made by the Treas-
ury to the Department of Agriculture
to carry out the programs authorized
by the Rural Electrification Act of 1936,
introduced by Mr. DoMINICK, was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, and ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

Be it enacted in the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, not-
withstanding any other provision of law, (1)
the interest rate on any loan hereafter made
by the Treasury to the Depnrtment of Ag-
rmmture for the purposes of carrylng out the
programs authorized by the Rural Electri-
fication Act of 1936, as amended (T U.B.C.
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901-924), shall be fixed by the Secretary
of the Treasury, which shall be at least as
great as the average rate of interest payable
by the United States of America on its
marketable obligations, having a maturity
period comparable to that of such loan,
which were issued during the last preceding
fiscal year in which any such obligations
were issued; and (2) the interest rate on
any loans hereafter made by the Department
pursuant to saild Act shall be equal to the
interest payable by the Department to the
Treasury on the funds to be utilized for such
loan, plus one-half of 1 per centum for ad-
ministrative expenses and estimated losses.

Sec. 2. The first section of this Act shall
become effective as of July 1 of the fiscal
year next following the date of enactment
of this Act.

Mr. DOMINICK. Madam President,
this is not a complicated piece of legisla-
tion. It amends the Rural Electrification
Act of 1936 to provide that the Depart-
ment of Agriculture may borrow from
the Treasury in order to administer the
programs under the Rural Electrification
Act, at a rate of interest at least as great
as the average rate of interest payable
by the United States on its marketable
securities having a maturity rate com-
parable to that of an REA loan—35
years—plus one-half of 1 percent for ad-
ministrative costs. Put even more sim-
ply, the bill provides that money may be
borrowed from the Treasury and repaid
to it pursuant to REA loans at the “cost
of money” to the Federal Government,
plus one-half of 1 percent for adminis-
trative expenses. I might add this is still
subject to appropriation pursuant to sec-
tion 6 of the act.

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

Mr. DOMINICE. I yield.

Mr. SIMPSON. Will the Senator from
Colorado state whether, under his bill,
the interest rate is to be paid at the
going rate of interest plus an additional
one-half of 1 percent?

Mr. DOMINICK. Yes.

Mr. SIMPSON. The rate would fluctu-
ate according to the amount of interest
paid by the Government? Is that
correct?

Mr., DOMINICK. No; it would fluctu-
ate as each loan was made. The average
cost to the Government for borrowing
the money in order to have the REA bor-
row it would be computed at that time.

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the Senator.

Mr. DOMINICE. In offering this bill,
I am not unmindful that REA has often
been referred to as a “congressional
sacred cow.” The REA has done a
creditable job in Colorado and I have
supported it. However, I believe a realis-
tic assessment of the program under
present day circumstances and policies
will show the need for change. I cer-
tainly have no quarrel with the accom-
plishments of REA in bringing low cost
electricity to American farms. This was
its original objective and a fine one.
However, my chief concern is: Where do
we go from here? With about 98 per-
cent of all farms presently receiving elec-
tricity, a thorough and searching ex-
amination of the Rural Electrification
Administration program is in order, Itis
now facing increasingly violent attacks
which could destroy it unless the most
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glaring defect, the subsidized interest
rate, is eliminated

To put the future of the program in its
proper perspective, I think it would be
helpful to allude to the past and trace the
history of its development.

On May 11, 1935, President Roosevelt
signed Executive Order 7037, which
created the Rural Electrification Ad-
ministration and authorized it to “in-
itiate, formulate, administer, and super-
vise a program of approved projects
with respect to the generation, trans-
mission, and distribution of electric
energy in rural areas.” It was originally
a part of the unemployment relief pro-
gram. Later, in August of 1935, the
President through Executive Order 7130,
established this new agency as a lending
agency on an interest-bearing, self-
liguidating basis. Then, in 1936, the
Norris-Rayburn bill was enacted giving
the Rural Electrification Administration
a 10-year life as a lending agency. As
my colleagues will recall, this Nation was
still in the throes of a great depression
during 1935 and 1936. According to
figures then available, only about 10 per-
cent of the farms in this country were
receiving electricity.

Under the terms of the Norris-Ray-
burn bill, the REA obtained its funds
from the Reconstruction Finance Corpo-
ration and loaned them out to the rural
co-ops at a 3 percent interest rate. This
was no subsidy measure.

On the contrary, Senator Norris, dur-
ing the Senate debate, stated:

Let it be understood, too, that there is no
gift anywhere in the proposed measure.
Everything is to be paid for. My opinlon is
that with even the low rate of 3 percent in-
terest the Government will not only come
out whole but will make a small pronf. de-
spite all the losses it may be called upon to
sustain (80 CowNcrEssioNaL Recorp 2757,
Feb. 25, 1936) .

This is borne out in the House debate
where Mr. Withrow said:

It must be clearly understood that this
bill provides for no grant or subsidy. All
of the money loaned for any of the purposes
specified will be recaptured by the Govern-
ment with interest. Experlence of other
agencies engaged in making this type of loan
has demonstrated that these are perfectly
safe (B0 CowgREssiONAL Recorp 5279, Apr. 9
1936).

Mr. Rayburn, a cosponsor of the origi-
nal act, specifically addressed himself to
the subsidy question during this debate
as follows:

There is no subsidy In this. There is
no revolving fund in this. The Govern-
ment takes as security all of the assets of
the corporation, association, or cooperative
that sets up the line to furnish electrifica-
tion for rural communities, Further than
that, the Senate bill provided that these
loans should be made at not exceeding 3
percent. The House committee amended
the bill to read “at not less than 3 percent.”
I thought the argument for that amend-
ment was very good for the simple reason
that times may get better. We hope they
will, and that the money will be more in
demand and interest rates will go up. We
do not want the Federal Government to lend
money to any organization, to any corpora-
tion, or to any agency of the Government
at less figure than the Government can go
out and borrow the money itself, In times
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like these, of course, I think the interest will
be 3 percent which is a very, very reasonable
sum to pay (80 CoNGREsSsIONAL RECORD 5282).

The U.S. Treasury Department has
furnished me with a table showing the
“cost of money” to the Federal Govern-
ment from 1936 through 1962. I ask
unanimous consent that this table be
reprinted at this point in my remarks.

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

Average interest rate on marketable issues in
each fiscal year with maturities of 10 years
or more

[In percent]
A ol s i
verage round-
Fiscal year interest | ed to near
rate est 6 of1
percent
2.066 3
2. 765 234
2. 689 254
2. 668 254
2. 639 256
2.165 214
2.363 236
2. 386 234
2. 500 214
2. 302 2
2.276 2]
2.436
0}
]
o
[l
'
9]
3.250 3
3.250 3
3.000 3
3.000 3
® 3
3.569 a4

1 No issues of 10 years or over.

Average interest rate on marketable issues
in each fiscal year with maturities of 10
years or more

[In percent!

Average

Average |rateround-

Fiscal year interest | ed to near-

rate est Mofl

percent

1959.. i 4.041 4
........................... 4.250 414

Exclud]ng issues oﬂezﬁd in ad-
vance refundings:

i SRR S e e @ SR g oy

IR e e 3.970 4
{1 R L R 4.108 414

1 If advance refunding issues are included, there are
2 alternative bases for dm-ivtng the rates on such jssues

Overall average rate for each fiscal year if ths
rates on issues offered in advance refunding are
based on—

IIn percent]
Average
Average |rateround-
Fiscal year interest | ed to near-
rate est Mofl
percent
(a) Price al‘ par: =
1961_ 3.500 34
1962. : s 3.548 314
® M oo . 4.046 4
ar] ces &

of existing ‘l)gue.s eli-

gible for exchange:

1961 3.066 4
4.173 414
4.030 4

* Plus cash payments by subscriber or minus
ensh yments to subseri
ennolbidandsskpﬁwsntnoanmday
befmnnnoun
’Noissuesofwyearswover L
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Mr. DOMINICK. Madam President,
I think that it is most appropriate to
point out that in 1936 when the Norris-
Rayburn Act provided for the borrowing
of funds and the repaying to the Treas-
ury at an interest rate of 3 percent, the
Federal Government could obtain its
money at 234 percent. Therefore, I
think that it is perfectly clear, based on
the facts and the statements by the pro-
ponents of this act, that no subsidy was
ever intended.

In 1944, the Rural Electrification Ad-
ministration was given permanent
status by passage of the Pace Act or
Department of Agriculture Organic Act.
REA had already become an agency
within the Department of Agriculture in
1939, by virtue of Reorganization Plan
II. It was under the Pace Act that the
current 2 percent interest rate provision
was fixed. It should be noted that the
Treasury Department table, previously
referred to, indicates that the “cost of
money” to the Federal Government in
1944 was listed at 24 percent. However,
at the time of the passage of this act,
there was some fluctuation in the inter-
est rate, for in the House debate, in the
T8th Congress, Mr. Pace agreed with a
statement made by Mr. Crawford:

In other words, the real intent, then, is
that so long as the money market i5 as fav-
orable as at the present time and funds can
be obtained at such low rates, there is no
reason why a higher rate than 13§ percent
should be charged (to the REA).

Sooner or later a tremendous re-
financing operation will have to occur in
this eountry incident to the war debt. We
are kind of caught in the squeeze, you might
say. If interest rates go up very materially,
it seems to me that the price of bonds will
have to decline in order to adjust the earn-
ing rate of bonds then outstanding to the
increased rate that would be paid on the re-
funding or new issues; so I do not know
that I would want to favor a situation like
this unless there are clauses inserted which
would enable the RFC to adjust its interest
obligations as to rate to these REA coop-
eratives and various units and all to the
money market. (90 CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD
2282, 1044.)

This act also extended the amortiza-
tion from 25 to 35 years to enable some
of the more remote rural areas to partic-
ipate on more reasonable terms.

Since 1936, we have invested over $4
billion of taxpayers funds in this REA
program. As I said previously, the ob-
jective, that of bringing electricity to
the farm, has been about 98 percent com-
pleted. Yet today, we are called upon to
approve larger and larger budgets for
the REA. They are still lending this
money under the 1944 act at 2 percent
when the cost of money to the Federal
Government is double that rate.

Madam President, I have gone into
this brief history for only one purpose.
That purpose is to show that the REA
program was never intended to be a
subsidy.

I should also like to point out that the
President’s Committee on Federal Credit
Programs has recently filed a report sup-
porting the principle of the legislation
I have just introduced. This report
recommends that with respect to evaluat-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ing the costs of programs of the Federal
Government that:

The first step should be to compare the
interest rate paid by the borrower on direct
Federal loans to a sum of: (a) the prevalil-
ing market yleld on Government securities
of comparable maturity; (b) on allowance
for administrative costs; and (c¢) an allow-
ance for respective losses.

The President has called upon the
Bureau of the Budget to take the lead
in bringing the various Federal agencies
under the application of this report.
Shortly after this report was released,
an editorial appeared in the Chicago
Tribune. I ask unanimous consent that
this editorial be reprinted at this point
in my remarks.

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

[From the Chicago Tribune, Feb. 18, 1963]
Enp THE REA Co-oP SUBSIDIES

A Presidential Committee headed by Secre-
tary of the Treasury Douglas Dillon has
written a report that may be expected to
bring anguished yelps from the rural co-op
lobby pack. The report asserts that legally
fixed, maximum interest rates on such things
as Government home and rural power loan
programs should be scrapped. Moreover, it
recommends that where Government interest
rates are below private rates, the Govern-
ment charge should vary at least as much
as current Treasury borrowing costs.

This is a particular and well-deserved poke
at the Rural Electrification Administration.
The REA is the long-coddled outfit that
makes loans to cooperatives at 2 percent,
which is only about half the rate pald by
the Government on money it borrows to
make the loans. Over the 35-year period of
these loans, this is a subsidy estimated to
amount to about three-quarters of the loan
itself.

Through such low interest Government
financing, not to mention exemption from
Federal taxation, the co-ops enjoy a sub-
stantial competitive advantage over privately
owned, taxpaying utilities,

Virtually all farms and other rural cus-
tomers in areas served by the co-ops now
have electric service. More than half of the
total power sales of REA systems now are
being made to nonfarm users, who comprise
more than 80 percent of the new power
customers being added to the systems.

Back in 1955 the Hoover Commission rec-
ommended that, because of the great ad-
vance in farm electrification, the time has
arrived for the reorganization of the REA
into a self-supporting institution securing
its own financing from private sources.
Nothing came of this recommendation, al-
though the Eisenhower administration in
1969 proposed raising interest rates to REA
co-ops to about 4 percent.

This latest recommendation from Secretary
Dillon's committee is likely to be greeted
with the same apathy. The administration
has demonstrated that the REA is one of its
pets by proposing $425 million of funds for
it in fiscal 1964, compared with appropria-
tions of 400 millions this year and actual
expenditures of 245 millions in 1962, Off-
cials already have sald that no specific leg-
islation to end Government loans will come
from the administration as a result of the
Dillon report.

Taxpayers should put the heat on Congress
to see that such legislation is introduced.
With at least a $12 billion deficit confronting
us, the need to cut Federal spending to the
bone is obvious. Subsidies to the REA co-
ops are wasteful and serve no useful purpose.
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Mr. DOMINICK. Madam President, I
know of no other Federal agency which
enjoys a rate of interest so substantially
below the “cost of money” to the Federal
Government. In recent weeks, the Sen-
ate Banking and Currency Committee
had cause to review the Treasury bor-
rowing interest rates available to the
Area Redevelopment Administration and
the Small Business Administration.
Many of my colleagues, including the
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE],
expressed concern because these agencies
were only charging 3% percent plus one-
half of 1 percent for administrative costs.
Many of the programs administered by
these two agencies are avowed subsidy
measures. However, we have the Rural
Electrification = Administration still
charging 2 percent under a program for
which no subsidy was ever intended.

Madam President, I suggest that the
REA cannot have it both ways. I don’t
believe that we can continue to allow
them “to run with the hares and hunt
with the hounds.” They must face up to
their subsidy and justify it, or carry their
own weight and pay the Federal Treas-
ury the going interest rate plus a reason-
able amount for administrative expenses.

There are other disturbing aspects
about this program. Back in 1936, the
proponents of the REA were careful to
limit their support to a program to aid
rural areas where the farmers would reap
the benefits. However, as recently as
1959, it was estimated by the then Ad-
ministrator of the REA, that five out of
every six new consumers were nonfarm
consumers. It was also estimated at
that time that by 1965 there would be
more nonfarm consumers on REA lines
than farm consumers. Since 1961, REA
co-op consumers have been classified as
either residential or commercial. This
classiffeation has little relationship to the
original aims of the REA program.

Perhaps the practice which has
brought the greatest amount of pub-
licity is that of the use of so-called sec-
tion 5 loans. Section 5 of the REA Act
provides:

The Administrator is authorized and im-
powered * * * to make loans for the pur-
pose of financing the wiring of the premises
of persons in rural areas and the acquisition
and installation of electrical and plumbing
appliances and equipment. Such loans may
be made to any of the borrowers of funds
loaned under the provisions of section 4,
or to any person, firm, or co-op supplying
or installing the said wiring, appliances, or
equipment.

By various interpretations of the Area
Redevelopment Act and the Office of
Rural Areas Development, section 5
money is being loaned to rural co-ops at
2 percent to be repaid over 35 years, and
the co-ops in turn have been lending
this same money to their industrial and
commercial consumers at 4 to 6 percent
to be repaid over a period of 5 fo 10
years. Thus the REA has enabled its
co-ops to go into the moneylending bus-
iness with 2-percent money. The co-op
gets its money back at 4 to 6 percent
over a short term and pockets the differ-
ence.
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- Fourteen of these loans have been
made since September of 1961, totaling
over $1.2 million. Here are some ex-
amples where rural co-ops obtained
money from the REA at 2 percent and
made loans back to their consumers at
a greater rate of interest:

A $25,000 loan for 5 years at 4 per-
cent interest for a construction company
to purchase equipment for the crushing
and washing of gravel.

A $30,000 loan for 10 years at 4-percent
interest to buy wiring, plumbing, and
electrical equipment including machinery
for a company which markets and pur-
chases potatoes. This same rural co-op
made a $250,000 loan for 10 years at 4
percent to buy electrical equipment and
machinery for a lumber company.

A loan for $22,068 for 10 years at 4-per-
cent interest to buy snowmaking equip-
ment, outdoor lights, motors for rope
tows, and a chairlift for an Illinois resort.

A $54,000 loan for 5 years at 5-percent
interest for machinery for removing bark
from logs and for the processing and
loading of wood chips for a wood prod-
ucts company.

A $125,000 loan for 10 years at 4%5-
percent interest to purchase a gravel
sereening and crushing plant for a sand
and gravel company.

A $25,000 loan for 10 years at 4-per-
cent interest to purchase knitting ma-
chines for a mill in North Carolina.

A $35,500 loan for 10 years at 4-per-
cent interest to purchase machinery for
a planer mill.

A loan of $140,000 for 10 years at 4
percent to purchase machinery for a
company producing precision drills and
cutting tools.

A $75,000 loan for 10 years at 4 percent
to purchase a planer mill and electric
motors and controls for a lumber com-
pany.

A $137,000 loan for 10 years at 4 per-
cent to purchase refrigeration equipment
for a freezer and cold storage plant.

A $190,000 loan for 10 years at 4 per-
cent to purchase machinery to be used
by a company producing glass sand and
silica flour.

-~ A $23,500 loan for 10 years at 4145 per-
cent to purchase machinery used in a
precision metal parts factory.

A $100,000 loan for 10 years at 4 per-
cent to purchase machinery for a Wyo-
ming lumber company.

In each instance, the rural co-op ob-
tained the funds to make these loans
from the REA to be repaid over a period
up to 35 years at a 2-percent rate of
interest. You can readily see that these
co-ops may be able to turn over their
“cheap REA money” several times dur-
ing the course of the 35-year repayment
period

Madam President, such practices as
these can seriously jeopardize the REA
program and can hinder the accomplish-
ment of its stated objectives. It was
never contemplated that these co-ops
were to be put into the money lending
business and subsidized by the Govern-
ment. .

I ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing newspaper editorials and arti-
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cles be inserted at this point in my re-
marks:

First, an editorial from the Greeley
Sunday Journal, May 5, 1963.

Second, an editorial from the Wyo-
ming State Tribune, March 18, 1963.

Third, an editorial from the Broom-
field Star Builder, February 28, 1963.

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

[From the Greeley Sunday Journal,
May 5, 1963]
JOURNAL NEwWSs VIEWS

A hearing is being conducted by the Public
Utilities Commission in Denver on a subject
that should be of interest to every citizen
that believes the continued existence and
growth of free enterprise is an integral part
of our American way of life. The current
hearings are a continuation of presentations
that started earlier this year and quite prob-
ably will continue into June. BStated very
simply, it revolves around an effort by the
Poudre Valley REA to have the PUC freeze
the operations of the Home Light & Power
Co. to the area it now serves, reserving all
the remainder of the country to the Poudre
Valley REA. On the other hand, the Home
Light & Power Co. is seeking an area that
would allow it opportunity for growth.

We do not represent that we have the
slightest technical knowledge of the opera-
tion of a public utility, nor of the laws in
this or other States that govern the opera-
tion of power companies. But we do belleve
we have some basic knowledge of the laws
of fair play and deep concern for the eco-
nomic philosophy that helped make this
Nation great. When the Congress first set
up the Rural Electrification Administration,
it recognized that there were many rural
areas that could not be served economically
by privately owned power companles, but
the Congress agreed with the philosophy
that those same rural areas should have
electric power and at a price the farmers
and ranchers could pay.

It created the REA's and gave to them
certain preferential advantages in financial
structure and operation which in turn would
make it posasible for them to take electric
power to the rural areas. Two major of-
ferings were that the Federal Government
would loan working capital to the REA’'s
for 2 percent simple interest on long-term
loans, and the REA's would not have to pay
income tax on their su ent earnings
It was a great step forward for it bmught
electric lights and power where before there
bad been only kerosene lamps. And with
2 percent money and no income tax, the
REA’s prospered and grew. And the years
went by and they grew and grew.

And then in recent years, it came to pass
that the REA's tired of serving only the
rural areas where private power companies,
without the advantage of 2 percent Federal
loans and no income tax, could no% profit-
ably operate, and the REA’s longed for bigger
things. ntil today, here and in many areas
throughout the Nation, taxpaying, profit-
making private power companies are finding
their areas challenged by REA’s
which their own tax money is helping to
subsidize. If it can happen in the electric
business, it can happen in other businesses.
The ardent REA backer is growing on the
false premise that the Government well
from whence commeth 2 percent money is
a well without a bottom and that it 1s pos-
sible to eat the goose that lays the golden
eggs and still have the eggs. And if the
goose “objects, it's a dirty, profit smeared

and should be eaten.

Any system that allows such a situation
to exist is at once both unfair and dangerous.
It not only already exists in the utility busi-
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ness; it could just as easily develop In any
other business or profession. To take money
which the Federal Government borrows at a
cost of more than 3 percent, loan it to the
REA's at 2 percent, permit them to grow
by paying no tax, and then allow those same
federally subsidized power groups to covet
and challenge the growth areas of private
companies who are paying market
rates for their capital and corporate income
taxes is a gross injustice. It is unfair,

By compelling the privately owned utility
to rent its money in the marketplace, pay
corporate income taxes and then be con-
demned because that same private utility
can't sell its product as cheaply as the fed-
erally subsidized group, the philosophy be-
comes not only, almost unrealistically unfair,
it becomes violently dangerous. If such
an economic and political philosophy is al-
lowed to exist that taxes private business
and with those taxes and favored legislation
creates a competing, subsidized power that
in turn strives to obliterate that same private
business, then we are not writing the his-
tory of progress. We are writing the birth
notice of a political frankenstein that will
squeeze the last breath of life from the
private enterprise that gave it birth. Al
about will be the tragic remains of a glorious
Nation that once was. And only history
will. know that another great civilization
died, because in all its wisdom it was too
stupid to understand that man never has
been able to eat both the eggs and the goose.

[From the Wyoming State Tribune, Mar. 18,
1963]

A Bap THEORY

The Wyoming Public Service Commission
has set a hearing for next Thursday morning
that so far as we can determine is virtually
unprecedented in this State.

It will hear arguments on the proposed
loan of $100,000 by the Lower Valley Power
& Light of Afton, Wyo., to a lumber company
that will be a potential user of the power
generated by Lower Valley Power & Light.

The money that Lower Valley Power &
Light will lend to the lumber concern will be
used for the installation of electrical equip-
ment in a lumber mill to be built in the
Afton area.

It has been argued to us on a friendly basis
that the idea that this loan will be used for
the purpose of creating new Industry in
Wyoming, which everyone must admit the
State badly needs, is the prime, overriding
argument in its behalf.

‘We do not subscribe to that idea. For one
thing the money that will be used in the
loan is public money for which the Govern-
ment pays 4 percent interest. It will be re-
loaned at 2 percent.

‘This is a poor way to do business in many
ways; 1t cheats the taxpayers, it defeats the
purposes of banks and other private lending
agencies, and it mitigates against private en-
terprise. Specifically in the latter it permits
the REA cooperatives a vast reservoir of
cheap money pald for by the taxpayers, to
compete against private utilities which form
a part of the taxpaying public that contrib-
utes to this very same agency that competes
with it.

This is a viclous circle.

The REA is now asking Congress for nearly
half a billion dollars to use for these loans
to be made to private industry that it would
serve.

This would put the Government in busi-
ness against the taxpayers who support it.

‘We think this is a wholly dangerous idea.

[From the Broomfield Star Builder, Feb. 28,
1963]

THE DEADLY COMPETITOR

The act of 1936 setting up the Rural Elec-
trification Administration authorized the
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agency to make loans for furnishing elec-
tricity to “persons in rural areas.” How is
it, then, that in the last few years five out
of six new REA co-op customers haven't been
truly rural at all, but commerclal, industrial
and nonrural residential?

For one thing, REA activities reflect the
changing character of the Nation; farms are
fewer, suburbs have sprawled out from the
citles in once-rural lands. And REA Ad-
ministrator Norman Clapp contends that a
territory developed by a co-op “in good faith”
when it was rural still is co-op territory even
though it may be a vast suburban or indus-
trial complex.

For another, as Hubert Kay notes in an
article in the February Fortune magazine,
the REA's co-ops have become increasingly
aggressive in going after commercial-indus-
trial business. So much so that whereas it
once used only 2.5 percent of its loans to
build new generating plants and transmis-
sion lines it now uses over 16 percent. The
REA system’s rapid growth as a power pro-
ducer has further alarmed already skittish
investor owned power companies which see
in REA an ever expanding power grid with
which they cannot forever compete.

For the private utilities pay from 4 to §
percent for money they need to borrow; the
co-ops have the use of Federal funds at 2
percent (which the Government borrows at
4 percent). Utllitles pay out about 24 cents
in taxes of each dollar received, including 13
cents in Federal income taxes; co-ops pay no
direct Federal taxes at all and, as co-ops,
enjoy preferred State and local tax treat-
ment. And whereas companies are tightly
regulated by State and Federal agencies, most
co-ops can set their own rates. So the co-
ops’ competitive advantage 1s immense.

Now there’s one fairly simple way to bring
about competition on a more nearly equal
basis. And that is to strip the REA co-ops
of their protective mantle of subsidies and
preferments and thus force them to really
compete with private companies. In short,
make the REA pay its own way in the market-
place.

But as it is, the REA stands as an arche-
type of a Government agency that not only
refuses to die when no longer needed but
also uses every unfair means available to kiil
off its investor-financed competition.

Mr. DOMINICK. Madam President,
my bill will not cure all the problems
noted in the editorials, but, if enacted, it
will at least mean that the taxpayers of
this country will not be subsidizing ven-
tures of which they never heard and
which were not contemplated when the
original bill was passed.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
lie on the desk for 1 week so that other
Senators who may wish to add their
names as cosponsor may do so.

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

EXPANSION AND CONTINUATION OF
ACCELERATED PUBLIC WORKS
PROGRAM

Mr. McNAMARA. Madam President,
I introduce, for appropriate reference, a
bill to expand and continue the ac-
celerated public works program.

One of the most successful actions
taken by the Congress last year was the
creation of an accelerated public works
program through Public Law 87-658.

The purpose of this program was two-
fold: First, to combat persistent unem-
ployment in those areas which did not
share in the general economic recovery
of the country from the 1960-81 reces-
sion; and second, to stimulate the
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economy by helping local governments
finance needed public works projects they
could not afford to undertake alone,

Under this program, the Congress
authorized $900 millions—nearly all of
which has sinde been appropriated and
is now at work creating jobs and con-
structing public facilities throughout the
country.

The accelerated public works program
provides Federal grants—on a 50-percent
matching basis—to local governments for
eligible projects, with the added provi-
sions that the Federal grant can be in-
creased to 75 percent of the project cost
where the local community is unable to
finance its 50-percent share. The act
also provides financing for some exclu-
sively Federal projects, previously
authorized by the Congress.

To make certain that this program
would have its first and greatest impact
in areas where the need was most seri-
ous, the act specified that projects must
be located in those areas designated as
eligible under the Area Redevelopment
Act.

These included 149 large and small in-
dustrial labor market areas, 767 rural
areas, and 50 Indian reservations, plus
an additional 122 communities which had
suffered from substantial unemployment
for the better part of the preceding year.

In order that the program would bring
about quick assistance, Federal grants
were limited to those local projects which
could be started promptly and on which
the bulk of the work would be completed
in 12 months.

Madam President, there is no doubt in
my mind that the accelerated public
works program is one of the most popu-
lar and important programs approved
by the 87th Congress. It is accomplish-
ing its purpose in a magnificent manner.

Public works projects—urgently needed
but never started due to lack of funds
at the local level—are now underway in
hundreds of communities throughout the
Nation.

These projects include sewage treat-
ment plants, water purification facilities,
sewer and water main extensions and
improvements, new police and fire sta-
tions, libraries, and road and street re-
pair projects, to name just a few. And
in each instance, these urgently needed
projects are providing an economic “shot
in the arm” to the community in which
they are located, because the dollars paid
out in wages for the new jobs created,
and the dollars spent on materials for
the projects, are “high velocity dollars”
that circulate swiftly through the com-
munity and have a chain-reaction effect.

The original Accelerated Public Works
Act authorized expenditure of $900 mil-
lion. Last October Congress appropri-
ated $400 million and these funds were
quickly committed by various Federal
agencies to more than 3,000 local public
works projects in all parts of the country.

This past May the Congress appropri-
ated another $450 million for the ac-
celerated public works program, making
a total of $850 million. Under the law,
this $450 million must be expended by
January 31, 1964.

The need for this accelerated public
works program has been so great that,
successful as the program has been, ap-
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plications have far outstripped available
funds.

For example, the Community Facilities
Administration was deluged with more
than $1 billion worth of applications
during the first 6 months of the pro-
gram, and still has more than half a
billion dollars worth of projects pending,
despite the fact that $455,635,000 in ac-
celerated public works projects will be
approved by the Community Facilities
Administration under existing appropri-
ations.

And at the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, I am informed
that in addition to the $200 million
worth of waste treatment and hospital
construetion projects to be approved un-
der the $850 million appropriated, the
Department has pending applications for
another $206 million worth of projects.

The total of these pending applica-
tions in CFA and HEW, impressive as it
is, does not represent an accurate pic-
ture of the backlog of local projects,
since many communities have been dis-
couraged, for several months, from filing
additional applications, due to an obvi-
ous lack of funds.

Madam President, I believe that there
is a need to both continue and expand
the accelerated public works program.
There is still a large backlog of urgently
needed local public works projects. And
many areas of the country still are ex-
periencing heavy and persistent unem-
ployment.

The bill I introduce today would au-
thorize an additional $1.5 billion for the
accelerated public works program.

This is a large sum, but I believe that
the experience under this program thus
far demonstrates conclusively that each
of these dollars will return great divi-
dends.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (S. 1856) to increase the
amount authorized to be appropriated
to carry out the provisions of the Public
Works Acceleration Act, introduced by
Mr. McNamaraA, was received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Commit-
tee on Public Works,

EXEMPTION FROM DRAFT FOR SOLE
SURVIVING SON

Mr. KEATING. Madam President, I
introduce, for appropriate reference, a
bill to amend the Universal Military
Training and Service Act to provide an
exemption from induction for the sole
surviving son of a family whose father
died as a result of military service.

Under the present law, this type of ex-
emption is given to the sole surviving son
of a family where one or more sons or
daughters were killed or died in line of
duty. This bill will extend this exemp-
tion to include cases where the father
died in the service of his country, I feel
that this is a deslrable and meritorious
extension of this type of exemption.

At present the selective service classi-
fication system allows deferments where
extreme hardship can be established.
However, this deferment is not applica-
ble without evidence of extreme privation
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to a family whose only surviving son is
faced with induction.

This exemption has the strong support
of the Gold Star Wives of America, Inc.,
all veterans' organizations, and many
other interested persons. It also is fa-
vored by the selective service system.

I think that passage of this bill will be
a fitting tribute to families whose father
and husband made the supreme sacrifice
for our Nation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred.

The bill (S. 1857) to amend section 6
(o) of the Universal Military Training
and Service Act to provide an exemption
from induction for the sole surviving son
of a family whose father died as a result
of military service, introduced by Mr.
KEATING, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Armed Services.

PROHIBITION OF USE OF MEASUR-
ING DEVICES IN POSTAL SERV-
ICE—ADDITIONAL SPONSOR OF
BILL
Mr. EKUCHEL. Madam President,

earlier this session, I introduced Senate

bill 1423, to prohibit the use of measuring
devices to measure the work of an indi-
vidual employee in the postal service.

The distinguished senior Senator from

New York [Mr. Javirs] has asked that

his name be added as a cosponsor. I ask

unanimous consent that at the next
printing of the bill the name of the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from New

York be includecd as a cosponsor.

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

ACQUISITION OF WETLANDS IN
CANADA—ADDITIONAL COSPON-
SOR OF BILL
Mr. HRUSKA. Madam President, on

June 27 of this year I introduced, on be-

hlf of myself and four other Senators,

S. 181C, a bill to permit the use within

Canada of certain funds for the acquisi-

tion of wetlands for the conservation of

migratory waterfowl.

I now ask unanimous consent that the
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
GRUENING] be added to the list of co-
SPONSOTS.

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

OPPOSITION TO PROPOSED TAX ON
DIESEL FUEL USED BY TOW-
BOATS—STATEMENT BY BRAX-
TON B. CARR
Mr. DIRKESEN. Mr. President, several

weeks ago representatives of the coal, oil,

iron ore, grain industries, manufactur-
ers, water transportation, shippers of
bulk commodities, and others from the

State of Illinois came to Washington to

voice opposition to the proposed 2 cents

per gallon tax on diesel fuel used by tow-
boats.

At a breakfast meeting in Washington
attended by most of the Illinois congres-
sional delegation and also by representa-
tives from my office and that of Senator
Dovucras, Mr, Braxton B. Carr, president
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of the association, made a statement on
the proposed tax. I believe his statement
will be of considerable interest and will
indicate how shippers and others would
be affected by the proposed tax. I ask
unanimous consent that a summary of
the statement by Mr. Braxton B. Carr,
president of the American Waterways
Operators, Inc., to the 46th anniversary
convention of the National Coal Associa-
tion, at the Mayflower Hotel, made on
this subject as a member of the trans-
portation panel, be included in the
RECORD.

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

The water carrier spokesman used 1960 as
a base year because that is the last year for
which complete statistical data is available,
but he said the annual savings is proportion-
ate. He noted that 88,500,000 tons of coal
were moved by barge in 1960, representing
22.5 percent of total inland waterborne com-
merce of the United States, exclusive of the
Great Lakes, and representing 18 percent of
total ton-miles of waterborne service.

“Taking the difference between what
shippers pald for transportation of this coal
by water and what they would have paid to
move it by the next lowest cost available
mode—railroad transportation—we find that
in 1960 barge transportation saved coal
shippers $244,284,000,” Mr. Carr sald. “This
savings was realized on 22 percent of the
output of mines—11 percent of which went
directly from mine to water transportation.
The other 11 percent had a prior rail or truck
haul before it went into barge transporta-
tion.”

“You might say the waterways paid a
dividend of $244,284,000 in the movement of
coal alone in 1960 and this dividend was
widely distributed in the form of real savings
to the consumers who bought the end prod-
ucts this coal helped produce.”

Mr. Carr reminded the coal executives that
the only reason coal figures so importantly
in the fuels market today is that the indus-
try has found ways to reduce the delivered
price of the product. “Barge transportation
offers just one thing to the coal industry: a
means to reduce the delivered price of coal,”
the AWO president said.

He then cited these facts: The cost of
barge transportation in the movement of
coal represents on the average 12 percent of
the price of the delivered product, compared
to 42 percent for rall transportation. The
average water haul of coal is 221 miles and
the average rate is 3 mills per ton-mile. The
average barge haul of 221 miles costs the coal
shipper 66 cents per ton. The average rail
haul is 204 miles, for which the shipper pays
an average of $3.42 per ton.

Mr. Carr noted that of the 7,800 mines in
operation in the United States, only 66—Iless
than 1 percent—are located on water. Yet,
he sald, these 656 mines put 11 percent of
total coal production directly into barge
transportation.

With respect to the $244,284,000 which

transportation saved coal shippers in
1960, Mr. Carr saild that consumers through-
out the United States shared in that savings
in the form of cheaper electricity, household
goods, and other consumer savings. In addi-
tion, he said, the savings were actually more
than $244,284,000 because barge rates on
coal held down some rail rates. He cited
several examples illustrating the inequality
that exists in present freight rates applying
to coal traffic between points where barge
transportation is-available and where it is
not available.

Mr. Carr sald that it was essential to the
future of the coal industry that the industry
take a careful, hard look at some transporta-
tion policy proposals which are now being
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considered, among them, the proposal to place
user charges on the inland waterways in the
form of a 2-cent-per-gallon tax on fuel,
and the proposal to repeal minimum rate
regulation on the carriage of bulk commod-
ities by the rallroads.

The AWO spokesman said that the 2-
cent-per-gallon tax now proposed on fuel
would raise the delivered price on coal be-
tween six and seven percent, but that it
would take a tax of at least 24 cents per gal-
lon based on the current level of traffic move-
ment to get the money the toll proponents
want.

“A tax of 24 cents per gallon on diesel fuel
used by towboats and tughoats will increase
the transportation price for coal on the aver-
age of 72 percent,” Mr. Carr asserted. “This
would make the cost of barge transportation
represent 20 percent of the delivered price of
coal, as against 12 percent now."”

Other members of the panel were C. J. Fitz-
patrick, president of the Chicago & North
Western Railway Co., Chicago; Cecil H. Un-
derwood, vice president of Island Creek Coal
Co., Huntington, W. Va.; and H. N. Ramsey,
president of Philadelphia Electric Co., Phila-
delphia. Moderator of the panel was Dr.
Myles E. Robinson, director of economics
and transportation of the National Coal As-
soclation,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BREWSTER in the chair). Is there fur-
ther morning business?

PROPOSED APPOINTMENT OF ASSO-
CIATE JUSTICE GOLDBERG AS
MEDIATOR IN RAILROAD STRIKE
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am

advised that the unions have rejected

the President's proposal that Associate

Justice Goldberg serve as negotiator or

mediator. I am not passing on the

strike. I am not familiar with the merits
of the arguments on each side. I am
pleased to learn that a member of the

Supreme Court of the United States will

not serve as a negotiator, intermediary,

mediator, or in any other capacity out-
side his responsibilities as a Justice of
the Supreme Court of the United States.

The Supreme Court is an entirely in-
dependent branch of the Government
established by the Constitution of the
United States. The tenure of a justice
is for life, subject only to impeachment
on proper grounds. The soundness of
our system absolutely demands that we
keep those lines inviolate.

Mr. Justice Goldberg is a very fine
man. He is an extraordinary person
and has rendered great service in the
field of so-called labor disputes. But he
and the President of the United States
both made a decision months ago when
they decided that he should be appointed
an Associate Justice of the Supreme
Court.

In the opinion of the Senator from
Mississippi, Justice Goldberg cut him-
self off from all opportunities to render
service, however valuable those services
might be, in the field of labor relations.
Now he is a Justice of the Supreme Court
of the United States. Neither he nor any
other member of that Court has any
proper function outside that mission so
long as they are members of the Court.

A very unfortunate precedent of some
kind was set at the time of the Nurem-
berg trials. It should be an exception
and stand alone, and should not be fol-
lowed under any circumstances. The
appointment then was made at the close
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of the war and was partly emotional
matter, It can be overlooked
ground. As I have said, I am not famil-
iar enough with
way labor con

to learn that apparently Mr. Justice
Goldberg will not serve.

TIME RUNS OUT FOR WILDERNESS

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
on September 6, 1961, the Senate passed
S. 174, the bill to establish a national
wilderness preservation system. I voted
for the legislation, as I did this session
on a similar measure, because I believe
there is great value in maintaining some
parts of our public domain in natural
and unspoiled state. Despite approval
by the Senate in 1961, congressional ac-
tion was not completed and S. 174 ex~

pired with adjowrnment of the 87th
Congress.

modifies this wide-open eniry. Thus,
after the Senate again acted favorably
this year on S. 4, the new version of the
wilderness bill, I became curious about
the extent of invasion of wilderness by
mining interests in the period of time
since our 1961 action. I asked Mr. Ed-
ward P. Cliff, Chief of the Forest Service,
to provide an estimate of the number,
acreage, validity, and minerals involved
in claims which have been filed in wil-
derness, wild, and primitive areas since
September 6, 1961.

The report from the Forest Service
shows some 537 claims have been filed
in wilderness, wild, and primitive areas
of our national forests since September
6, 1961, the date of the Senate’s last pre-
vious action on wilderness legislation.
Of the total, 327 claims were filed in
areas defined as wilderness, 23 claims in
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wild areas, and 187 claims in primitive
areas. These figures do not. of course,
include the number of claims filed under
mining laws in wilderness-type areas
during previous years. I emphasize, Mr.
President, that in the months since
Senate passed S. 174, mining claims have
been filed at the rate of 23 per month.
Although some of the claims may not be
valid, it is estimated the 537 claims filed
include about 11,000 acres of wilderness-
type domain

I am disturbed and dismayed by con-
tinued erosion of our wilderness heritage
and the threats against its existence.
Indeed, time may be running out for our
once timeless wilderness.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the ReEcorp with my remarks
a table prepared by the Forest Service
with the estimated number of mining
claims filed on national forest lands in
wilderness, wild, and primitive areas
since September 6, 1961.

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

Estimated number of mining claims filed on national forest lands in wilderness, wild, and primitive areas since Sept. 6, 1961

WILDERNESS AREAS

Name of area State Region Forest Number of Minerals mentioned by Validity of claims
claims claimant
Matazal Arizonm______._.._ 3 Tonto. et TS Copper, gold, silver___________| 5 mehimsmy be valid, rest un-
Superstitfor. . __ ... ... l..._. do._ - SEECLRETOR Y e do.__ =l = Copper.. 2 k‘nt.n may be valid, rest un-
Wi,
A da-Pintlar. ) TS S, | SRS Beswrll'claad, Bitterroot, | 1..............| Gold, silver, lead, sine______._ Unknown.
cer 1
[ SR SR S New Mexico.....| 3 Gila, " 50, Tin, tellorium, titanfum. ... Do.
Pecos. . . S 3. -| SBanta Fe__ 100 s wa. BRI iR T e e Do.
Eagle Cap Oregon | 6. Wallows-Whitman... .. [ ieSEraR e Gold, sll};ar. I'::nrxanl!.l:n, plati- | 5 claims may be valid, rest un-
num, Hmestone, A
Three Bisters_ do. 6. Willamette, Deschutes__| 13 Pumiee 9 claims may be valld, rest un-
WL
(Flacier Peak ‘Washingt 6. M:hu“t Baker, Wenat- | 30. Limestone, cOPPer- - . cooceee-- 6 claims may be valid, rest un-
e,
South Absaroka .| Wyoming .| 2 Shosh 4. ngu'. gold, silver, molyb- | All claims may be valid,
um,
Total: 9 wilderness | 65tates___________ 4 regions____| 12 forests_ 327 claim Bminerals... oo 76 claims may be valid,
WILD AREAS
Chiricah YU T T e o SR | Coronado. 5. Lead, zinc. _. e | Unkmown.
Hoover__ California 4and 5 ‘Toiyabe, Inyo. - 4 Gold, ¢ 4 claims may be valid,
X Oregon_.___ H RS Biskiyon. . 13. e o it e e 4 claims may be valid, rest
Strawberry Mountain -do.. [} Malheur 1 Gold. U
Total: 4 wildareas | 3States __________| 4reglons.____| 5 fai 5 minerals. 8 claims may be walid,
PRIMITIVE AREAS
S e California________ | & ___ . . .. Sierra Inyo. 22. Caleite, gold, tungsten________ Unknown,
-Trinity Alps. do & Bhasta-Trini 18. Gold Do.
San Juan Colorado, 2 San Juan 46, Lead, zinc, gold, silver, copper.| All elaims may be valid,
Wilson M in do 2 San Juan, U hgre | 14 b o e e Do.
U s RUASTRE O SR T RS 2 L9 hgre 24 do.. Do.
Salmon River Breaks Idaho 1 Nezp 2 Gold Unknown,
New M 3 Gila. 50, TFin, tellurinm, th Do.
North Cascade......ooo-...| Washington..... | 6. .......| Mount Baker, Okan- | 11 Tungst Do.
ogan.
Total: 8 primitive | 5 States. . ________| Sreglons__._| Oforests _______________ 187 clnims_ .| 10 mi 1 84 clai may be valid,
areas.
BUMMARY
Number of—
Type of ares
Areas Etates Reglons Forests Claims Minerals |May be vl.lld' Unknown
validity
Wilderness 9 & 4 12 327 13 7% 251
Wild 4 3 4 5 3 5 8 15
Frimitive. 8 5 5 9 187 0 84 103
Total n 19 15 122 537 116 168 369
1 Duplications have been eiminated, It is estimated that the 537 claims include about 11,000 acres.
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A SHIELD FOR THE SHOPPER—
TRUTH IN PACKAGING LEGISLA-
TION NEEDED

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
one of the most important pieces of legis-
lation before the Senate in the continu-
ing fight for consumer protection is the
truth-in-packaging-and-labeling legisla-
tion sponsored by the distinguished
junior Senator from Michigan [Mr,
Harrl. I have joined in sponsoring this
significant bill, S. 387.

A most persuasive article by the Sena-
tor from Michigan appears in the Pro-
gressive magazine, July 1963 issue. This
article, entitled “A Shield for the Shop-
per,” points out:

The simple purpose of the truth-in-pack-
aging measure is to give the consumer the
information needed to make a sound, reason-
ably swift shopping decision and to insure
that the package fairly represents the prod-
uct inside. Fortified with this protection,
the consumer would have little to fear from
the dart guns of deception.

I commend this article to all of those
who are fighting for adequate consumer
protection,

The Washington Evening Star in an
editorial of July 8, 1963, strongly en-
dorsed the truth-in-packaging bill intro-
duced by the Senator from Michigan.
As the Evening Star states that “there is
nothing in the bill any honest producer
should fear.”

I am hopeful that the Senate Antitrust
Subcommittee will report favorably this
important proposed legislation which will
be a milestone in consumer protection.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the body of the
CONGRESSIONAL REcORD the article by the
Senator from Michigan [Mr. Hartl to-
gether with the editorial, “What Are
You Buying?” from the Evening Star.

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

A SHIELD FOR THE SHOPPER
(By Senator PaiLir A. Hart, of Michigan)

As I passed by the television set a few
nights ago, my eye was caught by the pic-
ture of a running antelope trying to escape
a pursuing helicopter. *“The antelope is a
naturally suspicious and wary animal,” the
narrator was saying smoothly, “and there
was a time when he was extremely difficult
to capture.”

Then the helicopter swooped low, someone
shot a dart full of a tranquilizer into the
animal’s flank, and before long it toppled over
on its side to await the net. The show was
intended as a tribute to modern efficiency,
but somehow my sympathies were with the
antelope.

I left the room then, because I was busy
studying the high degree of modern efficiency
directed at capturing the dollars of the
American consumer. The deadline for this
article had crept up on me, and I was reread-
ing some testimony that told of the many
sclentific innovations used by the modern
merchandiser. I was as impressed by them
as I was by the dart guns used by big game
hunters.

The American shopper has grown as wary
and suspicious as any antelope, and she has
the additional advantage of being generally
as Intelligent as her pursuers. But slick, new
marketing methods are being spawned daily,
and most of us find ourselves increasingly
vulnerable to an army of motivational re-
searchers and promotion specialists who are

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

quite prepared to swoop down and tranquil-
ize us with misleading information and clev-
er deceptions. Spurred by fierce competi-
tion, merchandisers devote weeks and
months to polishing their techniques while
the average consumer can devote only an
occasional hour, often in vain, to digging out
the factual information which is her only
defense,

The truth-in-packaging bill that I have
introduced in the Senate (a companion bill
has been presented in the House) is one at-
tempt to put the consumer on a more equal
footing with the manufacturer. The bill has
only one basic purpose; to allow the shopper
the opportunity to make a rational buyling
choilce.

The increasing difficulty of making a ra-
tional cholce is perbaps best illustrated by
the series of exhibits introduced during the
lengthy hearings on packaging which I con-
ducted as chairman of a subcommittee of
the Senate Commerce Committee. Here on
my desk, for example, is a bottle of salad
oll—a newly designed bottle with a stream-
lined figure. Not long ago, this same brand
came in a quart container of traditional de-
sign—a thick-waisted bottle of the type com-
monly used for dozens of liquids: beer,
cleansers, and soda pop.

Why the change? It seemed the motiva-
tional researchers reported to the manufac-
turer that women assoclated oll with calories
and the thick-walsted bottle subconsciously
warned them off lest their own figures follow
suit. The designers went to work and the
result was the bottle contoured like a shapely
woman.

Now for the delicately administered sting.
Remember, the old bottle contained a quart.
Well, if you can find the printed content on
the new bottle (which is not easy), you dis-
cover it holds one and one-half pints of oil.
It is true that the new bottle costs the
shopper a few cents less. But the price per
ounce of oil is significantly higher. The
new bottle was so successful, incidentally,
that most competitors adopted it along with
a similarly disguised price increase.

These days, the wary shopper would regard
a new, improved package with as much sus-
picion as a knowledgeable antelope anxious-
1y watching an approaching helicopter. Here
is a box of spaghetti. There is a cellophane
window at the bottom of the front panel
80 you can view the wholesome contents.
But, turn the box upside down. The window
is empty. The box was only half full.

Now take a look at this carton. It held
a frozen cherry ple. The plcture on the
carton shows a single luscious wedge of ple.
Along the visible side of the wedge we can
count 37 cherries. And how many cherries
were inside the entire ple? Forty.

Next, two cans of coffee. Same brand,
same size, same shelf. One label is stamped
“10 cents off,’" the other, “15 cents off.”
“Off what?"” seemed the logical question.
But since the manufacturer does not con-
trol retail price, it was a question that could
not be answered. Perhaps the consumer will
get a bargain, perhaps he won't. We found
some products that have been *cents off"
since they went on the market years ago.
“Cents off” what regular price? Who knows?

One of our witnesses told of entering a
drugstore and asking for a small tube of
toothpaste. He was handed one marked

“Giant.” “That's the smallest we have,” said
the clerk, smiling a little sheepishly. The
next slze larger was labeled “Family.” After
that came “Jumbo.”

Or take a box of shredded wheat. The

face of the package is 6 inches high and 714
inches wide, This size box was long a
familiar standard on supermarket shelves
until one manufacturer came out with a
larger container. The larger box is marked
“New, improved.” Its front panel measures
814 inches square. Yet the box holds only
10Y% ounces—an ounce and & half less than

12349

the old box. That is 18 percent less product
in a box 20 percent bigger.

Isolated examples? Not at all. The exhib-
its were picked up at random in chain super-
markets. Our witnesses pointed out dozens
of parallel confusions and absurdities they
encountered.

Some of the most telling testimony came
unwittingly from a top executive of a major
detergent company who appeared with a
number of aids to testify against the bill.
Paraphrasing, but without damage to essen-
tial accuracy, here is what occurred:

At one point the detergent executive was
discussing a new box of washing powder that
weighed 12%; ounces and sold for 34 cents.
He held the box up to show that the net
weight was marked on the front panel.

“The use of fractional ounces,” I pointed
out, “is one of the consumer complaints
we've heard most often. My wife—who is
an excellent mathematician—tells me it is
very difficult sometimes to compute the cost
per ounce of competing products.”

The executive answered that this was real-
ly no serious problem.

“How much does the soap you have there
cost the housewife per ounce?” was the next
question.

The executive thought a minute. *“Could
we come back to that later?” he asked. We
pressed him for an answer.

“Well, Mr. Purcell here can answer that,”
the executive sighed, waving toward an aid.

“I don't have my cost charts with me,”
offered Mr. Purcell.

Someone suggested that housewives do not
often have cost charts available, either. Mr,
Purcell bent over his pencil and pad. His
chief suggested once again that we come back
to the matter later. Mr. Purcell said that
he could answer much more swiftly if a con-
versation had not been going on. By this
time, I felt the point had been made, and we
went on to something else.

Because we so often talked in terms of
pennies here and nickels there, it sometimes
seemed that we were dealing with an Insig-
nificant portion of the economy. But mar-
ket basket purchases account for about 21
percent of the average family's budget, and
sales of commodities covered by the bill total
some $63 billion annually. A family mak-
ing buying decisions on the basis of rational-
ity, instead of merchandising hoopla, could
save $200 to $300 a year.

A truth in packaging law would have an-
other, more subtle, yet perhaps more impor-
tant effect on the economy. The free enter-
prise system depends on the theory that the
manufacturer who provides the best quality
at the best price will be rewarded by success.
The theory, in turn, depends on the con-
sumer making wise choices. The manufac-
turer must make his products known and
available while the consumer, voting with
his dollars, decides which products will re-
main on the market and which will not.

Deceptive, confusing, or misleading pack-
aging causes shoppers to make poor choices,
harming themselves and the honest manu-
facturer. Success in business comes to de-
pend more on glmmickry than on value. In
fact, honest packaging tends to be driven off
the market by slick practices. Time after
time, we have seen cases where manufactur-
ers were forced into questionable packaging
practices to keep up with some competitor
who had found a new way to puff up his
package.

The package, after all, is the only sales-
man a shopper meets in the market these
days. Some years ago, the housewife dealt
with a grocer who discussed values and then
personally filled many of the packages the
customer carried home. Cost comparisons
were easy because prices were based on hon-
est pounds and whole ounces instead of
fractions. Modern supermarkets, on the
other hand, don’t sell anything. They serve
as display depots that are in the business of
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renting out shelf space to manufacturers
for the highest possible rental—rental that
depends on markup and turnover. And
because even a momentary lag in sales can
sweep a product off the market, any suc-
cessful packaging gimmick must be swiftly
imitated by competitors interested in their
own survival. It is in this atmosphere that
the housewife must divide twelve and one-
fourth ounces into 34 cents while simulta-
neously worrying about her time expiring on
a parking meter, and her two children who
Jjust disappeared behind the meat counter.

The supermarket and prepackaged foods
originally were designed to save money for
CONSUIMErs T mass marketing. This
purpose will be defeated if we do not estab-
lish ground rules that will make sense out
of the present chaos of packaging practices.

Here are some goals the truth in packaging
bill is designed to achieve:

The prohibition of illustrations that de-
celve the consumer as to content. Choco-
late chips, for example, should be as evident
in the cookles as they are in the package
llustration.

The eliminastion of “cents-off" claims or
“economy-sized” designations. These imply
a control over retall price that the manu-
facturer does not have.

The establishment of standard weights and
measures in whieh certain product lines
could be sold. Imstead of having competing
brands selling in 18%-, 15%-, and 18%-
ounce packages, would it not be easier if
they all came in 1-pound containers or mul-
tiples of 1 pound? And—in all cases—it
would be required that net weight be promi-
nently displayed.

The tion of the use of packages
that might deceive the consumer as to con-
tent. In some cases, slack fill is unavoid-
able, but there seems little excuse for the
4-inch candy bar in the 6-inch cardboard
tray, or for that spaghetii box mentioned
earlier.

The establishment of serving standards.
How much fillet of sole, for example, will
serve four? Ome pound or four forkfuls?

The elimination of meaningless designa-
tions such as “jumbo”™ and “giant half-

The adoption of regulations that would
make it difficult for manufacturers to dis-
guise priee Iinecreases by reducing package
content.

The bill has stirred up formidable industry
opposition, although a mumber of manufac-
turers testified that the bill would be wel-
come protection against less scrupulous com-
petitors. Arguments against the bill boll
down to:

Industry can do the job with self-regula-

Present labeling laws are adequate.

The bill constitutes nndue Government in-
terference.

Unhappily, the history of self-regulation
in this field inspires no confidence that it
will be more successful in the future. And
the evidence is overwhelming that existing
laws are wholly inadequate to cope with the
present confusion of prepackaged merchan-
dising devices.

The third argument is a wvenerable one
that has been used Iln vain many times to
oppose such other Federal infringements as
those provided under the Clayton Antitrust
Act, the Securities Exchange Act, and even
the Food and Drug Act. The irony, of
course, Is that all of these laws—once en-
acted—benefited business as well as the
consumer. I am convinced that sensible
ground rules will ease many headaches in
the packaging business.

The simple purpose of the truth in pack-
aging measure ls to give the consumer the
information needed to make a sound, rea-
sonable swift shopping decision and to in-
sure that the package falrly represents the
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product inside. Fortified with this protec-
tion, the consumer would have little to fear
from the dart guns of deception.

[From the Evening Star, July 8, 1983}

WHHAT ARE YoUu BUYING?

That feeling of bewilderment and frus-
tration often shared by superstore shoppers
is no mere coincidence. To begin with, all
are wandering through a labyrinth stocked
with some 8,000 items of every shape, size,
welght, brand and price from which to
choose, as economically as possible, the ne-
cessitles of food, cosmetics, household items
and the like.

It would be taxing enough if each knew,
as he reached for a certailn product, just
what he was paying for in comparison with
a competing product. But it can be down-
right defeating when the thrifty shopper,
taking the time to read the fine print, finds
himself completely bafiled by the unmatch-
ing assortment of weights, quantities and
sizes offered at a wide variety of prices.

Chances are, he will agree with Senator
HarT, of Michigan, and the Senate Antitrust
Subcommittee of the need for a fruth-in-
packaging bill to curb deceptive labeling and
packaging practices. During hearings the
past 2 years the subcommittee has vicari-
ously followed shoppers through a stupefy-
ing maze of full quarts which grow Iinto
Jumbo quarts and finally attain gfant im-
perial quart size. The once respectable pint
is no more. It has succumbed to the giant
half-quart.

These mirages, however, are innocuous
compared with other items which bemused
the subcommittee, such as economy-size
packages of unproven economic worth, sizes
dealing In fractions of ounces and almost
impossible to compare as to price with other
odd-sized packages, impressive-sized boxes
partly filled with air, and oddly shaped con-
tainers holding less than they appear to.

The truth-in-packaging bill would stand-
ardize the contents of small, medium and
Iarge packages, halt the deceptive cents-off-
regular-price practice, insist on clearly
printed weights and contents prominently
displayed on packages and clarify other mis-
leading points such as the number of persons
a package will serve.

There is nothing in the bill any honest
producer should fear. There is a great deal
which will help the homemaker more effec-
tively spend the 20 percent of the family
budget used for such purposes. We think
that the public is fed up with this kind of
freatment and that the full Senate Anti-
trust Committee should do something about
it by favorably reporting the bill this month.

A NATION UNDER GOD

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the
United States was founded on the sound
principles of a deep and abiding faith in
Almighfy God, but recenft actions by the
Federal judiciary fhreaten fo carry us
farther and farther away from these
principles.

Unless present trends are reversed, I
fear that this country will lose sight of
the fact that it, like all nations, is a na-
téion under God, from whom all things

oOwW.

The decision of the Supreme Court
banning the reading of the Bible and the
saying of the Lord’s Prayer from our pub-
lic schools is beginming to have its impact
on the God-fearing men of this Nation.

Dr. Vernon S. Broyles, pastor of the
North Avenue Presbyferian Church in
Atlanta, Ga., in a sermon to his congre-
gation, was eminenily correct in express-
ing deep concern over the Court’s decl-
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sion. In his message, he feared for the
future of any nation which does not side
with God and have His help, and if it does
not acknowledge that He is the highest
authority over all men and their affairs.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this sermon be printed in the
REconmD.

There being no objection, the sermon
was ordered to be prinfed in the Recorp,
as follows:

A CHRISTIAN AND POLITICS
(By Dr. Vernon S. Broyles, Jr.)
(Secripture: Mark 12: 13-7)

Politics is the art of gavernment. In our
partieular country politics is the art of repre-
sentative government. We are not a democ-
racy. We are a nation committed to repre-
sentative government, described by Lincoln
as “government of the people, by the people
and for the people,” through representatives
whom we elect and in whom we invest power
as they meet together. When the Govern-
ment of this country was set up, about two-
thirds of the population of the Original
Colonies were from Presbyterian or Reformed
background. It is no accident that the gov-
ernmental structure of the United States fol-
Iows very closely that of the Presbyterian
and Reformed churches,

Religion is the proper acknowledgment
of and relationship to God. These two rela-
tionships, man's relationship to politics or
to the state and his relationship to religion,
to God and to the church, have been of
necessity, through all of his created life,
close. But the relationship has always been
an uneasy one. It has been an uneasy rela-
tionship because of the sinfulness of man,
because of man's self-assertion, because of
man’s pride. It has been an uneasy rela-
tionship because the church, very often as
the human organization of man's relation-
ship to God, has at times pretended to take
the place of God and to demand the same
allegiance as God demands and has de-
manded that that allegiance be over and
above the allegiance of a man to the state.
The church has become an ido! and made the
relationship difficult. That, however, does
not exist in many parts of the world today.
The Roman church theoretically makes the
claim but practically is getting farther from
it all the time. At any rate it is not a pres-
ent problem in our own land,

On the other hand, the tension has been
there always because the state, in the pride
of man's sin, has always found it dificult to
come to terms with God. Now this was true
In Jesus’ day. In those last days when they
were seeking finally to entrap Him, as part of
the web in which they would entrap Him
they brought up this tension between church
and state, between Caesar and Jewry, be-
tween politics and God. They came to Him
and they asked, “Is it lJawful to pay taxes?"
Well, it was an interesting combination that
came, the Herodians and the Pharisees.
When men decide against God it always
makes strange allies. It's happening today
in our struggle. Here were the Herodians
who hated anything that kept a man from
being loyal to the state. They had no idea
at all of any obligation to God that was not
subservient to the state. On the other hand,
here were the Pharisees who opposed the
Roman state and who would do anything
they could to put the loyalty of a man to
God and the Jewish faith above his loyalty
to Rome. So Jesus was put in the middle.
In His answer, “Render unto Caesar the
things that are Caesar’s and unto God the
things that are God's,”” He sald certain
things.

There are many who feel that He said that
the state was an independent area. We have
always had that. We have that today. This
idea that the state, that politics, can be
carried on outside of God and of our respon-
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sibility to God. Frederick the Great, of Prus-
sia, was reported to have said that “Salvation
is of God and everything else In my affair.”
The Archbishop of Canterbury, the Arch-
bishop Temple, who died during the last war,
was one of the great leaders of the church.
He was constantly pressing the people
of Britain to see that God belonged in the
center of their lives. He got on the nerves
of a good many of the politiclans. A Mr.
Lowe, who was & distinguished cartoonist,
had in one of the British publications a car-
toon that showed Colonel Blimp, represent-
ing the British people, standing barring the
gate to a field to Archbishop Temple. The
field represented the British public life, Brit-
ish Government. Colonel Blimp was saying
to the archbishop as he tried to go through
the gate, “Hey there. You're trespassing.
This is private property.” We have it in our
day. You are always hearing people saying
that they wish the church would stop talk-
ing about politics and about race and busi-
ness and preach the Gospel. There is no
gospel, except that which touches all of
life. That is what Jesus was saying there.
Jesus never let it be thought for a minute
that anything was outslde of man's respon-
sibility to God. The state has only such
power as God gives it. You remember when
He stood before Pilate? He was a beaten and
bound prisoner. He stood before the throne
of a Roman official, representing the em-
pire. Calmly He said, “Thou couldst have
no power at all over Me, unless it had been
glven thee from above.” Everything and
every part of human life is under the judg-
ment and of the mercy of God.

This i1s the story of Scripture. I think
Christlans are golng to have to start read-
ing the Bible again. Either that or you are
going to have your mind made up by the
latest fad of the newest leader. I am not
talking about reading just a few verses here
and a few verses there. I am talking about

it until you understand the sweep
of it. Until you understand what it is all
about. When we talk about God, in the
Christlan faith, we are talking about the
God of Jesus Christ. If you will read this
Book it sets forth from beginning to end
that all of life, every human individual,
every human association of individuals, is
under the judgment and mercy of God. By
God we mean the God of Jesus Christ, the
God revealed in our Bible. That is all we
know about God. All the ideas that men
bring to us about God outside of that, are
simply wrong. They are the foolishness of
human wisdom. Now we as Christlans need
to get narrow about that. We need never be
narrow in our sympathies, but insofar as our
convictions are concerned, they are rooted
to a Revelation. No man has any right to
talk about God outside that Revelation.
Read it. The whole sweep of it. Read
Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezeklel. Listen to
them call the roll of the nations to the throne
of God. Listen to the nations found respon-
sible for their relationship to God, for their
conduct before God. Listen to them as God
says, “Now shall they know that I am God,"”
as they come to judgment because they have
failed to know and to obey God. Hosea,
Amos. Amos says, "Has evil befallen any
clty unless God has done it." God is In con-
trol of the affairs of men and of natlons.
By Him natlons rise and fall. They live and
move and have their belng under God. That
is what Scripture says. Jesus here as I
quoted, saying to Pllate, “Thou could have
no power at all except it were given thee from
above.” Peter, standing before the author-
ities of his day and saying, “Whether it is
right in the sight of God to obey man rather
than God, judge you."” Paul moving about
the empire and clalming everything for
Christ.

It has been the story of the Christian
faith. Martin Luther broke the world wide
open by standing before the emperor of the
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Holy Roman Empire and the representatives
of the papacy which was then a great secu-
lar power and refusing to compromise, say-
ing, “Here Istand. I can do no other.” Mar-
tin Niemoeller, still living, spent 6 years in
a concentration camp because he would not
compromise with Adolph Hitler, who de-
manded that he admit that the authority of
the state was greater than the authority of
God. That is not as theoretical a question
today as it was 6 weeks ago. These great
religious questions in America that we have
considered to be so theoretical that they
never would touch us are beginning to crowd
us. It means that every nation today and
every part of every natlon stands under God.
It means that Russia is at the judgment bar
of God. Russia is not going to fail or fall
because of her economic system. Russia is
going to fall and fall because they have de-
nied God.

You see, If God exists, it's an entirely dif-
ferent thing than if we are just theorizing
about religion. But suppose God does exist
as we say we believe He does. Suppose He
is the life of all that lives. Suppose In Him
every human institution lives and moves and
has its being because human beings do. Sup-
pose that to be true. Suppose by the very
nature of God, the worship and acknowledge-
ment of God and obedience to Him is ab-
solutely necessary. Suppose you can no more
be neutral about God then you can be neu-
tral about breathing. Suppose that it is just
as natural for God to be in the center of
life as it is for breath to be in the center
of the body that lives. These things being
true, then no human institution and no
human being can live and prosper outside
of the proper acknowledgement of and rela-
tionship to God. That is true of England
and of France and of everything in England
and France. It is equally true of America.

Now we are hearing today that in America
we have developed something new and, there-
fore, we need a new approach. We are told
today, and this is the word you hear more
and more, that we in America have devel-
oped a pluralistic society. Now the only
thing that you can possibly mean in the final
analysis about a pluralistic society is that
we have developed a Sbclety that has a pan-
theon of gods. No longer do we have one
God. Today we have a household of gods
and you must be careful about pushing one
god, because you will offend another god.
If you put one god ahead of the other the
second god will get jealous and in the in-
terests of human rights, in the interests of
individual rights, you cannot afford to of-
fend one of the lesser deities. The god of
the Jew—incomplete. The god of Buddha,
the god of the Moslem, the god of the person
whose god Is the idol of his own self-pride,
The idols of Bacchus. The idols of pleasure.
The idols of profit. Whatever may be the
god, no longer can you offend the god be-
cause we live in what one of the religious
writers of our land called “our rich, pluralis-
tic heritage.”

So it is that we are told today that no
longer can we acknowledge God in our pub-
lic institutions. It has taken us 187 years
to come to this point. The people who are
pushing it are not really interested in indi-
vidual freedom, they are interested only in
getting rid of God. Already in Los Angeles
this past week a sult was flled by the Amer-
fcan Civil Liberties Union to have declared
unconstitutional the inclusion of the words
“under God” In the Pledge of Alleglance.
They have set themselves to erase God from
the public institutions, I say, it has taken
187 years to come to that point. It never
has been that way. It is not an accident that
at the heart of the official documents of this
land, its Constitution, its Billj of Rights,
there is the assumption that they flow from
God. The Congress of the United States
opens both of its Houses every day with
prayer to an eternal God. Some say these
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things become rote and they do not help. It
is not a question as to whether they become
rote or not. If they become rote with the
people then the problem is with the people
for whom they become rote. But they are
an acknowledgement that there is above this
Nation One whose authority exceeds it, and
that is God. The public school system of
this country would not know how to operate
without prayer in most of its life and it is
not an accident, In this most important
thing that a state does, woe betide it if it
does not have God's help, if it does not act
under the acknowledgement of God as the
center of it. The authority of the courts of
this land is founded upon the Word of God.
The President has taken his oath upon the
Word of God.

Where do you stop this attack on the ac-
knowledgment of God? And after you have
stopped, what happens? Our Supreme Court
has carried us a long way along a road, where
I believe if we do not in some way turn
back, we have reached the beginning of an
end. Yes, the home and the church can
still teach religion, but that is not the ques-
tlon. If the nation is still not under God,
then the home and the church will never be
able to overcome the influence of that nega-
tive stand,

Well, they tell us, that they will always
teach morality. Our educators say, “Well,
we are going to teach Integrity, character,
human rights, individual freedom. We are
going to teach character.” What kind of
character? The answer is, “Christian char-
acter.” You cannot teach Christian charac-
ter. Christian character is not taught.
Christian character is the molding hand of
the spirit of the living God upon the hands
and hearts of those who acknowledge Him
in worship. You cannot have the fruit with-
out the tree.

You do not even have any definition of
“character” until you know what a man wor-
ships. A man develops the kind of character
of the God he worships. If you are more in-
terested in the image that people have of
you, in what people think of you; if you are
more interested in conforming to the pat-
terns of the groups to which you belong, busi-
ness, social, or political, than you are in God,
then you develop a certaln kind of character.
You will do things that you know are wWrong
as followers of Christ as God. You will do
things because the group demands it, Your
god has become the group. Your character
is determined by the kind of God you wor-
ship. You may be a church person. There
are people everywhere who are church peo-
ple and yet their ethics are determined by
the groups in which they move and by the
political and business atmospheres of their
lives. Their decisions are made by the idols
they worship.

The Communist has a certain type char-
acter. If you believe that the state is su-
preme, then the Communist is right when
he says that you have no personal rights, If
you violate the state the Communist is right
in lining you up against a wall and shooting
you. You do not have any personal rights.
The idea of personal integrity, of personal
freedom, s a direct fruit of the Christian
falth and it does not exist in this world
where that faith has not been a predominant
influence. The very ideas of right and wrong,
tha® have become a part of our Western cul-
ture, are a result of this falth of ours in the
God of Jesus Christ. You cannot bow Him
out and still have them.

Already we have bowed Him out to a
large extent and the results are there for
everyone to read. One of the most interest-
ing commentaries on the moral level of
America is the popularity in its beginning of
this film “Cleopatra.” 1Its principal actors
have in every way opened to them appar-
ently violated the established moral code
that we have accepted as good and yet people
cannot walt to see them In actlon. People
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Jjust cannot wait to put millions of dollars in
their hands. How that can be justified I fail
to see. Men and women are allowed to be
honored whose writings are the dredging up
of the gutters of the human mind, We call
them great adventures in literature. As Paul
sald in the first chapter of Romans, “We not
only do these evil things, we have pleasure
in them that do.”

This is not something that a preacher is
going to change overnight. I simply call
your attention to them. I do not expect to
change a thing, but I simply call your atten-
tion to them so that when you see the crowds
in line and see the books on the best-seller
list, you can just note those things that are
golng to make almost inevitable the break-
ing down of this land which for so long a
time has been the great bulwark of the whole
world.

That is why this decision of the Supreme
Court bothers me. It almost terrifies me,
because it is a taking out of the center of
life the only thing that has ever supported
the center of life, whether it be an individ-
ual or whether it be an institution. It is not
a question in America of some officlal church
trying to dominate government. We do not
have that just now. There can be no possi-
ble understanding of the thing in that re-
gard. It is a long step toward making this
land of ours what at least for 187 years it
has never been. The fruits of what we are
doing we shall reap in the future, and I
really hope they will be better than some
fear.

Now in the middle of it all is the church.
I grant you there is vast disagreement in
many of these things among those who are
a part of the church. I think each must ex-
press that which is the conviction of his
own heart. But regardless of whatever posl-
tion in this particular matter a person may
hold, there is one thing sure: the voice of
the church calling men to put God in the
center of life is the only support the Nation
has against the demands of the state for the
absolute surrender of the human being.
“Unless men are ruled by God,” Benjamin
Franklin said, “they will be ruled by tyran-
ny.” It is only the Church of Christ, those
who have been willing to stand against the
demands of the state, that have ever pushed
back in any day of testing, the totalitarian
efforts of politics, They are rampant all
over our world. They are moving in this
land of ours encroaching little by little. Only
one volce can finally keep us free, the volce
of the church. That was true in Germany
against Hitler. Everybody else capitulated,
only the church did not.

I wonder, really, if you are interested in
the future, in a kind of future where God
can grant still to men his bounty, if there
is anything that you can do that possibly
will be as important as the undergirding of
your church, I have not much confidence
in the concerns of men about these things
that are vital, who are not willing to support
the church. Not only this church, some
church, There is perhaps nothing in the
world today as im t as your worship,
the opening of the door of your heart to the
coming in of God and then going out of the
church and being willing to stand, not just
by word, but by deed, where you live, where
you work and where you play; being willing
to stand wherever you are and say by your
life, as well as by your word, the words of
our creed, “I believe in God."

AREA REDEVELOPMENT

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. President,
although the Area Redevelopment Act’s
extension has been approved by the Sen-
ate by a wide margin, I want to call the
attention of Members of the Congress to
some significant information on this
program.
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In reply to a Washington Post edito-
rial, Mr. William L. Batt, Jr., ARA Ad-
ministrator, has outlined some of the
accomplishments of the program in a
letter to the editor of that newspaper.

I have been dealing with Mr. Batt
since I served as Governor of Oklahoma
and have found him capable and tire-
less in his efforts to carry out the wishes
of the Congress as subscribed in the act
creating the ARA.

ARA projects have received bipartisan
support in Oklahoma and are beginning
to bring hundreds of vitally needed new
jobs to our State.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Batt’s letter be printed in the REcorp and
I commend it to my colleagues in the
Congress.

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

ON AREA REDEVELOPMENT

Several points ralsed in your editorial of
June 16, require further explanation.

A disturbing note is the implication that
the defeat of the administration-proposed
Area Redevelopment Act was somehow not
very important. On the contrary, the defeat
was a stunning blow to the hopes and ex-
pectations of thousands of American families
living in redevelopment areas who had seen
for the first time a glimmer of hope after
years of living with economic stagnation.
The addlitional authorizations would have
meant 250,000 new jobs in the hardest hit
areas. As President EKennedy said in his
statement on June 13, “The tragic defeat of
area redevelopment legislation could not
have come at a worse time.”

The testimony at the hearings before the
House Banking and Currency Committee
would support this opinion. Witness after
witness from Indlvidual States and local
communities—businessmen, bankers, public
officials, labor representatives—all testified on
the accomplishments of the program to date.

This testimony was impressive enough to
vote out the bill with bipartisan support.
Among those representatives who know area
redevelopment best, the vote was pro-ARA
by 17 to 5. The Senate Banking and Cur-
rency Committee voted 10 to 5 in favor.

Over 67,000 people are getting jobs because
of the projects which have already been ap-
proved under this program. Community
leaders in 516 dlstressed areas are loo|
forward to new business payrolls created by
the ARA program. These people and their
families would hardly agree with your con-
clusion that the “wisdom of establishing this
program in 1961 is open to serious doubt” in
view of the fact that it is more important to
“promote a higher level of aggregate activity
and a higher rate of overall growth.”

There is no question that the area rede-
velopment job will be easier when the gen-
eral economy is growing more rapidly, but
this does not mean that the job is impos-
sible or ineffective when the general econ-
omy is not growing as rapidly as we would
like. The plain fact of the matter i=—as
the hearings in the House and Senate
proved—that ARA has received more eligible,
job-creating projects than it can approve
under present authorizations.

ARA experience to date has proved that:

Federal financial assistance for local eco-
nomic development projects can spur local
economic planning and action and can re-
sult in new jobs and higher incomes for area
residents;

The demand for Federal financlal assist-
ance for n or expanding businesses in re-
development areas which would result in ap-
provable job-creating projects far exceeds
the amounts authorized in the original Area
Redevelopment Act;
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Jobs can be created at an average Federal
investment per job of less than $3,000, and
this amply justifies Federal financial assist-
ance;

The return to the Federal Government
from investments in new job-creating proj-
ects comes in the form of increased taxes on
profits of the entrepreneurs and the wages
of the workers, as well as in the form of re-
duced unemployment compensation and wel-
fare payments, and far exceeds the Federal
investment. Most of the $3756 million will
be returned with interest;

Whatever the impact on total national un-
employment, the 67,000 direct and indirect
new jobs so far created by ARA make a re-
spectable dent in the total number of un-
employed in redevelopment areas, and the
program would still be increasing in scope
if the necessary additional authorizations
were granted. In fact, the additional au-
thorizations would mean 250,000 new jobs
in the hardest hit areas.

One cannot help but conclude that wheth-
er the economy is growing satisfactorily or
not, area redevelopment can pay for itself,
can relieve misery, and can contribute to na-
tional growth. The defeat of the proposed
amendments was a major economic setback,
and the Nation will be well served if Con-
gress reverses the House.

WiiLiam L. Barr, Jr.,
Administrator, Area Redevelopment
Administration, Washington.

TULSA TEACHER WINS STATE
BIOLOGY AWARD

Mr., EDMONDSON. Mr. President, I
am particularly pleased to call attention
to the fact that Otis Autry, head of the
science department at Booker T. Wash-
ington High School in Tulsa, Okla., has
been named the “Outstanding Oklahoma
Biology Teacher for 1963.”

As a member of the Senate Aeronau-
tical and Space Sciences Committee, I
have come to have a greater apprecia-
tion of the efforts of our high school
science teachers. The enthusiasm and
interest they are able to instill in our
young people in America will certainly
determine to a large extent what place
our Nation holds in scientific develop-
ment in this crucial decade of space
exploration.

I congratulate Mr. Autry on this rec-
ognition and ask unanimous consent
that the news story telling of this award
which appeared in the Oklahoma City
Times, be printed in the REcorp.

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

[From the Oklahoma City (Okla.) Times,
May 14, 1963]
TuLsA TEACHER WINS STATE BIOLOGY AWARD

STILLWATER.—The "Outstanding Oklahoma
Biology Teacher” of 1963 is Otis Autry, head
of the science department at Tulsa Booker T.
Washington High BSchool, State BSelection
Director L. P. Richardson of Oklahoma State
University announced Thursday.

Autry was chosen from among 10 finalists
in the annual competition sponsored by the
National Association of Biology Teachers.

Governor Bellmon will present the award
in a special 15-minute ceremony at 10:30
a.m. Tuesday, May 21, in the Blue Room of
the State Capitol bullding.

Autry also will receive a plagque from Okla-
homa industry in recognition of the honor.

Runner-up for the coveted award was
Clyde E. Butler of U. 8. Grant High School,
Oklahoma City. Honorable mention went
to Donald W. Hastings, Tulsa Edison; John
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M. Paden, Oklahoma City Northwest Classen,
and John Sanford Shed, Seminole High
School.

Dr. Richardson, OSU microbiologist, sald
the committee chose Autry for several
reasons.

“He has kept abreast of the latest develop-
ments in his field by taking advanced work
for the past several summers at various uni-
versities,” Richardson said.

“He has had experience with all three
versions of the BSCS (blological science
curriculum study) curriculum, and his
enthusiasm for this work has been conta-
glous, resulting in improvement in his classes
and serving to stimulate others.”

Richardson sald Autry's "untiring efforts
at self-improvement and accomplishments
in upgrading the biology curriculum in the
high school serve as worthy examples for
biology teachers everywhere.”

Autry, a native of Beggs, graduated magna
cum laude from Langston University in
blology in 1950 and recelved an MS degree
in natural science from Oklahoma State in
1959. He also has done graduate work at
Purdue, Oklahoma and Tulsa universities.

An Army veteran of the European theater,
Autry taught at Douglass High School, Bar-
tlesville, for 6 years and has been at Tulsa
Washington 5 years. He is married and the
father of three children.

FEDERAL AID TO SEGREGATION
AND DISCRIMINATION

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, last week,
on July 2, I took some time to spread on
the ReEcorp the detailed questions I had
posed, along with the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. Harr], to various Fed-
eral agencies and Departments about the
use of Federal funds to support or assist
programs which were being run on a
segregated or discriminatory basis. In
this connection I should like to call to
my colleagues’ attention an article in last
week’s Reporter magazine which under
the title “The Rwole of the Civil Rights
Commission” explores in some depth this
most pernicious problem of Federal aid
involvement in racial discrimination and
what can be done about it. The answers
I have so far received to my inquiries to
the executive branch indicate how much
can be done even without further legis-
lation on the use of Federal funds, just
as the U.S. Civil Rights Commission has
on several occasions already recom-
mended.

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle be printed as a part of my remarks in
the RECORD.

There being no obligation, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

THE ROLE OF THE CIiviL RIGHTS COMMISSION
(By Barbara Carter)

On April 17, a surprising story appeared
in the New York Times. “President Urged
To Cut Off Funds for Mississippi,” the head-
lines read. “Action To Halt ‘Breakdown of
Law and Order' Urged by Civil Rights Com-
mission.”

The President immediately took issue with
the idea. "I don’t have the power to cut
off the ald in a general way,” he argued,
“and I think it would probably be unwise to
give the President of the United States that
kind of power.” Officially rebuked, the Com-
mission turned to face the mounting protest
to its suggestion in the days that followed
with as much dignity as it could muster.
Criticism, of course, from Mississippl was to
be expected. “Meddling of busybodies,” said
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Senator STENNIS. “Most monstrous libel,”
sald Senator EastranDp. “The motel crowd,”
was the touch added by Congressman JoHN
BeLL WILLIAMS.

Throughout the country the press com-
peted for substitutes for *silly,” “absurd”
and *“shocking.” *“Tub-Thumpers,” came
from the Casper (Wyo.) Tribune & Star,
“Fascistic Civil Righters,” from the Rich-
mond (Va.) Times-Dispatch, and “Wood-
shed Punishment,” from the Los Angeles
Herald-Examiner. Hodding Carter noted un-
graciously that “some smart aleck who didn't
know what he was talking about was behind
that.,” And the Jackson Clarion-Ledger and
Dally News took space to commend the vast
majority of the Nation's press on what
may very well have been its first occaslon
to do so on the matter of civil rights.

The proposal was not altogether without
support, however, Roy Wilkins of the NAACP
pointed out that his organization and 35
others “heartily” endorsed it (they had, in
fact, made a similar recommendation 2 years
earller), and several Senators, including Re-
publicans KeNNETH KEeATING and JACOB
Javirs of New York and Democrat PHILIP
Harr of Michigan, announced that they
were either preparing legislation or asking
for Executive action to further the idea.

But most seemed to agree with James Res-
ton of the Times that “Mississippl needs help,
not Federal fund ban,” and many supported
his argument that the State should be treated
like an underdeveloped country and given de-
velopment grants and technical assistance
and a “cataract of teachers, technicians, and
industrialists.”

Reston’'s suggestion echoed an earlier one
by the Civil Rights Commission itself. In a
1961 study of 21 southern black-belt coun-
ties, the Commission had found that segre-
gation was just as much a fact of life where
Negroes voted as it was where they did not;
though the few counties where Negroes could
vote were for the most part better off eco-
nomically, voting alone brought “few mean-
ingful differences.” The Commission sug-
gested then that the key to voting rights
and better race relations might be economic
progress. It recommended at that time more
agricultural aid to the black-belt areas un-
dergoing change, more Small Business Ad-
ministratlon loans to help diversify their
economy, and more assistance in training and
relocating farm families—all to “promote the
kind of economic climate that encourages
better race relations.” Thus the Commis-
slon’s newest proposal seemed to contradict
its own earlier suggestions.

MISREPORTED AND MISUNDERSTOOD

It turns out, however, that the Civil Rights
Commission had never meant to suggest that
all Federal funds be withdrawn from Missis-
sippi, or that any funds going to individuals
such as social security or welfare payments
should be cut off. “We were misreported,”
Berl Bernhard, the Commission’s staff direc-
tor, told me. “Even our friends misunder-
stood.”

“If we had just underlined the words ‘con-
sider’ and ‘explore,’ "’ one of the on-
ers sald, pointing out the difficulties involved
in drafting a statement by *six people widely
separated geographically” who didn't always
agree. Three of the Commissioners, Robert
G. Storey of Southern Methodist, Robert S.
Rankin of Duke, and Spottswood W. Robin-
son IITI of Howard, a Negro, are from the
Bouth. The remaining three, Erwin N. Gris-
wold of Harvard, the Reverend Theodore M.
Hesburgh of Notre Dame, and the Commis-
sion’s chairman, John A. Hannah of Michi-
gan State, are from the East or Middle West.

But even with underlining, it is easy to see
how the report could have been misinter-
preted. For while it did suggest that the
President only “explore” his legal authority,
it was his authority “to withhold funds” un-
til the State "“demonstrates its compliance
with the Constitution” that was to be ex-

12353

plored. And while it asked Congress and
the President only to “consider” whether
legislation was appropriate “to assure that
Federal funds contributed by citizens of all
States not be made avallable to any State
which continues to refuse to abide by the
Constitution,” it seemed almost to give more
importance to where the money came from
than to how it was used. This, coupled with
the flat statement that Mississippl received
more than $650 million a year from the
Government, a figure that included social
security payments, veterans’' benefits, and
military pay, certainly sounded as if all
Federal funds were to be withheld—withheld,
moreover, for an indefinite time. Who could
determine when Mississippi had fully com-
plied with the Constitution in every respect?

Yet, in all fairness, it must be sald that
nowhere did the report specifically recom-
mend that all or any Federal funds to the
State be immediately cut off. Three times
before, however, in its 6-year life, the fact-
finding agency had quietly recommended
withholding funds in specific programs—
library services, research grants, and half the
ald to education—until some compliance was
reached, without causing a nationwide pro-
test.

“The report was not intended to be puni-
tive,” Bernhard explained. “After all, the
Commissioners are intelligent and sensitive
men, and aware of the limitations to the
President’s power.” What they had in mind
was a program-by-program review of Federal
money going to the State, particularly grants-
in-ald and matching funds, to make sure that
Federal money was not being used to foster
or encourage discrimination. Such a review
would provide a “leverage for bargaining,”
which in turn might “stimulate the business
community to cooperate.” The Federal Gov-
ernment could also exercise discretion on
where to locate new projects, and thus get
“a minimum agreement on how a State will
treat its citizens.” The bargaining would
be handled quletly; and even in situations
where there was no compliance, “cutting off
funds in grant programs would be the ulti-
mate sanction.” As an example of what was
meant, Bernhard told of the success in get-
ting a new Veterans' Administration hospital
to open in Jackson on a partially desegre-
gated basis several years ago because the
Federal Government had insisted then that
its funds could not be used to help out other-
wise.

TUnlike other reports prepared by the Com-
mission, this one had to be brought together
in a hurry, and was as much the result of
irritation with the Attorney General as with
events in Mississippi. Understandably, its
quality was somewhat different from that of
the Commission’s usual lengthy reports. In
October 1962, the Commission had scheduled
hearings to be held in the State, but by De~
cember it had been forced three times to
postpone them at the request of Robert
Kennedy. The hearings were to be on a
broad scale, covering discrimination in vot-
ing rights, discrimination in the schools, eco-
nomic reprisals against Negroes, and the im-
pact of various Federal programs in the State.
But the Attorney General felt that the “tim-
ing" was bad. Criminal-contempt proceed-
ings were pending against Gov. Ross Barnett,
just to cite one case, and the Commission re-
luctantly agreed that hearings might preju-
dice or hamper the work of the Justice De-
partment in the State.

But on March 21, when the President was
asked in a news conference if he felt the
Mississippi hearings should be delayed any
longer, he answered “No,” and went on to
say: “any tlme, any hearing that they feel
advances the cause or meets their responsi-
bility which has been entrusted to them by
the law, then they should go ahead and hold
it.” Several of the Commissioners felt that
the green light had at last been given. But
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before setting a date, the careful staff di-
rector checked first with the Justice Depart-
ment. “I continue to hold the view,” Rob-
ert Eennedy replied stifly in a letter on
March 26, “that a public hearing in Missis-
sippi by the Civil Rights Commission would
not be appropriate.”

“This the Commission took very hard,”
Commissioner Griswold said later in his office
at Harvard Law School. “We had to get the
responsibility for not having the hearings
back to the tion, where it be-
longed.” At the time, Dean Griswold ex-
plained, “A great many very bad things were
happening in Mississippl and the Govern-
ment was not doing anything appreciable
about it. People were being shot at, the
home of one of our State advisory committee
members was bombed, another member had
been jailed, and so on. We got the usual
statements, “We're looking into it,’ but noth-
ing was done. After the President made his
TV speech during the crises at Oxford, he
seemed to wash his hands of the matter.”

Two days after the Attorney General for-
bade them, as Dean Griswold put it, to hold
the hearings, the commissioners attended a
2-day hearing in Indianapolis, and there im-
mediately drafted their report. Dean Gris-
wold himself was not present but was called
on the telephone, and the report was cir-
culated for polishing and checking. When it
was issued, less than 3 weeks later, it quoted
from the Attorney General's letter of refusal
after first setting forth the alarming account
of citizens being *“shot, set upon by vicious
dogs, beaten and otherwise terrorized. * * *
Even children, at the brink of starvation
* = * deprived of assistance.” The Attor-
ney General's finding that the time was “‘not
appropriate” for a hearing seemed inade-
quate indeed.

18 JUSTICE BLIND?

To the Commission it looked as if the Jus-
tice Department was concerned only with
voting rights, to the exclusion of other
equally im t areas, and that its Civil
Rights Division was solely intent on pushing
its attack, case by case, with maddening
slowness, through a bumpy terrain defended
by southern judges. Moreover, it seemed
that Robert Eennedy was jealous of his do-
main in the field of civil rights, and over-
concerned that credit should go not only
where it was due but where it would do the
most good for the administration. The
Commission, after all, is an independent
agency, and was set up in 1957 under Elsen-
hower.

“I would like it,” Dean Griswold said, “if
greater cooperation could be developed be-
tween us. We're both on the same team.
We can do some things they can’'t do. At
times, there is a sense of competition, a
fear that we’ll interfere, or maybe that we'll
get some credit. I'm not interested in credit,
or in competition.”

“Time after time,” one of the Commission's
staff said, “I find myself defending the De-
partment of Justice. Of course, they have
valid reasons for their actions. And I must
eay, whenever I run across the Department
of Justice personnel in the fleld, I am
damned impressed. But, with all kinds of

fon, I'd say, ‘Be a little braver,
boys’.”” Words such as “overprotective,”
“hypersensitive,” and even “patriarchal” were
used by Commission staff members in an-
alyzing the Department of Justice.

In the lower echelons of the Justice De-
partment, rather unkind things can also be
heard about the Civil Rights Commission.
“Don't quote me,” I was told, "but they've
outlived their mandate. They've got all the
facts they set out to collect, and they don't
know what to do next to keep in business.”
But Deputy Attorney General Nicholas Eat-
zenbach’s comments about the Commission
are not so blunt. “They're very unhappy over
there,” he said sympathetically. “They say
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things are not going fast enough, and maybe
they're right. Things had better be solved,
and relatively fast. But it's a difficult process
to speed up, particularly in Mississippl. In
other places, we've been making progress re-
markably fast, and peacefully.” He had seen
the Commission’s latest report, even before
it was issued. "“No, we didn't try to stop it.
I did make suggestions, however. I sald it
used too many plurals.” He referred to the
part about citizens being shot and ministers
belng assaulted. “Often they just had 2
examples, but it sounded like 30 a day. The
problem is real,”” EKatzenbach continued.
“The events did occur, and I don't want to
minimize their seriousness, but the Com-
mission overdramatizes. It's better to be
specific.

“Their approach is somewhat of a do-it-
or-else approach. It's not calculated to in-
duce cooperation.” In contrast, the Justice
Department “tries to work quietly with peo-
ple behind the scenes and head off situations.
Time and again we've had success precisely
because we haven't got publicity. Birming-
ham {llustrates the difference. We don't
point out, ‘This mayor here has reformed
now." And we get results, although listing
them in detail would put the finger on peo-
ple. We've had quite a bit of luck in avoid-
ing lawsuits, and it's an even chance now
that the registrars will turn over their voting
records on request and will start registering
Negroes.”

While the commission would not deny the
value of the quiet approach, it might ask if
the Justice Department’s behind-the-scenes
approach has not on occasion been used to
cover up omissions as well as get results.
The Civil Rights Division is woefully un-
derstaffed, and it is understandable how some
cases could languish in the files. This situ-
ation obviously tends to create friction and
breed suspicion.

On certaln points, the Department and
the Commission are simply in open disagree-
ment. One is the value of hearings in Mis-
sissippl. Katzenbach, though "“not really
opposed,” felt that “hearings are most effec-
tive where they can reasonably be calculated
to make decent citizens aware of things
and want to do something about them. I'm
not sure,” he said, “that the decent elements
are sufficlently organized in Mississippl to
do that.” The Commission’s work, he felt,
would only be regarded with hostllity and
mistrust. And undoubtedly he felt that the
Justice Department’s work in Mississippl was
far more important than any hearing and
that matters of timing should be subservient
to it. The Commission, on the other hand,
did think its hearings would be of some
value, and reasoned, too, that they might
relieve the Justice Department of some of the
onus of initiating action. The facts would
be presented publicly and the Department
would then seem to be forced to act.

Another point concerns suits brought
against police brutality. “Why don’t they
bring more?"” one of the Commission’'s stafl
complained. "It seems they only bring a
case when they're sure of winning.”

“Sure we're reluctant to lose,” Eatzenbach
agreed. “We do bring cases against police
brutality, but we have to convict. They're
very difficult to prove. Suppose you lost 30
suits. It wouldn’t cut down police brutality,
and it would give it license.”

“gtill, they ought to bring more,” replied
a Commission staff member. “It would dem-
onstrate the inability to meet the need at
the present time, and the need for different
legislation.”

AT ODDS WITH THE PRESIDENT

Where the Commission would like the Jus-
tice Department to move over and give it a
little more room to operate in Mississippi, its
argument with the President is just the
opposite. The President, it appeared, moved
only “situation by situation,” as he sald in
his May 9 press conference, and, in pressing
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a balky Congress for new legislation, ignored
his own powers to make effective his previous
Executlive orders in housing and employment
or to issue new ones. The Commission would
be happler, it seemed, if the President were
more involved than his brother. Though
encouraged by the President’s recent vigorous
actions in the field of civil rights (“com-
mendable” and “forthright” were Dean Gris-
wold's adjectives), the Commission feels the
President can still do more, particularly in
Mississippi. “When EKennedy dismissed our
report,” Dean Griswold remarked, “he sald
he had no powers, which wasn't accurate.
Moreover, it creates a negative atmosphere
and encourages people not to comply.”

What the President actually said, however,
was that he had no power to summarily cut
ofl all Federal funds to Mississippi, which is
true. But in the same news conference he
sald, “We shall continue not to expend Fed-
eral funds in such a way as to encourage
discrimination,” which is not true. And not
true particularly in Mississippi, which gets
more Federal benefits than any other State,
if the large defense expenditures in Nevada
and New Mexico are not counted.

Clyde Ferguson, the Commission’s general
counsel, has been conducting an intensive
study of Federal funds in Mississippl since
last July. *“We approached Mississippi,'" he
said, "as if it were pitted agalnst the Fed-
eral Government, but the most striking thing
we found was the presence of the Federal
Government, in its aid programs and other
activities, throughout the State.” Here are
some of the things the Commission was in-
terested in:

The school lunch program, supported by
Federal funds, is in certain areas apparently
administered on a discriminatory basis. In
some countles where the Negro schoolchil-
dren outnumber the white, a far greater pro-
portion of the white children receive free
school lunches,

The Federal Government spends an an-
nual total of $91 million for 17,000 Federal
employees in the State. Yet of the 3,800
Post Office employees in the State only 134
were Negro, and of these only 3, who worked
in all-Negro post offices, earned more than
$4,600 a year. Investigation of other Fed-
eral services would probably reveal com-
parable figures.

Research grants from the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, and the De-
partment of Agriculture are given only to
white institutions in the State.

The Federal Government gives nearly
$200,000 annually in matching funds for
public libraries in Mississippi. Though the
Library Service Act of 1956 requires that
libraries getting aid must make their serv-
ices “available to all residents” and specifi-
cally empowers the Commissioner of Educa-
tion to withhold funds where there is
“failure to comply,” libraries in the State
are segregated, and facilities for Negroes are
either nonexistent or decidedly inferior.

Federal training programs under the Man-
power Development and Training Act have
been operated on a segregated and unequal
basis, Two of the three training centers in
the State were for whites only. Negroes were
offered training only as woodworking-
machine operators, while the whites were
offered a number of courses in skilled trades.

Money from the Public Health Service was
granted and funds from the Office of Voca~
tional Rehabilitation have been approved for
the new Convalescent and Rehabilitation
Center for the mentally retarded at Ellisville.
The facility there is not open to Negroes.

The Federal Aviation Agency granted
$2,180,000 for the construction of a jet air-
port in Jackson, undeterred by the fact that
separate eating and restroom facilitles are
part of the plan.

“Why in the world Federal money should
be spent on such a building,” Dean Griswold
said, referring to the plans for the jet air-
port, “is more than I can understand. The
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President has since assured us that it will
not be segregated, but why should we pay
for the symbolism of going ahead on that
basis?

“The purport and thrust of our report,”
Dean Griswold contiuued, “was that Federal
money bolsters and encourages segregation,
and that the President and Congress should
explore their power to prevent it If the
Commission’s report were to have this effect,
then perhaps it will deserve pralse after all.
Certainly one way to start a change in Missis-
sippi would be to begin at the beginning and
make sgure at least that the Government's
own programs are not discriminatory. As
the President said, "I don't think that we
should extend Federal programs in a way
which encourages or really permits discrimi-
nation. That's very clear.”

A NEED FOR RESOURCEFULNESS

It may require more finesse to win co-
operation with new programs in the State.
“This moon-rocket thing,” Dean Griswold
explained, referring to the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration’s plans to
build a $400 milllon moon-rocket engine
test center in Mississippi. “If scientists tell
us that there is a site in Mississippl superior
to any site available, well, there's not much
we can do, But if five sites, equally good,
are available, then I tLink it's entirely In
order for the President to select a different
site. It isn't just punishment, but every-
body knows how Mississippl discriminates.
We wouldn't be able to employ any Negro
carpenters or bricklayers, since none are in
the unions there.” He agreed that changing
the site wouldn't help the Negroes any, but
added that it wouldn't harm them either.
His point was confirmed by a former member
of the Justice Department’s Civil Rights Di-
vision who recently said: “I know well, for
example, one Mississippl county where In
the last decade seven industrial plants have
been established. Not a single one of these
factories employs a Negro.”

The Commission’s general counsel noted
that the retralning program fiasco a year and
a half ago provided another example of the
difficulties involved in increasinf technical
aid to the State. At that time, a program
to train 1,200 farmhands to drive tractors
was about to be launched, and $435,000 of
Federal money had been provided under the
Area Redevelopment Act. Only a few days
before the program was opened, however,
the Delta planters who had drawn up the
plan withdrew, and the whole thing was can-
celed. Though the training was desperately
needed, the planters had had second thoughts
about the advisabllity of accepting Federal
funds. Fear of upsetting the racial status
quo was the predominating motive, but
there were also vague fears that the program
would bring in a minimum wage or minimum
housing standards in some unexplained way.

Reaching Mississipplans and informing
them of what can be expected as a result
of Federal ald and what Federal aid can do
will take a good measure of resourcefulness.
Unfortunately, the newspapers in the State
cannot be counted on to give constructive
information about ald programs. When the
Commisslon issued its recent recommenda-
tions on Mississippl, for example, the editor
of the Jackson Daily News itemized the
funds he thought the President had been
asked to cut off, and found on his list a
milllon dollars in redevelopment programs.
“We're not clear on this fund,” he wrote,
“but we'll make a deal. Mississippi will
give it up if the Federal Government will
abolish the equally expensive Civil Rights
Commission.”

Whether the editor will ever get “‘clear”
on redevelopment programs is difficult to
say, but it is pretty sure he won't get his
wish about the Commission’s demise. Al-
though its term expires this fall, the Pres-
ident has asked that its life be extended
for at least 4 years.
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The Commission would be the first to
agree with the crack about its having “got
all the facts it set out to collect,” but not
about its not knowing what to do next. *If
factfin 'ing were to continue to be the only
function of the Commission,” one of its
recent memorandums stated, “it might be
preferable for the agency to be terminated.”
Instead, the time has come for action. “In
many areas of Federal programs, the problem
has not been the absence of policy so much
as difficulties in implementing adequately
existing rules and regulations requiring non-
discrimination.”

Who should advise the Government on
“administrative techniques” that would
carry out its presently ineffective regula-
tions regarding nondiscriminatlon, and who
should take on the broader role of gulding
communities toward workable programs for
civil rights progress? The Commission it-
self, not surprisingly, has stepped forward
for the job, and it ought to be recalled that
the idea for the agency first sprang from
the Justice Department, which long ago rec-
ognized the need for an independent group
to gather the facts and expose the patterns
of injustice in the field.

In 6 years the Commission has galned
broad and valuable experience in analyzing
civil rights, not only in voting but in educa-
tion, housing, employment, and the admin-
istration of justice. A number of its rec-
ommendations have provided the basis for
congressional action or have been put into
effect by Executive order. As the President
has sald, the Commission “is now in a po-
sition to provide even more useful service
to the Nation.”

THE NEED FOR COMPREHENSIVE
REVIEW OF THE ANTITRUST
LAWS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, on April
2 I introduced, along with Senators
Coorer and HARTKE, S. 1255, a bill for
the establishment of a Commission on
Revision of the Antitrust Laws of the
United States.

An article by Joseph D. Mathewson
in the Wall Street Journal on May 2,
1963, points up the need for such re-
vision from the point of view of extra-
territorial application of the antitrust
laws. I ask unanimous consent that this
article be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

[From the Wall Street Journal, May 2, 1963]
ANTITRUST ABROAD: TicHTER U.S. Laws PuT
AMERICAN COMPANIES AT A DISADVANTAGE

OVERSEAS, CRITICS SAY

(By Joseph D. Mathewson)

WasHINGTON.—Add to the lengthy list of
Common Market repercussions in this coun-
try another one: Growing pressure for the
Justice Department to relax its overseas en-
forcement of the antitrust laws to enable
American companies to better compete with
less-encumbered European businessmen.

At this point, the antitrusters are adamant
in their resistance. "The case for relaxa-
tion now is far weaker than 5 years ago,”
declares Lee Loevinger, the department’'s
antitrust chief. “Europe is strengthening
its antitrust laws, and the disparity between
its laws and ours is just a fraction of what it
used to be.”

But the disparity does exist, and no one
expects that it will evaporate any time soon,
if ever. Furthermore, the American statutes
apply to the operations of U.S, companies
anywhere in the world if they restrict com-
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petition in U.S. foreign or domestic com-
merce; the European laws, on the other hand,
don't govern company operations outside the
Common Market countries of France, Italy,
West Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands,
and Luxembourg.

Because of this Amerlcan disadvantage, a
crescendo of criticism is being directed at the
Justice Department by private lawyers, law
professors and Congress. Within the Een-
nedy administration, Commerce Department
trade promoters already have bumped against
the antitrusters; and if the State Depart-
ment, which so far has intervened only in
specific cases, should ever conclude that anti-
trust policy poses a serious diplomatic prob-
lem, then the pressure for change would be-
come mighty indeed.

Herbert Brownell, former President Elsen-
hower's first Attorney General, is one of the
complainants. “Antitrust policles which
would apply our domestic antitrust laws in-
discriminately to the international business
of our U.S. companies are not appropriate to
a Western Europe which now has its own
antitrust laws,” he has said.

A PLEA FOR RESTRAINT

8. Chesterfield Oppenheim, University of
Michigan law professor and a leading anti-
trust authority, urges “self-restraint’” on the
part of Government antitrust enforcers and
suggests they publish policy principles to let
businessmen know what they can and cannot
do abroad. He's especially interested in the
removal of obstacles to oversea joint ven-
tures, either by two or more American
companies, or an American-European com-
bination.

In the Government, a high Kennedy ad-
ministration official argues for enough anti-
trust flexibility “to take into account the
other objectives we have in national policy.”
Constructing a hypothetical situation in
which an American company and a European
concern get together to solve a major eco-
nomic problem in a Latin American land, he
asks: “If they had to form a consortium
which would monopolize that market and
exclude other U.S. companies, is antitrust law
going to rule or is our objective of getting the
Alliance for Progress rolling an overriding
consideration?"

Just recently Assistant Commerce Secre-
tary Richard Holton suggested that U.S. com-
panies could boost their forelgn sales of con-
sumer goods by getting together to establish
well-stocked distribution, repair and service
centers in major forelgn markets. The Jus-
tice Department’s initial reaction was that if
competitors were to undertake such a joint
arrangement—and Mr. Holton felt this
should be possible—there would be antitrust
questions raised.

Another possible innovation was broached
recently by Assistant Commerce Secretary
Jack N. Behrman. Under the 1918 Webb-
Pomerene Act, American companles may
form export cartels in order to compete
abroad with foreign cartels, but since 1956
the law has never accounted for more than
5.6 percent of annual U.8. exports and hasn’t
encouraged many small and medium-sized
companies to export, as Intended. So Mr.
Behrman suggested Webb-Pomerene might
be amended to permit small companies to
act in concert simply to enter forelgn mar-
kets that pose too great a problem for a
small company alone. But Antitrust Chief
Loevinger rejects this thought on the reason-
ing that, since the act was designed to com-
bat Buropean cartels which no longer exist,
there's “no call for extension of the Webhb-
Pomerene principle now.”

AN ANTITRUST EXCEPTION

The State Department’s concern with the
impact of antitrust on diplomacy so far has
been demonstrated only in a few specific
cases, In one, a U.S5. manufacturer, which
had previously agreed in a consent judgment
not to undertake certaln kinds of oversea
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joint ventures with forelgn companies, sug.
gested it might enter into an arrangement
of the forbidden type in an underdeveloped
country. The State Department found the
investment would aid the country, and con-
cluded also that “there was a real possibility
that the Soviets would come Iin and provide
the technology” if the American company
didn't. The Justice Department acqulesced
to the diplomatic argument, but a Govern-
ment official explains: “This is simply re-
moving a previous restraint imposed on a
particular company; it isn't a case in which
a normal antitrust violation is permitted for
the purpose of getting investment into an
underdeveloped country.”

On Capitol Hill Senator Javirs, Republi~
can, of New York, also worries about Soviet
competition. In the economic infighting, he
says, Red state trading companies may freely
cut prices to enter a market or rout a com-
petitor; he notes with alarm that Italy last
year bought 15 percent of its oil imports
from Russia. The BSenator feels Congress
ghould revive an old law that authorized
the President to request competing Amer-
ican companies to take joint action to assist
national defense; present law permits such
a Presidential request only in regard to mil-
itary equipment.

LOEVINGER'S ADVICE

To all this mounting criticism, antitruster
Loevinger makes a simple reply. If U.S.
companies are troubled by having to operate
overseas under two sets of antitrust laws,
he says, they can avold legal problems
merely by observing the more restrictive
laws—usually, the American ones. Though
this might put American companies at a
disadvantage in competing with local con-
cerns, the antitrust chief declares: “*Nobody
yet has come to me with a specific case or
example that makes exemption from en-
forcement necessary or expedient.”

If anything, the antitrusters are inclined
toward a tougher, rather than softer, stance.
Chairman Dixon of the Federal Trade Com-
mission has made clear In several speeches
that his enforcers look upon oversea joint
ventures with uneasiness. The Justice De-
partment last October created a new sec-
tion, expected to grow rapidly, to watch for
anticompetitive developments in foreign
commerce, Senator KerFauver, Democrat, of
Tennessee, is interested, too; he recently
returned from a European tour designed to
ferret out facts for a study of the impact
of antitrust enforcement, both United States
and foreign.

Of course, U.S. companies operating
abroad have always faced the problem of a
double antitrust standard, but there's more
at stake now. Private consumption in the
Common Market more than doubled between
1950 and 1960, and a growing number of
U.S. companies—with Uncle SBam’s encour-
agement—hope to capitalize on this newly
developing mass market.

HOW EUROPE'S RULES DIFFER

The Common Market treaty, adopted in
1957, provides in principle for antitrust reg-
ulations rather similar to those in effect in
the United States. However, the bare bones
of this new principle have not yet been
fleshed out with the administrative and
court interpretations needed to let American
companies know exactly what competitive
problems they still face. Henry Cabot Lodge,
director general of the newly formed Atlantic
Institute, a private internatlonal study or-
ganization, told a congressional subcommit-
tee last month that “there ls every reason
to believe that this body of (Common Mar-
ket antitrust) law,” when fully constructed,
“will be less rigld than that which exists in
the United States."” Most other informed
observers agree with this prediction.
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One t European-American antitrust
difference that seems certain to remain con-
cerns mergers. U.S. law seeks to prevent
companies from acquiring market dominance
through merger, but the Common Market
treaty, like present national antitrust laws
in Europe, aims only at preventing—through
government supervision—the abuse of a
dominant position. So, under Common
Market regulations, companies probably
won’t be barred from merging and thus
galning dominance in their field provided
the consolidation isn't deslgned to restrain
competition in some fashion, such as squeez-
ing out competitors,

This means that if a U.S. company and a
European concern want to merge or es-
tablish a jointly owned subsidiary, and
Common Market officials approve the plan,
the American company still may.be prose-
cuted under U.8. antitrust law. And if the
company is forced to withdraw, this could
leave the way open for a non-U.S. competitor
to grab the business,

Other conflicts may rise, depending on how
the Common Market treaty is enforced. For
instance, Common Market officials are au-
thorized to permit certain restrictive prac-
tices, such as price fixing and allocations of
exclusive sales territories, if they “contribute
to the production or distribution of goods
or to the promotion of technical or economic
progress while reserving to consumers an
equitable share of the profit resulting there-
from."” But American companies making
such restrictive arrangements, . perhaps
through granting license agreements or ex-
clusive distributorships in specific areas,
might run afoul of U.S. law.

OUTSIDE THE MARKET

American companies operating in foreign
areas outside the Common Market may en-
counter even greater conflicts. Since the
Common Market antitrust laws don't apply
there, this gives European companies a
wider freedom than U.S. concerns to enter
Latin America, Africa and Asla, elther to
withdraw raw materials or to explolt growing
consumer markets.

Even antitrust chief Loevinger, despite his
opposition to relaxed law enforcement, ac-
knowledges that American businessmen oper-
ating in underdeveloped areas may gripe
about antitrust restrictions, “The most
likely claim from U.S. companies,” he has
conceded, “will be that they need to use
certain methods to do business in underde-
veloped countries. This is a more likely
problem than Europe.”

In any case, the critical chorus being di-
rected at oversea enforcement of this coun-
try’s antitrust laws is growing louder. And
its volume is sure to increase even more as
the Common Market's expanding purchas-
ing power spawns stronger competitors for
U.S. companies operating in Europe and else-
where abroad.

Mr. JAVITS. In a speech before the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce on April 30,
1963, Prof. Milton Handler, of Columbia
University Law School, strongly endorsed
this bill in a discussion of the desirability
of revision of antitrust law in the domes-
tic sphere, emphasizing the role of the
small businessman. While I do not nec-
essarily endorse all of Professor Handler’s
specifics and conclusions, I certainly feel
his cogent criticism of the present state
of the law and its enforcement indicates
the need for clarification and reform and
it is a valuable reference work for the
information of the Senate.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the following excerpts from
Mr. Handler's speech be inserted in the
Recorp at this point.

July 10

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

WHAT Is WroNG WITH THE ANTITRUST LAWSs?

(Excerpts from speech by Milton Handler,
U.S. Chamber of Commerce, Washington,
D.C., April 30, 1963)

My assigned topic today is “What Is Wrong
With the Antitrust Laws?"” One cannot in-
telligently discourse on what is wrong with-
out considering what is also right with these
laws, because no human Institution is ever
completely good or bad. Moreover, there
would be very few indeed who would dissent
from the proposition that there is more right
than wrong with antitrust. Antitrust, after
all, is part of our unwritten Constitution
and provides essentially the same protection
to our economic freedoms that the Bill of
Rights accords to our political liberties,

‘Within the space of a half-hour, I cannot
present a compendious balance sheet of the
rights and wrongs of antitrust. I must of
necessity be selective.

If I were to sum up my position In one
sentence, I would say that there is nothing
basically wrong with our antitrust goals;
that we have avallable to us good doctrine
which we should not forsake; that we have
a vast panoply of enforcement and adminis-
trative tools by which the salutary objectives
of antitrust can be effectively realized; and
that our main difficulty stems from the cur-
rent tendency to impose legal restrictions for
the sake of restriction, without regard to
whether in so doing we advance or retard the
cause of competition. A fundamental con-
fusion in our alms produces a confusion in
our rules, with resulting frustration of busi-
ness and consequent injury to our economy.
It is the present construction and the pro-
posals for legislative change and not the laws
themselves which are at fault.

Let me amplify these general observations.

The underlying philosophy of antitrust, as
expressed by Mr. Justice Black, Is “that the
unrestrained interaction of competitive
forces will yleld the best allocation of our
economic resources, the lowest prices, the
highest quality, and the greatest material
progress.” 1

Under this view, hard competition is the
order of the day. Businessmen are to com-
pete with vigor not only in terms of price,
quality and service, but also in respect of
costs. The free decislons of freemen will
determine how our resources are to be uti-
lized and how the Natlon's prime goal of
economic growth shall be achieved.

The antithetical philosophy of soft com-
petition has been articulated with equal
eloquence by the BSupreme Court. In
Brown Shoe, Chief Justice Warren, after ad-
vertising to the congressional concern with
“the protection of viable, small, locally owned
business,” asserts: ‘Congress appreclated
that occasional higher costs and prices might
result from the maintenance of fragmented
industries and markeis. It resolved these
competing considerations in favor of decen-
tralization.”? The same theme recurred
only a few weeks ago in Senator HUMPHREY's
remarks when he Introduced a bill that
would permit small retailers to pool their re-
sources to engage in cooperative price ad-
vertising *—a practice that the FTC had
refused to clear because of its price-fixing
implications.* The Senator characterized

1 Northern Pacific Railway Co. v. United
States, 356 U.S. 1, 4 (1958),

2 Brown Shoe Co. v. United States, 370 U.S.
204, 344 (1062).

8, 1320, 88th Cong., 1st sess. (1963).

«PTC “Advisory Opinion and Statements
on Cooperative Advertising,” Trade Reg. Rep.
Par. 50,183 (1963).
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the antitrust laws "“as a protective shield—
as a means of preserving small business com-
petition, not as a sword to cripple independ-
ent merchants.”®

Here we come face to face with a funda-
mental dilemma in our mnational policy.
Can we enjoy the advantages of free, open,
fair and efficlent competition and at the
same time shelter the small businessman
from the consequences of competition? Do
we want competitive forces to yield the low-
est costs and prices, or are we willing to ac-
cept higher costs and prices in order to
protect small business? What will bring
about the optimum allocatlon of resources
and the largest rate of economic growth—
hard or soft competition? To achieve the
goals of antltrust, must competition be com-
pletely unrestrained? And in order to pre-
serve small business is it necessary to glve
it special dispensation from competition not
accorded business generally? A football
player has only one goal line to cross. After
successfully maneuvering an end run and
eluding, with the help of his interference,
the opposing tacklers, he does not suddenly
reverse his fleld and race towards his own
goal line. How can we prate about the best
allocation. of economic resources and then
adopt featherbedding regulations safeguard-
ing certain chosen sectors of the business
world from the interaction of competitive
forces? How can we give top priority to
fragmentation and decentralization and seri-
ously aspire to rapld economiec growth?
Until we have a national resolution of these
questions, confusion will reign supreme.

It is a natural propensity of a business-
man to favor hard competition for his sup-
pliers and customers but to prefer a sheltered
position for himself. And some business
groups, I am sorry to say, seek and some-
times obtain a privileged sanctuary from the
Congress. Let me cite a few chapters and
verses.

Under the Robinson-Patman Act, if a seller
uses brokers In distributing his products
to some customers, he may not pass the sav-
ings in selling costs to those purchasers who
buy direct, since in so doing he is regarded
as paying brokerage to the direct customer.®
This prohibition is absolute. There is no
need to demonstrate any likellhood of com-
petitive Injury. What does this achieve?
The position of brokers is fortified and the
public is denied the benefit of cost reduc-
tions realized in sales without inter-
medlaries.

As the law stands today, a supplier selling
both through wholesalers and direct to the
retall trade may, consistently with the Rob-
inson-Patman Act, charge his wholesale and
retail accounts the same price, since there
is no discrimination’ Or he may, in his
discretion, grant his wholesalers a function-
al discount. A new bill introduced in Con-
gress, however, would make such discounts
mandatory, and thereby outlaw equal price
treatment to those retallers who purchase
directly, unless the supplier makes an afirm-
ative showing that his fallure to grant a
functional discount would not have any anti-
competitive effects® Needless to say, this
reversal of the usual burden of proof would
make any supplier think twice before equal-
izing his prices among his wholesale and re-
tall accounts. Mandatory funectional dis-
counts are thus patently designed to curb
the newer forms of retall distribution and
to shield conventional outlets from compe-
titlon. Whatever may be sald of this meas-
ure as an ald to small business, it certainly

5 ATRR No. 02, p. A-1 (Apr. 16, 1963).

®Sec. 2(c) of the Clayton Act, as amended
by the Robinson-Patman Act, 16 U.S.C. 13(c).

7Sec. 2(a) of the Clayton Act, as amended
by the Robinson-Patman Act, 15 U.S.C. 13(a).

* H.R. 2170, B88th Cong., 1st sess. (1963).
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clashes headon with the philosophy ex-
pounded by Justice Black.

Other bills under consideration by Con-
gress would inhibit dual distribution® A
manufacturer with a wholesale branch would
be required to charge itself the same price
quoted to independent wholesalers.® Simi-
lar treatment would have to be accorded in-
dependent retailers if the manufacturer en-
gages in retalling.® This proposal might at
first blush seem to strike more at form than
at substance, since the transfer price is
merely a matter of internal accounting.
However, there are companion bills contain-
ing a serles of reporting requirements which
would compel the dual distributor to divulge
to the public at large, branch by branch, a
host of Jealously guarded trade secrets, in-
cluding a detalled breakdown of its opera-
tiorn. costs.’* It does not take a mind reader
to fathom that the purpose of this legisla-
tion, to put it mildly, is to discourage dual
distribution—thus depriving the public of
possible cost savings.

Even more stringent proposals have been
advanced to hobble the integrated or diver-
sified supplier. At one time, there was a
movement to divorce retailing from manu-
facturing in certain Industries. Today, a
legislative effort is afoot to prevent manu-
facturers from engaging in certain ancillary
undertakings conducive to greater efficlency
and lower costs. One bill, for example, would
prevent automobile manufacturers from
owning or maintaining financing facilities.!®
Another bill would make such prohibition
applicable to manufacturers of trucks and
buses as well.** A third bill would go all the
way and cover manufacturers of any product
moving in interstate commerce.’s

The frigidity toward integration and di-
versification found In some congressional
quarters is even surpassed by that reflected
by our enforcement agencles. This is par-
ticularly true of their attitude toward ver-
tical integration. We did not need Brown
Shoe to remind us that the Department of
Justice views that phenomenon with a
jaundiced eye. The Antitrust Division would
have had the U.S. Supreme Court declare
vertical integration through acquisition as
unlawful per se. The Court in Columbia
Steel wrote, “It seems clear to us that ver-
tical integration, as such without more, can-
not be held violative of the Sherman Act.
It i1s an indefinite term without explicit
meaning. Even in the iron industry where
could a line be drawn—at the end of min-
ing the ore, the production of the pig-iron or
steel ingots, when the rolling mill operation
is completed * * * or at some stage of man-
ufacture into standard merchandise? * * +

* 8. 1107, 88th Cong., 1st sess. (1963); H.R.
3562, 88th Cong., 1st sess. (1963).

108, 1107, sec. 2A(c); H.R. 3562, sec. 2A(c).

1 The bills also would prohibit any dis-
crimination in services or facilities in favor
of the manufacturer's own wholesale or re-
tall outlets. The bills further provide that,
whenever the manufacturer has a shortage
of supply, it would be prohibited from dis-
criminating in favor of its own outlets
against its independent customers; rather,
the manufacturer would be obliged to allo-
cate its available supplies to both its own
and independent outlets on a pro rata deter-
mination based on sales for the 1-year period
immediately preceding the shortage. 8.
1107, sec. 2A(d); H.R. 3562, sec. 2A(d).

128, 1108, 88th Cong., 1st sess. (1963); H.R.
3559, 88th Cong., 1st sess. (1963).

2 HR.T08, 88th Cong., 1st sess. (1963).

“H.R. 71, 88th Cong., 1st sess. (1963). The
bill would prohibit the manufacturer from
owning or maintaining insurance facilities
as well.

EH.R. 708, 88th Cong., 1st sess. (1963).
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Technological advances may easily require a
basic industry plant to exparnd its processes
into semi-finished or finished goods so as to
produce desired articles in greater volume
and with less expense.”

This, I submit, is sound economics as well
as sound law. I do not mean to deny that
there may be situations where vertical
acquisitions may have serious anticompeti-
tive repercussions which should not be
tolerated. But integration frequently
springs from good business reasons and re-
sults in more efficient operations. Where
supplies and outlets are readily available to
competitors, integration either through in-
ternal growth or by acquisition will have no
untoward effects on competition and should
not be condemned out of hand. The facts
in each case must be carefully probed. Legal
restrictions, to repeat, should not be imposed
for the sake of restriction irrespective of
their competitive impact. Integration is an
instrument of economic growth. It isa pro-
cedure by which competitlon can be
strengthened. It comes about because of
important anticipated economies. It leads
to greater industrial efficiency. Clearly, it is
the wave of the future. Shopping centers
with their integrated supermarkets and
chain stores are here to stay. Their lower
prices have proven to be "“an ease to the
people.” 7 Of course, all new developments,
social and economie, have a potential for
harm. But the correct approach is not to
throw the baby out with the bath and pre-
vent all integration despite its innate ca-
pacity for good, but to curb integration only
where it is demonstrably anticompetitive.

I recently discussed before the National
Industrial Conference Board the economics
and law relating to diversification and con-
glomerate mergers.!® Here agaln there 1s a
tendency, on the basis of purely speculative,
theoretical, and abstract reasoning, to out-
law a movement which promises to
strengthen our competitive institutions.
The Federal Trade Commission would pro-
hibit this form of growth not because of any
probable harm to competition but because
the economic power derived from diversifi-
cation may be abused. To be sure, power
may be abused even where there is no
monopoly. But, as I sald in that address:
“If the mere possibility of abuse made the
possesslon of power unlawful, then every
disparity of economic strength would be
vulnerable, and every company in an indus-
try would have to be reduced in size to the
least common denominator. * * * Most
business practices, llke most human beings,
have the potentlal for both good and evil.
The condemnation of the law cannot rest
on mere supposition without regard to actual
behavior.” »

For years we have been told that there is
a serious frend in the economy toward con-
centration. We have been confronted with
a parade of horribles—compilations of lists
of the various industries composed of a
limited number of companies. The fact that
there are few companies in an industry is
presented as both the accusation and dem-
onstration of soclal evil.

Do the facts support the charge? What is
the record of social performance of these
so-called concentrated industries? What is
their record of cost reduction, research, tech-
nological advances and improvement of

# United States v. Columbia Steel Co., 334
U.S. 495, 525-26 (1048),

17 Anonymous—"The Schoolmaster Case,”
Y.B. 11 Hen. IV, f. 47, pl. 21 (Court of Com-
mon Pleas, Hilary Term, 1410).

i Handler, “Emerging Antitrust Issues:
Reciprocity, Diversification and Joint Ven-
tures,” 49 Va. L. Rev. No. 3 (April 1963).

1 IThid.
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quality of product and service to customers?
Where do we, as a nation, turn for the prod-
ucts needed in the space age? Upon what
industries do we rely for our national de-
fense? Is small business capable of produc-
ing guided missiles, satellites, space ships,
and the basic materials and products needed
in a mature 20th century economy? Re-
cently we read of a new complex to be built
by one of our steel companies with an esti-
mated price tag of a quarter of a billion
dollars, How many enterprises can pay for
this kind of entrance fee? Shouldn’t we
recognize that there are some things that
just cannot be done by small business? Have
we even begun to think through what would
be the social and economic costs of a drastic
policy of fragmentation and decentralization
or what would be the consequences of the
reign of terror on the operations of big busi-
ness which some measures strive to create?

‘Without laboring the point, it seems to me
that it is high time that we stopped employ-
ing shibboleths such as concentration and
started asking ourselves whether the restric-
tions that are im] on business today are
truly in the public interest. And the ques-
tion is equally pertinent for every type of
business—big, medium, and small.

Let's turn now to the case of small busi-
ness and consider whether we have been
faithful there to the philosophy expounded
by Chief Justice Warren. There is certainly
no shortage of plous professions of concern
for the plight of the small businessman. Yet
we increasingly restrict his operations, Just
as there is a tendency to hamstring the large
company without helping the small man or,
indeed, the public, we throw roadblocks in
the way of the small businessman, not only
to his prejudice but to the detriment of the
public interest, Some years ago, when the
Bupreme Court in the Standard Stations*
case adopted a rule of virtual per se illegality
for exclusive dealing arrangements—which
are most beneficlal to a small enterprise—
Mr. Justice Douglas, whose devotion to anti-
trust is unquestioned, sharply dissented.
*“QOur choice,” he sald, “must be made on the
basis not of abstractions but of the realities
of modern industrial life.=

More recently, in the White Motor case®
the Court temporarily ducked the legality
of territorial restrictions unilaterally im-
posed by a manufacturer upon its franchised
dealers. This restraint has an ancient and
honorable lineage at the common law and
has been sustained for centuries.® It is the
law's recognition that orderly marketing,
where the manufacturer seeks to avold the
chaos of Intrabrand competition, promotes
interbrand competition and thus invigorates
the competitive process itself. Yet the De-
partment of Justice would strike down all
territorial restrictions regardless of such con-
siderations, The buyer is restricted, and
that is the end of the inquiry. It makes no
difference that both the buyer and compe-
tition generally may be better off as a re-
sult. After all, what will promote competi-
tion more in the long run: If White Motors
has a strong group of distributors, each op-
erating within an assigned territory, with
the wherewithal to make the necessary
heavy investment In showrooms and ancil-
lary facilities and to compete vigorously with
other brands of trucks? Or if all White dis-
tributors scramble for the limited business
avallable in each territory, debilitating and
making themselves more vulnerable to the
competitive onslaughts of the other truck

» Standard Oil Co. v. United States, 337
U.S. 203 (1949).

= Th. at 320.

= White Motor Co. v. United States, 1863
Trade Cases, Par. 70,679 (U.S. 1963).

= See Handler, “Trade Regulation,” 124-125
n. 10 (3d ed. 1960); Robinson, “Restraints
on Trade and the Orderly Marketing of
Goods,"” 456 Corn. L. Q. 264 (1960).
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manufacturers? Vertical restrictions be-
tween a manufacturer and his dealers are
frequently essentlal to a healthy system of
distribution. And if the Department of
Justice ultimately prevalls in this area, its
victory may well sound the death knell of
the small businessman whose principal cita-
del today is in the realm of distribution.
For what happens when we invalidate these
restraints? We encourage the manufacturer,
who has been denled the opportunity of or-
derly marketing through independent dis-
tributors, to take over distribution himself.
Isn't it time for us to stop deluding ourselves
with Fourth of July orations about the small
businessman while adopting policies that
jeopardize his very survival?

The Robinson-Patman Act, as currently
interpreted, is another instrument of oppres-
sion of the small businessman well designed
ultimately to bring about his extinction.
Anyone having the slightest exposure to the
business world knows that the small manu-
facturer and wholesaler cannot operate under
a one-price system. He is confronted with
powerful and well informed customers who
continually pit sellers against one another.
It is small wonder that the statute is as
widely violated as it is—particularly when
the Federal Trade Commission has a pench-
ant for finding violations at the drop of
a hat without any showing of probable com-
petitive injury. When the challenged price
difference involves a clalm of injury at the
buyer level, the Commission is quick to find
the requisite competitive relationship be-
tween the favored and disfavored buyers on
the most flimsy evidence. And once that
relationship is found, it automatically infers
injury to competition from the mere differ-
ence in price.

There are, of course, statutory defenses to
a prima facie case of price discrimination.
But the way they are administered by the
Commission, they are practically a dead
letter. We have yet to see the day when a
respondent has prevalled before the Com-
mission in a Robinson-Patman case because
he has met competition In good faith. And
it is almost as difficult to prove cost justi-
fication. As one dissenting Commissioner
has indicated, instead of endeavoring to har-
monize the Robinson-Patman Act with our
other antitrust laws, the Commission
stretches the statute in whatever way may
be expedient to afford “the easiest route to
an order to cease and desist.” * This with-
out regard to the consequences to small busi-
ness. It is ironic that a law which was in-
tended to protect the small businessman has
repeatedly been invoked against him. I ven-
ture to say that if the conduct of all of the
small businessmen of the country were tested
under Robinson-Patman, the congestion in
our bankruptcy courts would exceed the
traffic in Times Square on New Year's Eve.
Congressman CeLLER, speaking in a different
context about the Sherman Act, recently ex-
pressed the opinion that “there are lots of
violations where it would be inequitable to
prosecute.,”® And that, I suppose, is the
real reason that small business has managed
to survive in our present antitrust climate.
But administrative forbearance, I submit, is
not the answer.

Businessmen should not be placed in the
position of having to violate the law in
order to exist and praying that their trans-
gressions will be blinked at. We should
have a regime of laws that makes economic
sense—one that everyone can be expected to
observe.

The time has come to call a halt to these
insidious developments. The cold war
against business, big and small, should end.
We want and need fair and effective anti-

# Central Retaller-Owned Grocers, Inec.,
FTC Dkt. 7121, Trade Reg. Rep. Par. 15,8096,
at p. 20,720 (1962).

* ATRR No. 92, p. A-2 (Apr. 16, 1963).
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trust enforcement, but we can as a Nation
readily dispense with a hostile, antibusiness
environment which is as irrational as it is
harmful. The antitrust laws should be
geared into a program of national growth.
Only a few weeks ago, Representative MEADER
made this very point when he urged that
the antitrust laws be brought up to date®
Toward that end, Senator Javirs has intro-
duced a bill to establish a national Commis-
slon on Revision of the Antitrust Laws of
the United States.” This proposal could
not be more timely. Without purporting to
exhaust the list of topics that such a com-
mission might well explore, let me suggest
afew:

Whether the Robinson-Patman Act does
more to subvert than promote the cause of
competition and, if so, how it should be
overhauled to harmonize it with our basic
antitrust goals?

Whether there should be blind hostility
toward corporate integration and diversifica-
tion without regard to their true competitive
impact or should they be viewed as effec-
tive and indispensable instruments of eco-
nomic growth and as such to be encouraged,
absent untoward competitive repercussions?

Whether there need be any fundamental
clash between the interests of big and small
business, or whether both can thrive under
the same antitrust principles without ac-
cording speclal favor to either? Stated dif-
ferently, if the divergent philosophies ex-
pressed by Black and Warren cannot be fully
reconciled, is there not a middle ground in
which the advantages of competition can be
enjoyed without jeopardizing the survival of
the small man?

Whether we should have a reign of com-
plete and unfettered competition, or one in
which certain restraints of trade are counte-
nanced under a viable rule of reason because
in the long run they will serve to invigorate
our competitive system?

Whether ease of antitrust enforcement
should be our paramount objective, thus
leading to the adoption of a pervasive set
of rules of per se invalidity, or whether the
overriding consideration should be a just
and proper determination of the legality of
particular conduct (unless it is inherently
perniclous) in light of the special facts of
each case?

Whether our antitrust laws in their ap-
plication to foreign commerce require re-
vamping to minimize the potential areas of
conflict with the laws of other sovereign
powers and to foster American trade abroad?

On the procedural side, whether antitrust
is applied as consistently and fairly by the
executive and administrative branches as
it is by the courts?

And so I welcome and endorse the estab-
lishment of the national commission pro-
posed by Senator Javirs to appralse the cur-
rent status of our antitrust jurisprudence
and procedures to see whether they mesh
with our national policy of economic growth
and material progress and are calculated to
advance our democratic political and social
institutions. It is my bellef that a con-
slstent national policy can be developed
which will retain our unqualified allegiance
to competition, while promoting the in-
terests of business, big and small, as well
as the larger interests of the public.

PROPOSED NATIONAL SERVICE
CORPS

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, the proposed National Service
Corps will be a means of bringing the
help of dedicated volunteers from across
the country to help local communities
in their efforts to tackle the many un-

* Ibid.
5. 1255, 88th Cong., 1st sess, (1863).
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solved problems of our affluent society.

The corps will depend for its success on

the interest and cooperation of local of-

ficials and community leaders, who will
design the programs on which the
corpsmen will work and will supervise
their day-to-day activity. Therefore, it

has been most encouraging to me as a

sponsor of this measure to see the en-

thusiastic support this bill has received
from the Governors of many States and
from the mayors of our great cities.

Recently, I received a communication
from Mayor Richard C. Lee of New Ha-
ven strongly backing the National Serv-
ice Corps. Mayor Lee is justly famous
for his work in urban renewal and the
great job he has done in bringing new
life and vigor to New Haven. His com-
ments on the effective work that vol-
unteer corpsmen can do in cities are
based on wide knowledge and experience,
and I think they will be of great interest
to my colleagues. I ask unanimous con-
sent that Mayor Lee’s statement be
printed in the body of the RECORD.

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

STATEMENT oF RicHARD C. LEE, MaYOR OF NEW
HAVEN, CoNN., PROPOSED NATIONAL SERVICE
Corps, S. 1321
As mayor of New Haven, I would like to

register my strong support for the proposed

National Service Corps.

More than two-thirds of this country’s
population now lives in urban areas, which
are feeling the combined effects of heavy in-
migration from rural areas and high birth
rates. The population explosion which we
have heard so much about In recent years
has already hit our cities.

And this is only the start. By the end of
this century 1t is estimated that an addl-
tional 1 million people will live in urban

areas,

Citles have many Important and complex
needs such as economic development, slum
clearance, transportation, education, and
employment, But among the most serious
and the most stubborn problems are those
faced by the urban poor. TUnfortunately,
these are problems which are difficult or im-
possible to treat with the traditional tools
of local government. Recent studies have
shown that approximately 35 million people,
more than one-sixth of the population of
the United States, live in poverty and de-
privation. In this land of abundance, these
persons are unable to provide for themselves
the minimum standards of llving that are
recognized as necessary in 20th century
America, The urban poor cannot be just
hidden away out of sight and away from
the mainstream of American life. Their
personal problems and the social problems
that they create in a community loom as a
central challenge of our time.

The Natlonal Service Corps provides a new
approach that is desperately needed in deal-
ing with the problem of poverty and its
attendant social problems. The approach
embodied in 8. 1321 is an effort to start ex-
perimentation and to seek new and imagina-
tive solutions to problems that have defied
solution for many years, The full impact
of this program can only be understood
when we realize that it will be operated in
cooperation with demonstration programs
already available from a number of Govern-
ment agencies and also with money provided
by foundation grants. By pooling these re-
sources—and it 1s chiefly personnel that is
lacking from the current demonstration and
foundation programs—we can create a new
enthusiasm and spirit to solve the problems
of our central cities. The Ford Foundation
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has already taken the initiative in helping
to make this type of program avallable in
several cities around the Nation, including
New Haven., With this kind of approach,
new horlzons appear. With this kind of ap~
proach we can excite urban young people
and make them active participants in the
renewal of their communities. We can test
and evaluate and refine new tools and new
proposals for development and we will then
be able to extend these efforts and these
methods to all American clties.

The Peace Corps, with its new enthusiasm
and new spirit, has brought new life to our
foreign-aid program. The National Service
Corps proposal contains many of the same
elements which generate excitement and
enthusiasm and a will to help one's fellow
man here at home. Smaller groups of young
people working under coordinated local su-
pervision will enable us to launch hundreds
of local projects which have been held up for
the lack of personnel. Equally important,
from this corps might emerge the kind of
pioneer talent that in the years ahead can
fill the responsible and n roles in
public or private life in the solution of the
unknown challenge in the ages to come,

I would like to specifically comment on
three features of the bill which I consider
particularly significant:

1. Local responsibility is maintained and
encouraged. Service Corps assistance would
be provided only at the request of the local-
ity. This means that the responsible per-
sons in our cities, those who really know and
understand their particular needs, are in
control of the situation. Furthermore, a lo-
cal plan for the use of the Service Corps
would have to be developed in advance.
This again will require careful planning and
acceptance of the local responsibility.

2. Service Corps participation will be for a
limited time. This, too, will encourage citles
to use Service Corps assistance as the start-
ing point in developing programs of their
own. When Service Corps assistance is with-
drawn, it will be the most natural thing in
the world for the cities to take responsibility
for financing and stafing successful pro-
grams that were started with Service Corps
asslstance.

3. The voluntary tradition, an important
part of our Nation's history is encouraged
and preserved. Throughout the life of this
country an important part of our heritage
has been a spirit of self-help and helpful-
ness to our neighbors. The old-time barn
ralsings are among the most dedicated ex-
amples of this spirit. The Service Corps is
a continuation of this tradition.

The program which is proposed in this bill
is modest. The cost is slight when compared
to the benefits. This program will have a
significant impact on our national life. I
strongly urge that it be enacted and imple-
mented as rapidly as possible.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, young people across the coun-
try have responded magnificently to the
idea of a National Service Corps in which
they could put their idealism and en-
thusiasm to work here at home. Recent-
Iy I received an eloguent letter from Mr.
Jed Johnson, Jr., president of the Young
Adult Couneil, in support of this measure,
The Young Adult Council represents
more than 25 national youth and student
organizations. At its December meeting
the council passed a resolution endorsing
the National Service Corps idea.

Mr. Johnson's letter and the resolution
of the Young Adult Council demonstrate
the willingness of today’s young people to
give of their time and skills to help others
less fortunate than themselves. I ask
unanimous consent that they be printed
in the body of the REcORD.
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There being no objection, the letter and
resolution were ordered to be printed in
the Recoro, as follows:

Youvwmae Apuvrr COUNCIL OF THE
NATIONAL SoCiAL WELFARE ASSEMBLY,
New York, N.Y., July 1, 1963.
Hon. Harrison WILLIAMS,
Special Subcommittee on Lebor,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

My Dear SENATOR WiLriaMs: The United
States Young Adult Council, a coordinating
body for national youth and student organi-
zations, has passed the enclosed resolution
endorsing the establishment of the National
Service Corps. This resolution was unani-
mously passed at our December council meet-
ing and subsequently adopted by 17 national
youth and student organizations. The com-
posite opinlon expressed by the affirmative
votes of these organizations unquestionably
represents the sentiment and consensus of
the vast majority of young Americans.

The International Peace Corps has served
as a great symbol for American youth.
Through the Peace Corps, students and youth
have found it possible to serve their country
and their fellow men unselfishly and directly.
In essence, American youth have had the
opportunity of transforming their idealism
into wvaluable service. In the same way,
American youth want the opportunity to
help build a better America. The National
Service Corps offers such an opportunity.

There were many people who predicted
that the International Peace Corps would be
a catastrophic failure. It has been an out-
standing success and even its strongest ini-
tial critics now grant its great value to our
country and the world. By the same token,
there are those who criticlzed the initia-
tion of a National Service Corps and opposed
the expenditure of any Federal funds for
such a new project.

The youth of this country are vitally con-
cerned about the welfare and development
of our own Nation and would like to have the
opportunity to put their idealism into prac-
tice here at home as well as abroad. We feel
very strongly that the expenditure of any
Federal funds for the establishment of a Na-
tional Service Corps is not only money well
spent, but a great capital investment in the
future of our Nation that will pay very high
dividends.

Respectfully yours,
JED JoHNSON, Jr.,
President.

“RESOLUTION ON NATIONAL Service Corrs

“Whereas the Foreign Peace Corps has
proved highly successful; and

“Whereas many of the techniques used
in the Foreign Peace Corps could be applied
to recovering the annual losses to our nation
from unemployment, underdevelopment, and
natural and manmade conditions requiring
economie, social, technical, and cultural re-
habilitation; and

“Whereas only a national program can
fully utilize the potential volunteer help in
the most useful program; and

“Whereas our soclety stands to gain many
benefits from a national program which in-
cludes increased Interchange of persons
from the many sections of our country, and

“Whereas there 1is widespread and en-
thuslastic support among youth for such a
program; Therefore be it

“Resolved, That the United States Young
Adult Council goes on record in support of
the establishment of a National Service
Corps.”

The above resolution was adopted at the
December 1962 meeting of the United States
Young Adult Council and subsequently ap-
proved by the following member organiza-
tions: Americans for Democratic Action,
Campus Division; American Youth Hostels;
Experimenters Association; Lisle Fellowship;
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National Association for the Advancement
of Colored People, Youth Division; National
Council of the Young Men's Christian Asso-
clations; National Pederation of Catholic
College Students; National Newman Club
Federation; National Student Assembly,
Young Women’s Christian Association of the
United States of America; North American
Student Cooperative League; Students for a
Democratic Society; Student Religious
Liberals; U.S. National Student Association;
Workmen's Circle (Associate); World Uni-
versity Service (Associate); Young Christian
Workers; Young Democratic Clubs of
America.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, the Attorney General has been
one of the mainsprings behind the effort
to create a National Service Corps, pat-
terned after the overseas Peace Corps.
Recently he wrote an eloquent article
for the Saturday Review which describes
the great problems facing many of our
sick and needy citizens shows that a vol-
unteer service corps could be effectively
used to meet those problems. In the
article entitled “What About A Peace
Corps Spirit at Home,” the Attorney
General describes some typical projects
in which corpsmen might work and gives
a clear picture of how the corps would
actually operate. I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be included in the body of
the RECORD.

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

[From the Saturday Review, May 25, 1963]

WHaAT ABOUT A PEACE CoRrPS SPIRIT AT HOME?
CaN THE NATIONAL SERVICE PrROGRAM, Now
BeForRE CoNGRESS, OFFER LEADERSHIP FOR A
GRASSROOTS ATTACE ON AMERICA'S URGENT
DomesTiIc PROBLEMS?

(By Robert F. Eennedy, Attorney General
of the United States)

The national service program called for by
President Kennedy is designed to strike at
America’s most urgent human needs in two
important ways: First, a corps of skilled,
idealistic men and women could bring the
spirit of the Peace Corps to our own slums,
migrant labor camps, mental institutions,
and other areas of need. Second, the example
set by the corpsmen could stimulate millions
of other Americans to begin part-time vol-
unteer work in their own communities.

The proposal, now before Congress, has
aroused controversy, just as the idea of the
Peace Corps aroused controversy 3 years ago.
Opponents of the program hayve said it isn't
needed, or that corpsmen would be doing jobs
that should be done by local communities.

In my opinion, those who say there is no
need for increased volunteer work in this
Nation have buried their heads in the sand.
Our unmet human needs are so immense
and pressing that they shame our national
prosperity and endanger our position as a
beacon to the aspiring nations of the world.

To those who say the problems should be
met at the local level, the answer is that the
administration agrees entirely. The pro-
gram is intended to challenge every com-
munity to take a hard look at its own needs
and to find new, effective ways to meet
them.

Under the national service program, some
communities would ask corpsmen to help
start new programs. The corpsmen would
go only at local invitation, to work on lo-
cally designed projects under local super-
vision. The community would be expected
to supply local volunteers to work side by
side with the corpsmen. When enough lo-
cal volunteers had come forward to finish
the project, the corpsmen would move on
to another assignment.
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Other communities would not want corps-
men. If, however, they started their own
programs, staffed by local volunteers, they
would have answered the President’s chal-
lenge. By demonstrating what can be done,
the corpsmen would be able to benefit com-
munities they never set foot in.

The work of the corpsmen would, of course,
be highly visible. If they made mistakes,
the Nation would hear about them. At the
same time, the spotlight would shine upon
their achievements, and upon the dark, often
forgotten corners of human need in which
they work.

The corpsmen could give these problems
the visibillity they should have. I think
there are housewlves, students, senior cit-
izens, and others in every community who,
if given a dramatic reminder of the needs
in mental hospitals, orphanages, and settle-
ment houses just a few miles from their
homes, would be moved to devote some of
their free time to help meet those needs.

The first step in the development of the
national service program came last Novem-
ber when the President appointed a Cabinet-
level committee to study the need for it.
The committee, of which I was a member,
soon came face to face with a cruel paradox:
Although ours is the richest, most produc-
tive society the world has ever known, one-
sixth of our people live in poverty and dep-
rivation. In the midst of our prosperity
there is tragic need.

Much has been done to meet this need.
Social workers, teachers, policemen, public
and private agencies, and millions of other
Americans, serving part time in their com-
munities, have been doing excellent work
for many years. Despite these efforts, how-
ever, the problems continue to grow as our
soclety grows and changes.

Here are some of our Nation's needs:

More than 5 million Americans—3 percent
of our population—are mentally retarded.
With rare exceptions, the institutions for
these people are helplessly overcrowded and
understaffed. More than half of the mental
patients in State hospitals receive no active
treatment of any kind.

In the United States today migrant work-
ers and their families number more than
2 million. The average annual income for
migrant families is $1,000. Decent standards
of living are unknown to the majority of
them, and future prospects for their chil-
dren, who have never had a real home or a
normal education, are poor indeed.

The average life expectancy of an Ameri-
can Indilan is 42 years. Living conditions
among the Indians are among the worst in
the Natior.

Half our Nation's poverty is rural poverty.
In the past 12 years more than 1 million
people have moved out of our rural area—
the 8-State 148,000-square-mile Appalachian
region—because they could not survive there.
Similar conditions exist throughout rural
America.

The social dynamite of our urban slums
is becoming more and more explosive. Mil-
lions of migrants from rural areas are mov-
ing into urban slums each year. They come
seeking jobs and a better life. All too often
they find only hostility, unemployment, sub-
standard housing, and other pressures that
push them toward social allenation, delin-
quency, and crime,

These are some of the problems that
a national service program could combat,
There is no doubt that there are volunteers
to man this program. When our committee
sent questionnaires to college students and
senior citizens to gage their interest in such
a program, more than 4,000 senior citizens
and 10,000 students at 65 colleges and uni-
versities responded. ©Of the students, 88
percent approved the idea of the program
and 71 percent sald they would join or con-
sider joining. Of the senior citizens, 82 per-
cent approved the program and 57 percent
said they would join or consider joining.
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It is also clear that the program would
have all the requests for corpsmen it could
handle. Within 2 months of the first men-
tlon of the program, more than 40 model
projects were submitted to our study com-
mittee.

Here are some of these proposals.

State and local agencies in a tricounty
area of central California propose using
corpsmen to work with migrant laborers and
their families. Under professional guidance,
the corpsmen would serve in education,
health, and community development pro-
grams. Qualified corpsmen would teach
night classes for both children and adults.
Others would teach health measures to the
migrant families and refer sick children to
local clinies.

The New York City Board of Education
would like to use corpsmen to help in its
schools. Jobs would include tutoring both
failing and gifted students, working in
school-community programs, and encourag-
ing dropouts to return to school.

The head of a State mental hospital in
Tennessee submitted a proposal to use corps-
men in work with the mentally retarded.
This hospital director estimates that up to
25 percent of the 1,600 inmates in his hos-
pital might improve and be released if there
were volunteers to give personal attention
to their rehabilitation. In addition to group
work with patients, qualified corpsmen
could administer tests, work in occupational
and physical therapy, and assist in adminis-
trative work.

A settlement house in Washington would
like to use corpsmen in its work with fami-
lies. Directed by the settlement house staff,
the corpsmen would tutor children after
school, work with dropouts, and inform
families about hospitals, schools, housing,
and job opportunities.

Two of the communities that submitted
these model projects have already had en-
couraging results. As a result of newspaper
stories on the proposals, the local agencies
were swamped with local volunteers who sald
they would serve part time whether or not
the national program came into being.

Our study committee assumed from the
first that a national service program could
not succeed, and should not even be at-
tempted, without strong support from the
many organizations already working in every
phase of soclal service. We met or corre-
sponded with several hundred leading or-
ganizations; the response has been over-
whelmingly enthusiastic.

More than 100 leading national organiza-
tions have endorsed the proposed program.
They include the National Social Welfare
Assembly, the American Federation of Teach-
ers, the NAACP, the Council on Social Work
Education, the Executive Committee of the
AFL~CIO, the National Association for Men-
tal Health, the National Council of Senior
Citizens, the Natlonal Student Assoclation,
the National Congress of American Indians,
and several Protestant, Catholie, and Jewish
service organizations. These people, who are
fighting the frontline battles, know how des-
perately volunteer workers are needed. They
share our belief that the corpsmen will not
only bring their own energies to bear on the
problems, but will also inspire others. Fur-
thermore, it is likely that a year in the
service program will lead many young people
to enter careers in social work, teaching,
nursing, and other flelds that suffer from
critical shortages of trained personnel.

The future of the national service pro-
gram is now up to Congress. The legislation
calls for a carefully selected corps to reach
a maximum strength of 5,000 men and women
over a 3-year period. The corpsmen would
enlist for a year, and would receive subsist-
ence but no pay. The first year of the pro-
gram, if 1,000 volunteers were put in the field,
would cost about $5 million—a small invest-
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ment for what could be the beginning of a
new national effort against human need.

John Donne once wrote that no man is an
island; we are all part of the mainland of
humanity. The migrant child who gets no
education, the slum youth who can find no
job, the lonely child in a mental institu-
tion—we are all involved with these people.
Their successes are our successes, and their
tragedlies our tragedies.

The national service program can help
these people, and it can show the world that
America does not forget its own needy and
neglected citizens. We must not ignore the
fact that, as President Kennedy has said, “We
shall be judged more by what we do at home
than what we preach abroad.”

DISCRIMINATION IN PUBLIC
ACCOMMODATIONS

Mr. HART. Mr. President, the hear-
ings now being conducted by the Senate
Commerce Committee on the various
proposals to ban discrimination in public
accommodations, afford members of that
committee an opportunity to hear first-
hand some of the discussions as to the
constitutional basis on which this type
of legislation should rest.

Aware that much of the discussion
during the hearings and congressional
debate would likely involve this issue,
some weeks ago I requested the Legisla~
tive Reference Service of the Library of
Congress to prepare a memorandum on
this point.

A paragraph from that memorandum
may be helpful in putting this question
in its proper perspective:

The recent proposals for Federal legislation
to prohibit racial discrimination in hotels,
theaters, restaurants, stores, and similar es-
tablishments which hold themselves open to
the general public have been based upon the
powers given to Congress under the 14th
amendment, the commerce clause, or both.
Perhaps the first observation to make is that
if neither basis is wvalid combining them
would not cure the invalidity. The second
observation is that if one basis is invalid
its use in combination does not enhance or
detract from the validity of the other. This
paper will discuss some of the cases relevant
to an assessment of the validity of each basis
and the kinds of private establishment which
might be reached under it.

The point is well taken. We must pug
the full strength of the Constitution be-
hind this proposal. The commerce
clause, the 14th amendment, and addi-
tional authority that may exist should be
utilized to undergird this law guarantee-
ing our citizens full access to public ac-
commodations without discrimination.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the full text of the memoran-
dum prepared by the American Law
Division of the Legislative Reference
Service be printed at the end of my re-
marks. This memorandum, hopefully,
will be useful to others, as it has been to
me, in summarizing and presenting the
various constitutional bases for taking
this action.

There being no objection, the memo-
randum was ordered to be printed in the
ReEecorp, as follows:

THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS,
Washington, D.C., July 1, 1963.
To: Hon. PHILIP A. HART.
From: American Law Division,
Subject: The power of Congress to prohibit
racial discrimination in privately owned
places of public accommodation.
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The recent proposals for Federal legislation
to prohibit racial discrimination in hotels,
theaters, restaurants, stores, and similar es-
tablishments which hold themselves open
to the general public have been based upon
the powers glven to Congress under the 14th
amendment, the commerce clause, or both.
Perhaps the first observation to make is that
if neither basis is wvalid, combining them
would not cure the invalidity. The second
observation is that if one basis is Invalid
its use in combination does not enhance or
detract from the validity of the other. This
paper will discuss some of the cases relevant
to an assessment of the wvalidity of each
basis and the kinds of private establishment
which might be reached under it.

THE POWER OF CONGRESS UNDER THE 14TH
AMENDMENT

From the cases thus far decided by the
Supreme Court, there is one generalization
about the power of Congress which can be
made without much fear of challenge. The
14th amendment gives Congress no power
to prohibit purely private acts of raclal dis-
crimination. Sections 1 and 2 of the Civil
Rights Act of 1875 (ch. 114, sec. 1 and 2,
18 Stat. 335, 336) provided that all per-
sons *“shall be entitled to the full and
equal enjoyment of the accommodations,
advantages, facilities, and privileges of inns,
public conveyances on land and water, the-
aters and other places of public amusement;
subject only to the conditions and limita-
tlons established by law, and applicable alike
to cltizens of every race and color, regard-
less of any previous condition of servitude,”
and punished violations of these rights.
However, the Supreme Court held that these
sections were unconstitutional as applied
to acts of racial diserimination by private
persons because under the 14th amendment
the power of Congress could reach only State
actlon, Civil Rights cases, 100 U.S. 3 (1883).
This case has never been overruled, nor has
the basic premise that the 14th amendment
reaches only State action been abandoned.

The holding in the Civil Rights cases, is a
high hurdle for those who would now use
the 14th amendment as a basis for new leg-
islation so similar to that which was de-
clared unconstitutional in 1883. They must
leap to the conclusion that, given a new
opportunity to consider the matter, the
Supreme Court would find some link be-
tween the individual proprietor and the
State that would transform the proprietor's
discriminatory act Into *“State actlon.”
Although no case has yet found this link in
the mere fact that a store or restaurant is
licensed by a State to do business, or holds
itself open to the publlc, the acts of some
private businesses and organizations have
been held to violate the l4th amendment
because done under color of State law.

In some cases the court has found the link
in the fact that the private organization was
performing what was ossentlally a State
function. This was the kind of link that
led to the demise of the white primaries.
Smith v. Allwright, 321 U.S. 649 (1944);
Terry v. Adams, 345 U.S. 461 (1953). This
may have been the kind of link which also
led the Court In Marsh v. Alabama, 326 U.S.
501 (1946), to reverse the trespass conviction
of a Jehovah's Witness who had been ar-
rested in a town wholly owned by a ship-
bullding corporation. She had been arrested,
by a county deputy sheriff employed by the
company as a policeman, for distributing
religious literature on one of the town side-
walks which was accessible to the public.
The Court considered the operation of the
town a “public function” and that private
rights in the property were not enough to
Justify the State in permitting the company
to restrict the fundamental liberties of the
townspeople and then use the statutes of
the State to enforce those restrictions. The
Court seemed to be as much concerned with
the rights of the residents to read the re-
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liglous literature as it was with the right of
the Witness to distribute it. It did say,
however, that: “The more an owner, for his
advantage, opens up his property for use by
the public in general, the more do his rights
become circumscriber by the statutory and
constitutional rights of those who use it.
Id. at 506.”

Yet the evil the Court actually reached
and struck down was not the restriction es-
tablished by the private property owner but
rather the act of the State in enforcing it
through its courts. In this respect, the
Marsh case resembles Shelley v. Kraemer, 334
US. 1 (1948) and Barrows v. Jackson, 346
U.S. 240 (1953).

In Shelley, the Court held that judicial
enforcement of a racial restrictive covenant
by injunction was State action prohibited by
the 14th amendment. In Barrows, the
Court held that judicial enforcement of such
covenants by assessment of damages was
prohibited. Yet in each of these cases the
Court cited the principle of the Civil Rights
cases as one firmly embedded in our consti-
tutional law. Mr. Justice Vinson, in Shelley,
noted that the 14th amendment “erects no
shield against merely private conduct, how-
ever discriminatory or wrongful,” and said:
“We conclude therefore, that the restrictive
agreements standing alone cannot be re-
garded as violative of any rights guaranteed
to petitioners by the l4th amendment. So
long as the purposes of those agreements are
effectuated by voluntary adherence to their
terms, it would appear clear that there had
been no action by the State and the provi-
slons of the amendment have not been vio-
lated.” 334 US. 1, 13 (1048).

In Barrows, Mr. Justice Minton cited this
language with approval. 346 U.S. 249, 253
(1953).

Some have thought that the Court would
extend the prineciple of Shelley and Barrows
to the sit-in cases, In these cases, Negroes
have been arrested for trespass for remaining
at white-only lunch counters after the own-
ers had refused to serve them because of
their race and then asked them to leave. Al-
though the Court has reversed several such
trespass convictions, it has not used Shelley
to support its conclusions. In one case the
prohibited State action was found in a city
ordinance which required segregation.
Peterson v. City of Greenville, — U.S, — (de-
cided, May 20, 1963). In another, the pro-
hibited State action was found in statements
by the mayor and superintendent of police
to the effect that the city of New Orleans
would not permit Negroes to seek desegre-
gated service in restaurants. Although there
was no statute or ordinance requiring seg-
regation, the Court held each of these state-
ments to be an “official command which has
at least as much coercive effect as an ordi-
nance.” Lombard v. Louisiana, — U.S. —
(slip opinion p. 7, decided May 20, 1963).
The existence of the ordinance in the one
case and the statements in the other made
the private intentions of the property owner
irrelevant. Even if the owner would have
refused service in the absence of an ordi-
nance the Court's result would not have
been changed. No State will be permitted
to enforce by conviction under trespass stat-
utes or otherwise ordinances or other official
commands requiring segregation.

An earller sit-in case arising in Loulslana
was disposed of on the ground that evidence
that the defendants sat peacefully in a place
where custom decreed they could not sit
was not sufficlent to convict them of the
crime of disturbing the peace as defined in
the Louisiana statutes. Garner v, Louisiana,
368 U.S. 157 (1961).

The Court found another kind of link
with the State in the discriminatory act of
a private restaurant operator in Burion v.
Wilmington Parking Authority, 365 U.8. 715
(1961). This involved the refusal of service
to a Negro by a private restaurant operator-
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on premises leased from an agency of the
State of Delaware. The restaurant was lo-
cated in a building constructed with public
funds and used for a public purpose; that is,
a municipal parking facility. The restau-
rant was one of several leased areas in the
facility which the Court found to be an
“indispensable part of the State's plan to
operate its project as a self-sustaining unit.”
Id. at 723-7T24. The opinion by Mr. Justice
Clark very carefully pointed out that the
Court’s conclusions in this case could not be
considered “universal truths on the basis of
which every State leasing agreement is to be
tested.” Id. at 726. In defining the limits
of its inquiry, the Court stated: “What we
hold today is that when a State leases pub-
lic property in the manner and for the
purpose shown to have been the case here,
the proscriptions of the 14th amendment
must be complied with by the lessee as cer-
tainly as though they were binding cove-
nants written into the agreement itself.”
Id. at T26.

If the Court is this reluctant to find a
State action link in all State leasing agree-
ments, what indication is there that the
Court would be any more willing to find such
link in State licenses? In the case of State
licenses In the nature of a franchise, the
monopolistic or semimonopolistic kind of
license given to public utilities, common car-
riers and the like, the link is unquestionably
there. No privately operated transit sys-
tem or electric light company could discrim-
inate without violating the prohibition of
the 14th amendment. See e.g. Public Utili-
ties Commission v. Pollak, 343 U.8. 451 (1952).
(Although this dealt with Federal action,
and did not involve race, the principles in-
volved are similar to those concerned with
State action involving racial disecrimination.)
In Boman v. Birmingham Transit Co., 280 F.
2d 531 (1960), the rules of a bus company
requiring segregated seating were held to be
a State act. The court, however, considered
two factors: (1) The company operated un-
der a franchise from the State and thus dif-
fered from an ordinary corporation; (2) a
city ordinance had authorized the company
to issue rules for seating of passengers and
had made willful refusal to obey a reasonable
request of the bus operator relating to seat-
ing a breach of the peace.

With respect to businesses like restau-
rants, for which, if any license at all is re-
gquired, there is no need for a showing of
public convenience and necessity but simply
the payment of an annual tax, the Supreme
Court has not yet found the link which
would transform the discriminatory act of
the business into an act of the State and
therefore a prohibited one.

The Court of Appeals for the Fourth Cir-
cuit considered the license argument in 1959
and rejected it. Williams v. Howard John-
son’s Restaurant, 268 F. 2d 845 (4 Cir. 1959)
involved a restaurant’s refusal to serve a
Negro solely because of his race. The plain-
tiff conceded that there was no State statute
which required the proprietor to refuse him
service but pointed to the statutes which
required segregation of the races in carriers
and by persons engaged in the operation of
places of public assemblage. He also em-~
phasized the long established local custom
of excluding Negroes from public restau-
rants and contended that the acquiescence
of the State in these practices amounted to
State action violative of the provisions of the
14th amendment. Another theory on which
the plaintiff argued was that since the State
licensed the restaurant it had a positive
duty to prohibit racial discrimination in the
use and enjoyment of its facilities. The
court stated that unless these discrimina-
tory acts were performed in obedience to
some positive provisions of State law there
would be no basis for a complaint. The
court concluded that the restaurant was at
liberty to deal with such persons as it might
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select.! (The court also rejected the theory
that the discrimination was forbidden be-
cause the restaurant was engaged in inter-
state commerce. This theory will be dis-
cussed subsequently under the commerce
clause).

Although the Supreme Court continually
emphasizes that no inference may be drawn
from a denial of certiorari, there are two
cases it had an opportunity to consider but
did not which should be mentioned. In
Gordon v. Gordon, 332 Mass. 197, 124 N.E, 2d
228, cert. denied, 349 U.S. 947 (1955), a will
provided for revocation of a testamentary
gift to any child who married a person not
born in the Jewish faith, The lower court
entered a decree revoking a gift to a son
who married a Catholic girl. The Supreme
Judieial Court of Massachusetts upheld the
decree against arguments, based on Shelley
v. Kraemer and Barrows v. Jackson (both
supra) that court enforcement of such a
discriminatory will provision violated the
14th amendment. A discriminatory will
provision was also involved in In re The
Girard College Trusteeship, 391 Pa. 434, 138
A. 2d B44 (—). Girard’'s will established a
trust for a private school for white male
orphans and named the city of Philadelphia
as trustee. Ultimately the trust was admin-
istered by a city board established by State
statute. When it first considered this case
the Supreme Court held that under these
circumstances the 14th amendment prohib-
ited denial of admission to a Negro male or-
phan because of his race. Thereafter, the
Pennsylvania Orphans Court substituted
private trustees for the city board of direc-
tors. The private trustees continued to
deny admission to Negroes. The Supreme
Court of Pennsylvania upheld their right to
do so. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
appealed from this decision. The U.8. Su-
preme Court, in a per curiam opinion, dis-
missed the appeal and, treating the appeal
as a petition for certiorari, denied certiorari.
Pennsylvania v. Board of Directors, 367 U.S.
570 (1958).

Conclusions on the 14th amendment
approach

It is clear from the cases thus far decided
by the Supreme Court that it has not yet
held that, where a State or one of its politi-
cal subdivisions exercises no element of co-
erclon upon a business to discriminate, the
business is not free to discriminate without
violating the prohibitions of the 14th
amendment. On the contrary, even when
it was found some element of prohibited
State action (as in Shelley v. Kraemer), the
Court has often commented that individual
acts are beyond the reach of the 14th
amendment. It is not at all clear, however,
whether or to what extent the Court will
depart from or distinguish the holding in
the Civil Rights cases of 1883 when it con-
siders the effect of the 14th amendment
on a private business conducted in a
State which neither prohibits nor requires
discrimination but leaves the businessman
free to make his own choice. There are
several approaches the Court might take,
but before discussing them, there is an im-
portant observation to be made about the
power of Congress to influence the Court's
approach by adopting the proposed legisla-
tion,

Under its 14th amendment powers Con-
gress can prohibit no act of discrimina-
tion which is not already prohibited by the
14th amendment. In this respect the
14th amendment power differs from the
commerce power, a distinetion which will
be discussed subsequently under the com-
merce clause. Moreover, if the proposed

1 Had the plaintiff argued that the Code of
Virginia (1950), title 18, sec. 327 required
segregation in the restaurant the result
might have been different. The same plain-
tiff {8 urging this proposition in a new case.
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legislation were to be held constitutional, it
would give no one, except perhaps the Attor-
ney General, any right of action which he
does not already have under the provisions
of 42 U.8.C,, section 1983. That is the gection
which gives a right of action at law or in
equity to any person who ‘“under color of
any statute, ordinance, regulation, custom,
or usage of any State” has been deprived
by another person “of any rights, privileges,
or immunities secured by the Constitution
and laws.” The rights, privileges and im-
munities mentioned in this section include
the 14th amendment rights to due proc-
ess and equal protection of the laws.
Hague v, Congress of Industrial Organiza-
tions, 307 U.S. 496 (1939). If it be constitu-
tional for Congress now to give a right of
actlon to anyone discriminated against be-
cause of race or color by another “in the
conduct of a business authorized by a State”
as one bill would do, or by someone who acts
as '“a proprietor, manager, or employee of
any business or business activity affecting
the public which is conducted under a State
license"” as another bill would do, Co

has already given such right of action,
though in less specific terms, in 42 U.S.C.
section 1983. To decide whether any exercise
of power under the 14th amendment can
reach Mrs. Murphy one must wait for sub-
sequent developments in the Supreme Court.

1. It is conceivable that by reading some
of the statements in Mr. Justice Bradley’'s
opinion in the Civil Rights cases very care-
fully it might, as some have argued it will,
in some States reach Mrs. Murphy without
departing far from his rationale. Examples
of such statements are Justice Bradley's
acknowledgment that custom can some-
times have the force of law, and his sugges-
tion that if States were not giving a right
of action to Negroes against those who de-
prived them of their rights Congress could
adopt corrective legislation. The consensus
of the commentators, however, seems to be
that the Court will not find, that in a locality
where neither the law, nor custom which has
the force of law, compels Mrs. Murphy to
segregate, Mrs. Murphy is nevertheless not
free to segregate without violating the 14th
amendment.

2. The Court may extend the doctrine of
Sheiley v. Kraemer (supra). As applied to
Mrs. Murphy, this would mean that although
she was free to refuse to serve a Negro, the
State would not be free to convict him of
trespass if he refused to leave. Most com-
mentators feel that this would result in
chaos, It would leave Mrs. Murphy free to
exercise her common law right to use reason-
able force to eject the unwanted customer
but would deprive her of any right to call
upon the State to help her if she has insuffi-
cient force at her disposal. Mrs. Murphy
who owns the corner grocery store and re-
fuses to serve Negroes as well as people who
deal all week at the Safeway and then try
to buy a loaf of bread from her on Sunday,
would be in the same position as the seller
of land who incorporated a restrictive cove-
nant in his deed. She would have a right
but no legal remedy for its violation.

Whether such extension of Shelley v.
Kraemer would be wise or not, its adoption
by the Court would give Congress no more
power under the 14th amendment to prevent
Mrs. Murphy from segregating than it has
now to enact a law preventing anyone from
entering into a racial restrictive covenant.

3. The Court might extend to Mrs. Murphy
the doctrine of Terry v. Adams (supra).
That was the case which prohibited the Jay-
bird Party in Texas, a private club, from
excluding Negroes because the function it
performed was an integral part of the elec-
tion process even though not formally rec-
ognized by State law. The function the club
performed was 80 much a public function
that its private act of discrimination con-
stituted State action prohibited by the 16th
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amendment. (The State action concept is
embraced in the 15th amendment just as it
is in the 14th.) If the Court were to adopt
this approach and find that Mrs. Murphy
were performing so public a function that
her act was a State act, then of course Con-
gress, under the 14th amendment power,
could prohibit Mrs. Murphy from discrimi-
nating.

4, The Court might take as its standard
the statement from Marsh v. Alabama, 328
U.S. 501, 506 (1946): “The more an OWwWDner,
for his advantage, opens up his property for
use by the public in general, the more do
his rights become circumscribed by the stat-
utory and constitutional rights of those who
use it "

This would require the Court not only to
likenm Mrs. Murphy’'s store to a company
town (and Mrs. Murphy's alsles to company
streets), but also to find that Mrs. Murphy’s
right to select her own customers must yleld
to her customers’ rights to make purchases
in her store. Thus far, that customer’s
right has not been held to exist.

It would be presumptuous to anticipate
which of thece approaches the Court might
take or whether it might take another which
has not been considered here. The signifi-
cant fact is that, except insofar as it is ap-
plicable to the kind of public utility or
public service organization whose private
acts of discrimination have already been
held to be State action prohibited by the 14th
amendment, a definitive judgment as to the
constitutionality of the proposed public ac-
commodations legislation must await a de-
cizion of the Supreme Court.

THE POWER OF CONGRESS UNDER THE COM-
MERCE CLAUSE

It was stated earller that the power of
Congress under the commerce clause dif-
fered from its power under the 14th amend-
ment. The 14th amendment gives Congress
only the power to enforce its provisions by
appropriate legislation. It can prohibit no
act of discrimination which is not already
prohibited by the amendment. On the other
hand, the power of Congress “to regulate
commerce * * * among the States” is a plen-
ary power under which Congress can regu-
late and prohibit activities which would not
be prohibited by the commerce clause in the
absence of an act of Congress. One example
might make this distinction clear. There is
nothing in the Constitution which prohibits
the transportation in interstate commerce
of goods manufactured by laborers who are
paid only 10 cents an hour and work 16
hours a day, 7 days a week. However, in
the exercise of its commerce power, Con-
gress may establish minimum wages and
maximum hours for employees engaged in
the production of goods for interstate com-
merce and forbid an employer to pay his em-
ployees less or work them longer than the
law allows. United States v. Darby, 312
U.S. 100 (1941). Mr. Justice Bradley recog-
nized this distinction in his opinion in the
Civil Rights Cases, 109 U.S. 3 (1883), stating
that his remarks on the restricted nature of
the power of Congress under the 14th amend-
ment “do not apply to those cases in which
Congress 1s clothed with direct and plenary
powers of legislation over the whole subject”
as it is in the commerce clause.

Although the commerce power has been
sald to be plenary this is not to say that any
attempted exercise of it is constitutional.
On several occasions the Supreme Court has
held that Congress overreached its power.
In United States v. Dewitt, 9 Wall, 41 (1869)
the Court held unconstitutional an internal
revenue provision making it a misdemeanor
to mix for sale mnaphtha and illuminating
oll, or to sell such mixture, on the ground
that it was a police regulation, relating ex-
clusively to the internal trade of the States
and not supported by the commerce power.
The Trade Mark cases, 100 U.S. 82 (187T)
held unconstitutional the original trade-
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mark act and certaln penal provisions en-
foreing it because its language was intended
to embrace commerce between citizens of
the same State. More recently the original
Child Labor Law was held unconstitutional
in Hammer v. Dagenhart, 247 U.8. 251 (1918).
In Schechter Pouliry Corp. v. United States,
206 U.S. 486 (1935) the commerce power was
sald not to reach the sale of unfit chickens
by a wholesale poultry dealer who purchased
chickens shipped In from other States for re-
sale to retail dealers. While acknowledging
the power of Congress to regulate intrastate
matters affecting commerce as well as com-
merce itself, the Court thought that it could
not reach acts having only an indirect ef-
fect: “But where the effect of intrastate
transactions upon interstate commerce is
merely indirect, such transactions remain
within the domain of State power. If the
commerce clause were construed to reach all
enterprises and transactions which could be
said to have an indirect effect upon inter-
state commerce, the Federal authority would
embrace practically all the activities of the
people and the authority of the State over
its domestic concerns would exist only by
sufferance of the Federal Government.” Id.
at 546.

In Carter v. Carter Coal Co., 208 U.S. 238
(1936), the Bituminous Coal Conservation
Act of 1935 was held to impose, not a tax
within article I, section 8, but a penalty not
sustained by the commerce clause.

If, like the holding in the Civil Rights
cases, the holdings in these and other cases
setting limits upon the power of Congress
under the commerce clause had come down
to us unimpaired or almost unimpaired, the
commerce clause might be no better a basis
for legislation prohibiting private acts of dis-
crimination in hotels, restaurants, retail
stores, and the like than the 14th amendment
would be. Unlike the Civil Rights cases,
however, many of these cases have been ex-
pressly overruled as was Hammer v. Dagen-
hart in United States v. Darby, 312 U.S. 100,
115-117; or limited, as was Carter v. Carter
Coal Co. in the same case, id. at 123; or dis-
tinguished and explained so frequently that
they might as well have been overruled, which
is the fate the Schechter case has met in
National Labor Relations Board v. Jones and
Laughlin Steel Corp., 301 US. 1 (1937) up-
holding provislo-;% of the National Labor Re-
lations Act of 1985 and United States v.
Wrightwood Dairy Co,, 3156 U.S. 100 (1942),
upholding the power of Congress to regulate
intrastate commerce in milk affecting inter-
state commerce in that commodity.

In United States v. Darby, supra, the Court
sald: “The power of Congress over interstate
commerce is not confined to the regulation
of commerce among the States. It extends
to those activities intrastate which so affect
interstate commerce or the exercise of the
power of Congress over it as to make regula-
tion of them appropriate means to the at-
talnment of a legitimate end, the exercise of
the granted power of Congress to regulate in-
terstate commerce,” 312 U.S. 100, 118 (1939).

Then, after noting that in the absence of
congressional legislation on the subject State
laws which do not obstruct commerce are not
forbidden even though they affect interstate
commerce, the Court continued: “But it does
not follow that Congress cannot by appro-
priate legislation regulate intrastate activi-
tles where they have a substantial effect on
interstate commerce. See Santa Cruz Fruit
Packing Co, v. National Labor Relations
Board, 303 U.S. 453, 466. A recent example
is the National Labor Relations Act for the
regulation of employer and employee rela-
tions in industries in which strikes, induced
by unfair labor practices named in the act,
tend to disturb or obstruct interstate com-
merce. See National Labor Relations Board
v Jones and Laughlin Steel Corp., 301 U.S.
1, 38, 40; National Labor Relations Board v.
Fainblatt, 306 U.S. 601, 604, and cacses cited.
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But long before the adoption of the National
Labor Relations Act this Court had many
times held that the power of Congress toreg-
ulate interstate commerce extends to the
regulation through legislative action of ac-
tivities intrastate which have a substantial
effect on the commerce or the congressional
power over it.” Id.at 119-20.

In a footnote the Court listed some of the
activities it had held Congress could regu-
late: “It may prohibit wholly intrastate ac-
tivities which, if permitted, would result in
restraint of interstate commerce. Coronado
Coal Co. v. United Mine Workers, 268 U.S.
295, 310; Local 167 v. United States, 201 U.S.
293, 297. It may regulate the activities of
a loecal grain exchange shown to have an in-
Jurious effect on interstate commerce. Chi-
cago Board of Trade v. Olsen, 262 US. 1. It
may regulate infrastate rates of interstate
carriers where the effect of the rates is to
burden interstate commerce. Houston, E. &
W. Texas Ry. Co. v. United States, 234 US.
342; Railroad Commission of Wisconsin v.
Chicago, B. & O. R. Co., 257 U.S. 563; United
States v. Louisiana, 290 U.S. 70, 74; Florida
v. United States, 202 U.S. 1. It may compel
the adoption of safety appliances on rolling
stock moving intrastate because of the rela-
tion to and effect of such appliances upon
interstate traffic moving over the same rail-
road. Southern Ry. Co. v. United States, 222
U.S. 20. It may prescribe maximum hours
for employees engaged in intrastate activity
connected with the movement of any train,
such as train dispatchers and telegraphers.
Baltimore & Ohio R. Co. v. Interstate Com-
merce Comm’n, 221 U.S. 612, 619.” Id. at 120.

The court then described the functions of
Congress and the Court with respect to de-
termining the scope and wvalidity of such
legislation:

“In such legislation Congress has some-
times left it to the courts to determine
whether the intrastate activities have the
prohibited effect on the commerce, as in the
Sherman Act. It has sometimes left it to
an administrative board or agency to de-
termine whether the activities sought to be
regulated or prohibited have such effect, as
in the case of the Interstate Commerce Act,
and the National Labor Relations Act, or
whether they come within the statutory
definition of the prohibited act, as in the
Federal Trade Commission Act. And some-
times Congress itself has sald that a par-
ticular activity affects the commerce, as it
did in the present act, the Safety Appliance
Act and the Raillway Labor Act. In pass-
ing on the validity of legislation of the class
last mentioned the only function of courts
is to determine whether the particular ac-
tivity regulated or prohibited is within the
reach of the Federal power. See United
States v. Ferger, supra; Virginia Ry. Co, v.
Federation, 300 U.S. 515, 553.

“Congress, having by the present act
adopted the policy of excluding from inter-
state commerce all goods produced for the
commerce which do not conform to the
specified labor standards, it may choose the
means reasonably adapted to the attainment
of the permitted end, even though they in-
volve control of intrastate activitles. Such
legislation has often been sustained with
respect to powers, other than the commerce
power granted to the National Government,
when the means chosen, although not them-
selves within the granted power, were never-
theless deemed appropriate aids to the ac-
complishment of some purpose within an
admitted power of the National Government.
See Jacob Ruppert, Inc. v. Caffey, 2561 U.8.
264; Everard's Breweries v. Day, 265 U.S. 545,
560, Westfall v. United States, 274 U.S. 256,
259. As to State power under the 14th
amendment, compare Otis v. Parker, 187 U.S.
606, 609; St. John v. New York, 201 U.S.
633; Purity Extract & Tonic Co. v. Lynch,
226 U.S. 192, 201-202. A familiar like exer-
cise of power is the regulation of intrastate
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transactions which are so commingled with
or related to interstate commerce that all
must be regulated if the interstate commerce
is to be affectively controlled. Shreveport
case, 234 U.S. 342; Railroad Commission of
Wisconsin v. Chicago, B. & 0. R. Co., 26T U.8.
563; United States v. New York Central R.
Co., supra, 464; Currin v. Wallace, 306 U.S.
1; Mulford v. Smith, supra. Similarly Con-
gress may require inspection and preventive
treatment of all cattle in a disease infected
area In order to prevent shipment in inter-
state commerce of some of the cattle with-
out the treatment. Thornton v. United
State, 271 U.S. 414. It may prohibit the re-
moval, at destination, of labels required by
the Pure Food & Drugs Act to be affixed
to articles transported in interstate com-
merce. McDermott v. Wisconsin, 228 US.
115. And we have recently held that Con-
gress In the exercise of its power to require
inspection and grading of tobacco shipped in
interstate commerce may compel such in-
pection and grading of all tobacco sold at
local auction rooms from which a substantial
part but not all of the tobacco sold is shipped
in interstate commerce. Currin v. Wallace,
supra, 11, and see to the like effect United
States v. Rock Royal Co-op., supra, 568, note
87.” Id.at 121-22,

Under the Fair Labor Standards Act held
constitutional in the Darby case, Congress
regulated wages of any employee engaged in
any process or occupation “necessary to the
production” of goods for interstate com-
merce in any State. Among the employees
held covered under the act were warehouse
and central office employees of an interstate
retail chainstore system; the employees of
an electrical contractor, locally engaged in
commercial and industrial wiring and deal-
ing in electrical motors and generators for
commercial and industrial use, whose cus-
tomers are engaged in the production of
goods for interstate commerce; employees of
a window-cleaning company, the greater
part of whose work is done on the windows
of industrial plants of producers of goods
in interstate commerce. Even publishers of
a dally newspaper only about one-half of
1 percent of whose circulation is outside
the State were held to be engaged in the
production of goods for commerce. Mabee
v. White Plains Publishing Co., 327 U.S, 178
(1946). (For a longer list of occupations
covered by the Fair Labor Standards Act and
citatlons to cases, see note 6, pp. 167-158,
“The Constitution of the United States of
America” (1953), Senate Document No. 170,
82d Congress, 2d sess.; pp. 118-253 of that
volume discuss the Supreme Court cases in-
terpreting the commerce clause.)

The National Labor Relations Act has a
broader scope than the Fair Labor Standards
Act and enables the NLRB to reach activities
“affecting commerce” as defined in section
2(7). (61 Stat. 138, 20 U.B.0., sec. 142(7)).
In Meat Cutters v. Fairlawn Meats, 353 U.S.
20 (1957) the Court held the act applicable
to a retailler operating three meat markets
in and around Akron, Ohio, even though all
of its sales were intrastate and only slightly
more than £100,000 of its annual purchases
of almost $900,000 came from outside Ohio
directly, saying: “We do not agree that re-
spondent’s interstate purchases were so neg-
ligible that its business cannot be said to
affect interstate commerce within the mean-
ing of section 2(7) of the National Labor
Relations Act.” Id.at 22,

In another comment upon the reach of
section 2(7) the Court sald, in Polish Al-
liance v. Labor Board, 322 U.S. 643, 648
(1944) : "“Congress therefore left it to the
Board to ascertain whether proscribed prac-
tices would in particular situations adverse-
1y affect commerce when judged by the full
reach of the constitutional power of Con-
gress. Whether or no[t] practices may be
deemed by Congress to affect interstate
commerce is not to be determined by con-
fining judgment to the quantitative effect
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of the activities immediately before the
Board. Appropriate for judgment is the
fact that the immediate situation is repre-
sentative of many others throughout the
country, the total incidence of which if left
unchecked may well become far reaching in
its harm to commerce."”

It is perhaps the case of Wickard v. Fil-
burn, 317 U.S. 111 (1942) which illustrates
most dramatically the extent to which the
commerce power can reach intrastate activi-
ties, Filburn harvested 230 more bushels of
wheat than he was allowed to under an Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 allotment.
This subjected him to penalties under the
act which did not depend upon whether any
part of his wheat, either within or without
his quota, was sold or intended to be sold.
Filburn contended that to penalize him for
growing wheat on his own farm to be con-
sumed on his own farm was beyond the reach
of congresslonal power since these are local
activities and their effect on commerce is
at most indirect. The Court said that
questions of the power of Congress were to
be decided not by reference to any formula
based on words like “direct” but rather upon
“consideration of the actual effects of the
activity in gquestion upon interstate com-
merce,” id. at 120. In holding that even
as applied to wheat not intended for com-
merce but strictly for home consumption the
act was within the commerce power of Con-
gress, the Court stated that the effect of the
statute was “to restrict the amount of wheat
which may be produced for market and the
extent as well to. which one may forestall
resort to the market by producing to meet
his own needs. That appellee's own contri-
bution to the demand for wheat may be triv-
fal 1s not enough to remove him from the
scope of Federal regulation where, as here,
his contribution, taken together with that
of many others similarly situated, is far
from trivial.” Id. at 127-128. The Court
also observed: “This record leaves us in no
doubt that Congress may properly have con-
sldered that wheat consumed on the farm
where grown, if wholly outside the scheme of
regulation, would have a substantial effect
in defeating and obstructing its purpose to
stimulate trade therein at Increased prices.”
Id. at 128-129.

The Supreme Court has also held that in
the exercise of its commerce power Congress
may prohibit racial discrimination. Boyn-
ton v. Virginia, 364 US. 454 (1960). A Vir-
ginia court had held that a Negro inter-
state bus passenger who refused to leave a
white-only restaurant in the bus terminal
after being denied service and ordered to
legve was properly convicted of trespass under
a Virginia statute. The Supreme Court held
that under section 216(d) of the Interstate
Commerce Act (49 U.S.C., sec. 316(d) ), which
forbids any interstate common carrier by
motor vehicle to subject any person to un-
just diserimination, the Negro had a Federal
right to be served in the restaurant and Vir-
ginia could not conviet him of trespass for
remaining even after he had been ordered
to leave. Though the restaurant was not
operated by the carrier it was operated as
a part of the carrier's terminal facilities and
was therefore embraced with the prohibitions
of the act. The Court was careful to point
out that it was not deciding that the act
required unsegregated service every time a
bus stops at a roadside restaurant. It should
be observed, on the other hand, that the
Court sald nothing one way or the other
about the power of Congress under the com-
merce clause to require unsegregated serv-
ice every time an interstate bus stopped at
a roadside restaurant.

In the earlier discussion of the 14th
amendment aspects of the case of Williams
v. Howard Johnson's Restaurant, 268 F. 2d
845 (4 Cir. 1950), (supra, pp. 8-9), it was
mentioned that the Court rejected the theory
that the restaurant was forbidden to dis-
criminate because it was engaged in inter-
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state commerce. It should be observed that
in this case the Court was considering not
the power of Congress under the commerce
clause, for there was no statute involved,
but rather the reach of the commerce clause
unimplemented by any congressional regu-
lation. The distinction is a most important
one,

Conclusions on the commerce clause
approach

From the cases thus far decided it seems
clear that, under the commerce clause, Con-
gress can regulate raclal discrimination. It
is also clear that, under its commerce power
Congress can reach intrastate activities if
they have a substantial effect upon com-
merce. We know that the commerce power
can reach retallers whose sales are wholly
intrastate and only one-ninth of which pur-
chases are made out of state. Meat Cutters
v. Fairlawn Meats (supra). We know that
Congress can reach a farmer who grows
wheat on his own farm for his own consump-
tlon even though the amount he grows may
be trivial. Wickard v. Filburn (supra).
But we know also, because the principle is
implicit in even the broadest holdings on the
scope of the commerce power, that Congress
cannot reach activities which do not in fact
have a significant effect upon commerce.

We do not know whether Congress can
reach racial discrimination to the same ex-
tent that it can reach other activities under
the commerce clause. There would seem to
be nothing in the decided cases, however, to
indicate that the Court would not apply the
same standards it has applied in cases deal-
ing with the regulation of prices, wages,
hours, labor relations, or any other attempt
by Congress to exercise the full extent of its
powers under the commerce clause,

Under the 14th amendment, Congress can
reach *“only such action as may fairly be
sald to be that of the States.” Shelley v.
Kraemer, 334 US. 1, 18 (1948). Under the
commerce clause, the power of Congress ex-
tends to all interstate activities and also “to
those activities intrastate which so affect
commerce or the exercise of the power of
Congress over it as to make regulation of
them appropriate means to the attalnment
of a legitimate end.” United Statesv. Darby,
312 U.B. 100, 118 (1939). Whether the Con-
gress uses one power or the other as the
basis for a law prohibiting racial discrimi-
nation in public accommodations, the Court
will be required to make the ultimate deter-
mination of the law’'s constitutionality, not
in general terms but on the basis of its appli-
cation to particular activities. Although it
seems likely that, in the present state of the
law, Congress can reach more activities under
the commerce clause than it can under the
14th amendment, one cannot be certain
whether Mrs. Murphy’s rooming house or
Mrs, Murphy's grocery store can be reached
under either power.

If Mrs. Murphy's act may fairly be said
to be that of the State the 14th amendment
already reaches her.

If Mrs. Murphy's act so affects commerce
as to make its regulation appropriate, Con-
gress can reach her act under its commerce
power.

But just as it would be presumptuous to
try to anticipate whether the Court will fol-
low the Civil Rights Cases, or Shelley v.
Kraemer, or Marsh v, Alabama if the Con-
gress adopts the 14th amendment approach,
it would be presumptuous to try to an-
ticipate what approach it will take if Con-
gress acts under the commerce power.

Whether the Court will find that a law
prohibiting Mrs. Murphy from discriminat-
ing in the rental of her rooms or the sale of
her canned goods is unconstitutional be-
cause it is a police regulation, relating ex-
clusively to the internal trade of the States,
as in United States v. Dewitt, 9 Wall. 41
(1869), or because it is intended to embrace
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commerce between citizens of the same
States, as In The Trade Mark cases, 100 U.S,
82 (1879), or find the law constitutional
after weighing not just the quantitative ef-
fect on interstate commerce of Mrs. Murphy’s
act but also “the fact that the immediate
situation is representative of many others
throughout the country, the total incldence
of which if left unchecked may well become
far reaching in its harm to commerce,” as it
said should be done in the Polish Alliance
case (supra, p. 24), is an incppropriate judg-
ment for us to make.
VincenT A. DOYLE,
Legislative Attorney.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not, morn-
ing business is closed.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. SIMPSON obtained the floor.

Mr, BIBLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield temporarily to me so that
I might ask the Presiding Officer to lay
before the Senate the unfinished busi-
ness?

Mr. SIMPSON. I am happy to yield.

AMENDMENT OF LEAD-ZINC SMALL
PRODUCERS STABILIZATION ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate the unfin-
ished business, which will be stated.

The LeGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
3845) to amend the Lead-Zinc Small
Producers Stabilization Act of October
3, 1961 (75 Stat. 766).

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (HR. 3845) to amend the
Lead-Zinc Small Producers Stabilization
Act of October 3, 1961 (75 Stat. 766).

ANNIVERSARY OF WYOMING
STATEHOOD

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, proudly
I take the Senate floor today to bring to
my colleagues’ attention the 73d anni-
versary of the act which created the
State of Wyoming in the year 1890.

In Wyoming’s three-quarters of a cen-
tury of participation in the great Ameri-
can experiment of representative govern-
ment, many accolades have been paid
her, but none greater than the reputa-
tion she has earned as a State peopled
by self-reliant Americans who believe in
private enterprise and constitutional
government.

From a sod house and mule trail be-
ginning as a Territory just 3 years after
the Civil War, the Union’s 44th State
now holds a respected position in our
Republic. However, Wyoming's archives
disclose that she has at times in her
struggle fared rather sadly at the hands
of the Federal Government. In one such
instance, the 40th Congress, embroiled in
the impeachment of President Johnson
in 1868, refused to confirm his govern-
mental appointments for the Wyoming
Territory. John A, Campbell was named
Wyoming’s first Territorial Governor the
following year by Johnson's successor,
President Grant.

Wyoming’s first legislative assembly

“ convened at Cheyenne, October 12, of
that year. House members have gaveled
to order in the same building that was to
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provide the setting later in that session
for enactment of the world's first wom-
en'’s suffrage bill.

Wyoming's tremendous mineral wealth
was recognized as early as 1889 when a
Senate committee report ventured the
estimate that—

Few countries on the face of the globe have
resources more varied than those of Wyo-
ming * * * no countries could be better
supplied with coal * * * it is doubtful if
the oil flelds elsewhere in the United States
equal those of Wyoming.

How prophetic were the glowing pas-
sages of that report can be seen in statis-
ties today which prove Wyoming to be
truly America’s “storehouse of power.”

The bill for which that optimistic min-
erals report was transcribed—S. 2445—
died when Congress adjourned 5 days
after the measure cleared its committee.

An earlier attempt to create a State
from Wyoming Territory ended in a mys-
tery. A hill introduced by the Terri-
tory’s Delegate to Congress and later
Governor, J. M. Carey, unexplainably
disappeared from its referred committee
and from recorded history.

It was in the House of Representatives
that the spark of Wyoming statehood
finally grew to a blaze. House Resolu-
tion 982, ratifying Wyoming’s constitu-
tion with its historic and highly contro-
versial women's suffrage provision was
passed after protracted debate. Senate
concurrence followed, and on this date
in 1890 Wyoming's name was enrolled as
a member of the family of the United
States of America.,

I should like to digress a moment and
note that the Territorial Governor who
became Wyoming’s first State Governor,
Francis E. Warren, received an appoint-
ment by then President Benjamin Har-
rison. That Chief Executive’s grandson,
William Henry Harrison, is now serving
Wyoming with distinction in his fourth
term as our lone Congressman in the
House of Representatives.

The man President Harrison appointed
as Territorial Governor—the man later
elected State Governor—was to etch his
name indelibly in the solid granite of
greatness. After a brief term as Gov-
ernor, Francis E. Warren was elected to
serve his new State and his burgeoning
Nation as a U.S. Senator. It should be
noted that Senator Warren’'s 37 years
and 6 days in office constitute the long-
est period of service recorded in this leg-
islative body.

I digress to state that the senior Sen-
ator from Arizona [Mr. HaypEN] whose
service has been continuous, rather than
in broken time, will pass that mark in
the coming year.

Wyoming’s political heterogeneity can
be readily percelved by glancing at the
list of distinguished men and women
who have occupied the Cheyenne State
House. Ten, including the Nation’s first
woman Governor, Nellie Tayloe Ross,
were Democrats. Sixteen, including Wy-
oming’s present Governor, Clifford P.
Hansen, were elected on Republican bal-
lots. History shows that both political
parties have contributed persons of stat-
ure and sagacity to lead Wyoming from
the wilderness of Mexican and Dakota
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territory to statehood—men and women
whose great catalyst was the desire to
govern well the State they loved.

Today Wpyoming—the State—ranks
ninth largest in land area. Her 350,000
residents constitute a population aver-
age of only three persons per square
mile. The families that developed—and
are still developing—wonderful Wyoming
regard their elbow room as a prize asset.

Another top asset, the University of
Wyoming, ranks among the top 10 per-
cent of American universities. For that
touch of afluency, Wyoming has 40 men
listed as millionaires in Casper, a city of
less than 40,000.

Crude oil and natural gas are produced
in 21 of Wyoming’'s 23 counties, and
Wyoming has no proration laws or sim-
ilar restrictions on industry. We ques-
tion the 37'% percent mineral royalty
refunded our State when we see the 90
percent refund accorded our distant
neighbors of the far north. Wyoming is
ranked fifth among States in petroleum
reserves and contributes some 40 per-
cent of the funds going to Washington
under the Minerals Leasing Act of 1920.
Wyoming’s return, however, is only
slightly more than one-third of the mon-
eys we actually contribute.

Wyoming contains 30 percent of the
potential uranium reserves in America—
ranking second only to New Mexico in
stocks of this vital mineral.

Wyoming is further blessed with rich
deposits of iron and steel, of trona and
bentonite, coal and gypsum. Sulfur
in the Big Horn Basin indicates the lo-
cation of another lucrative industry that
thrives in Wyoming's excellent business
climate. All 23 of Wyoming’s counties
are underlaid with coal. We have re-
serves estimated at 600 billion tons of the
black fuel.

We have a spanking new $3 million
gypsum wallboard plant near Cody, Wyo.,
and the Husky Oil Co., one of Wyoming’s
“independents,” is also headquartered
there.

Wyoming's livestock industry occupies
a prominent place in the State’s econ-
omy. With more prudence and common-
sense from the administration regarding
foreign beef and woolen imports, I trust
our livestock producers can continue to
{w.ve a dependable and profitable indus-

ry.

Still another potentially promising
business harassed by excesses of bureau-
cratic redtape is Wyoming's lumber in-
dustry. With a U.S. Government stamp
on over half of Wyoming's land, with
only one-sixth of Wyoming’s commercial
forest land privately owned, I am sure
that my colleagues can readily see that
Government manipulation plays a big
role in the development of a lumber
industry.

For my colleagues who sometimes
yearn for the wide-open spaces and the
opportunity to trade forensic barbs for
a rifle, I can report that Wyoming has
the best elk, deer, moose, and antelope
hunting in the United States. The fish-
ing in hundreds of clear cold streams
is unexcelled.

Wyoming has the mixed blessing of
Yellowstone and Grand Teton National
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Parks as well as a myriad of national
monuments and State parks which at-
tract nearly 3 million visitors annually.

A clear indication of Wyoming’s great
diversity came July 1 when Fort Warren
Air Force Base at Cheyenne, already the
first operational intercontinental Atlas
missile launching base in the United
States, added to its numerous laurels the
honor as the largest operational Minute-
man missile wing in the Nation. Fort
Warren’s strategic location within strik-
ing distance of any Communist target
the world over and its “triple threat”
weapons potential bring the so-called
cold war to the very doorstep of every
Wyoming family.

Wyoming, Mr. President, is a State
large in size but small in population. I
call it “the land of high altitude and low
multitude,” but essentially Wyoming is
a land of proud diversity. She is proud
of her tremendous natural resources, but
even prouder of a greafer resource—
her people. A story published recently
in a State magazine reveals with candor
and pathos the depth of the Wyoming
spirit. A Wyoming cattleman had his
herd decimated by drought for the sev-
enth time, He was asked by a neighbor
what he intended to do; was he going
to quit or try again? He replied that
he had a “pretty nice bunch” of yearlings
and somehow he could get along by him-
self, even though he was 82 years old.

In political philosophy Wyoming is
conservative although the State has
never turned its back on politicians of
the Democratic Party. We were repre-
sented for 27 years by a man who became
a pillar of strength in the U.S. Senate,
the redoubtable Joseph C. O’Mahoney.
Basically, however, Wyoming’s thinking
in foreign policy and economics and the
relationship of the State to the Federal
Government is the very opposite of lib-
eral dogma.

This reference, Mr. President, brings
me to another point of digression. Wyo-
ming in the past several weeks has been
subjected to an unprecedented and well-
planned campaign of vilification and
defamation aimed at painting my State
as an irresponsible governmental unit
manipulated by external forces of some
extremist bent. Nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth.

Last April syndicated columnist, Mar-
quis Childs, in the Washington Post said:

The John Birch Soclety has gained more
or less open control over the Wyoming Legis-
lature.

Childs sald 15 Wyoming radio stations
had accepted a retainer of $1,000 from a
combine of rightwing organizations.

No sooner had the ink dried on Childs’
bit of fiction than liberal commentator
Edward P. Morgan blasted the Equality
State as a haven of rightwing extremism.
His diatribe emanated from the same
source as did the Childs’ article. So
similar were the contents of the two
stories—even to repeating the same
errors of fact—that they could have been
penned by the same author.

Before yielding the floor, Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to take cognizance of
the fact that Wyoming, although dragged
through the dark mire of scurrilous in-
nuendo and defamation, could give some
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excellent fiscal pointers to the Federal
Government and some of her sister
States, whose economies are represented
in varying shades of red.

Marquis Childs and Edward Morgan
notwithstanding, Wyoming has accom-
plished much. Wpyoming has no general
bond funded debt. Its State highway
program is financed on a pay-as-you-go
basis. Wyoming has no State income tax
and no corporate taxes.

She has one of the lowest per capita
crime rates in the United States, together
with a history of sensible compatible re-
lationships between State and city gov-
ernments. Each biennium the legisla-
ture meets in a 40-day session. It is
guided in its fiscal policy by a law which
gives the legislators a mandate wherein
no appropriation can be made which
would create a deficit. Our general fund
established by the legislature has for
many years shown a surplus. In this day
of deficit spending that is in itself a
most laudable accomplishment for any
State.

With further reference to the spurious
charges leveled at Wyoming's State
government, her institutions, and her
citizens, I would inform the oracles of the
left that Wyoming’s PTA is not Birch
controlled. Wyoming's Rotary, Kiwanis,
and Lions Clubs are not Birch controlled.
Wyoming's Farm Bureau Federation is
not Birch controlled. Neither are the
State’s radio and television industries, or
the press. I assure the columnists and
commentators who have bent their ears
to the left that the State which celebrates
its statehood today is controlled only by
elected citizens of Wyoming—their prin-
cipal desire being to benefit the State
they serve through exercise of their
constitutional prerogatives. Neither the
John Birch Society on the right nor the
Americans for Democratic Action on the
far left has any appreciable influence on
the Equality State. There are no secret
cells controlling Wyoming’s institutions
and the opposition that may face office
holders in my State in 1964 will result
from their own political activities as in-
terpreted and judged by the people of
Wyoming.

Wyoming’s 350,000 residents have
much to be proud of this day. The State,
carved from the wilderness by the pio-
neer spirit and courage of the settlers
who “dared,” now occupies a respected
place in our Nation. We are richly
endowed with natural and human re-
sources. We have maintained fiscal sta-
bility through development of economic
literacy, and our business climate is out-
standing.

As the last frontier of the Old West,
Wyoming looks with anticipation at the
vears that lie ahead. We combine a
proud heritage, an optimistic future, and
confidence in the strength of the Amer-
ican way, to remain the land of opportu-
nity—the Equality State.

Mr. DOMINICK. Madam President,

will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
NEUBERGER in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. SIMPSON. I yield to the Senator
from Colorado.
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Mr. DOMINICE. Asa Senator from a
neighboring State, I wish to express ap-
preciation of and compliment the Sena-
tor on a fine statement. I have visited
his State on many occasions. I have
relatives living in Wyoming. It is a
great State.

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the Senator.
His distinguished relatives in the State
of Wyoming are making history in that
State, just as he is making history in
Colorado.

FEDERATION OF MALAYSIA

Mr. MANSFIELD. Madam President,
I should like to call to the attention
of the Senate the signing of an agree-
ment in London on July 9 which points
the way, in turn, to the creation on
August 31 of a new commonwealth in
southeast Asia. The agreement will
join Malaya, Singapore, North Borneo,
and Sarawak in the Federation of Malay-
sia, and the door is left open to the sub-
sequent adherence of the Sultanate of
Brunei.

This agreement, Madam President, has
not been easy to achieve. Within the
territories involved, there are 10 million
people of many cultural backgrounds—
groups such as the Malays, the Chinese,
the Dyaks, and others—who have here-
tofore not always had the most friendly
contacts with one another. There are
ancient fears and contemporary fears
which have had to be overcome. There
are immediate economic advantages and
disadvantages to one group or another
in the fusion. All these and other fac-
tors have had to be confronted in reach-
ing the accord and they will continue to
be present as it is transformed into a
working reality.

In time, however, there is every rea-
son to anticipate high returns to all of
the inhabitants of Malaysia, in terms
of stability, security, and economic prog-
ress in freedom.

An exceptional order of southeast
Asian leadership has made possible the
achievement of the agreement. The
leadership has come from the Tunku Ab-
dul Rahman of Malaya who is one of
the outstanding and farsighted political
leaders of the region. It was my pleas-
ure, along with the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PELL] and the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. Boges| to meet with the
Tunku last fall in Kuala Lumpur and
to discuss with him, among other gques-
tions, the projections which were then
already formed for the new federation.

The Tunku, along with Lee EKuan
Yew in Singapore, and the leaders of
North Borneo and Sarawak are to be
congratulated on this important achieve-
ment. And so, too, is the British Gov-
ernment. It has shown in this as in
many other instances an understanding
of indigenous realities and a discreet
wisdom in dealing with them in the
transfer of political responsibilities in
Asia.

Finally, Madam President, I should
like to compliment the Governments of
the Philippines and Indonesia for inter-
posing no insurmountable objections to
the emergence of the federation, despite
certain reservations which both nations
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have entertained with respect to this
development. The legal claims respect-
ing North Borneo which have been raised
by the Philippines are still to be dealt
with in an appropriate fashion. But the
understanding which Manila has shown
in eonnection with the emergence of Ma-
laysia should serve to facilitate the satis-
factory resolution of these claims.

In any event, Madam President, the
signing of the agreement on Malaysia is
an auspicious event. I am sure that the
Senate joins with the President in wish-
ing every success to this great venture
in unity and freedom in southeast Asia.

I ask unanimous consent that an arti-
cle from the Baltimore Sun, under date
of July 9, by David M. Culhane, and an
article from the Washington Post be
incorporated at this point in the REcorb.

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

[From the Baltimore Sun, July 9, 1963]
LonponN BIGNATORIES SET UP FEDERATION OF
MALAYSIA
{By David M. Culhane)

LowpoN, July 9.—An international agree-
ment creating a Federation of Malaysla,
southeast Asia’s newest nation, was signed
here early today.

Prime Minister Macmillan and the repre-
sentatives of Malaya, Singapore, Sarawak,
and British North Borneo signed the agree-
ment which will bring the natlon into exist-
ence August 31.

BRUNEI BACKS OUT

After all-day negotiations yesterday, the
oll-rich State of Brunel backed out of the
agreement at the last minute.

But just after midnight, the other parties
went ahead with the agreement. It is not
known yet what Brunel intends to do.

Other signatories included Tunku Abdul
Rahman, Prime Minister of the Federation of
Malaysia, and Lee Yuan Yew, Prime Minister
of Singapore.

Duncan Sandys, Britain's Commonwealth
Minister, who has been preparing the way for
the federation, also was on hand for the
signing and the midnight celebrations.

The signing took place at Marlborough
House, the Commonwealth center near Buck-
ingham Palace, where many of the all-night
conferences of the past 10 days took place.

NATION OF 10 MILLION

The new nation will include just under 10
milllon persons—native tribesmen, indus-
trious Chinese, Tamils from India and Cey-
lon, and the politically advanced Malays.

The Macmillan signature on the agreement
today means that the British flag will be
lowered in North Borneo and Sarawak, to be
replaced by national and federation stand-
ards

There 1s still a general expectation that
Brunel will at some point decide to join
Malaya, Singapore, British North Borneo, and
Barawak in the Federation,

The Singapore Prime Minister said after
the negotiations were concluded tonight that
his side had been “bludgeoned into this set-
tlement.”

He sald that Singapore had made exten-
slve concessions to Britain concerning mili-
tary properties which Britain wants to retain,

Malayan and British spokesmen said that
Brunei had opted out solely on the issue of
of the “precedence of the Sultan of Brunel.”

Other sources suggested there may be some
point concerning its financial contribution
behind the Brunei decision—the little nation
of about 83,000 persons has an annual oil
income of about $35 million.

The new nation will include 38,300,000 Ma-
lays, 2,500,000 Chinese, 700,000 persons of
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‘Indian descent, plus the almost 2 million
citizens of Singapore.

Tunku Abdul Rahman will become the
first Prime Minister and will direct the af-
fairs of the federation from its new capital,
Euala Lumpur.

The new nation is made up of various lands
lying around the South China Sea.

One of the objectives of the federation is
to create a bulwark in the area against
further aggression from the Chinese main-
land,

BRITAIN TO BE DEFENDER

Britain will continue to take responsibil-
ity for the defense of the area—from its
bases in Singapore and Malaya. It will be
many years before the federation can take
over its defense,

Besides expected difficulties with Commu-
nist China, the new nation may get some
trouble from Indonesia. That nation has
indicated from time to time considerable
objections to the new federation.

[From the Washington Post, July 9, 1963]

PACT SIGNED TO CREATE MALAYSIAN
FEDERATION

Lonpon, July 9.—The Sultan of oil-rich
Brunei balked at the last minute but leaders
of four other Commonwealth territories and
Britain agreed today to create on August 31
a new Federation of Malaysia. It is dedi-
cated to serve as a bulwark against commu-
nism in southeast Asia.

Prime Minister Harold Macmillan called
the agreement “the birth certificate” of a
new Commonwealth nation. It was signed
by representatives of Britain, Malaya, Singa-
pore, and the British territories of North
Borneo and Sarawak.

Brunel's Sultan, Omar Ali, was reported by
Malaya’s Premier to have refused to sign be-
cause he was not given precedence over the
rulers of the other states.

Later a Brunel spokesman disputed this,
saying Brunei’s withdrawal was caused by
monetary considerations rather than an af-
front to the Sultan’s ideas of precedence.
He declined to say whetker there may be
further negotiations to Include Brunei, a
tiny British protectorate on the Borneo
coast.

OIL MAY BE FACTOR

The money question concerned payments
of Brunei oil revenues into the Maylaysia
federal treasury.

The agreement was signed at Marlborough
House by British Commonwealth Secretary
Duncan Sandys, Premier Tunku (Prince)
Adbul Rahman of Malaya, Prime Minister
Lee Euan Yew of Singapore, and political
leaders of SBarawak and North Borneo.

The new Federation of Malaysia will thus
group Malaya, Singapore, Sarawak, and Brit-
ish North Borneo in a 130,818-square-mile
crescent stretching from Thalland across the
South China Sea to the back door of the
Philippines.

Macmillan, flanked by Sandys and Minister
of State Lord Lansdowne, jolned leaders of
the four delegations at the signing cere-
mony.

Macmillan sald “the agreement which we
have reached is the product of much anxious
thought, careful consultation, and keen argu-
ment."”

“For many years,” he =ald, “the Federa-
tion of Malaya and the bustling, dynamic
state of Singapore have provided the success
story of free Asia. We hope this story will
continue on a larger scale.”

For Britain, signing the agreement started
a further withdrawal from southeast Asia
and a further reduction of what was once
the great British Empire.

The federation will have a population of
nearly 10 million, primarily Moslems of Ma-
lay extraction. However, there are about
3.8 million Chinese, many of them Buddhists.
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NEIGHBORS OBJECTED

The proposed federation also met strong
objections from neighboring Indonesia and
the Philippines.

Indonesia objected to the incorporation of
the British Borneo territories. President
Sukarno, of Indonesia, contends that given
a plebiscite the inhabitants of the Borneo
territories would choose an attachment to
Indonesia or prefer to go it alone. He
charged Britain was rushing them into the
federation without popular consultation.

But after a May 31 meeting in Tokyo with
Rahman, Sukarno withdrew his protest.

The Philippines has claimed part of North
Borneo, but the Manila government has sug-
gested it might drop this claim if the Malay-
sia members, the Philippines and Indonesia
group themselves in a greater Malay con-
federation.

When Malaysia comes into being the pres-
ent Anglo-Malayan defense agreement will
extend to cover the areas of the new fed-
eration.

Britain’s base in Singapore will remain,
and although it is not spelled out in so many
terms, the British are expected to be able
to use it for SEATO (Southeast Asia Treaty
Organization) purposes when necessary.

THE NATION'S WOMEN LEADERS
COMMIT THEMSELVES TO CIVIL
RIGHTS EFFORT

Mr. HART. Madam President, yes-
terday the President of the United States
invited to the White House the leaders
of almost 100 women’s organizations,
representing 50 million women from all
parts of the country. He discussed with
them the civil rights situation which we
face and appealed for their help in guar-
anteeing human rights to every citizen
regardless of color.

The women not only accepted the as-
signment; they stayed over last night
and, at a history-making meeting in the
Interdepartmental Auditorium, set up
the machinery to get to work immedi-
ately.

Under the able chairmanship of Mrs.
Mildred McAfee Horton, the group estab-
lished a National Women’s Committee
on Civil Rights, pledged to carry to every
community in the Nation an educational
campaign of human equality, and also
pledged to support the President's civil
rights program.

Madam President, I am told that this
meeting, which filled the room to ca-
pacity and held its participants until
10:45 p.m., was marked by a spirit of
partnership, of determination, of re-
sponsibility, and of dedication. For all
those who participated, I believe July 9,
1963, marks the beginning of a new day.
And it marks a day when the entire
Nation moved closer to the realization of
full civil rights for all citizens.

I ask unanimous consent, Madam
President, that the list of those consulted
by the President be inserted in the REec-
oRrp at this point, as well as the resolu-
tion adopted by the group which met
last night.

There being no objection, the list and
resolution were ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

List OF WOMEN

Virginia R. Allan, National Federation of
Business and Professional Women's Clubs,
Washington, D.C.; Mrs, Herbert Arthur, Jowa
United Church Women, Ames, Iowa; Mrs.
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Bernard Bachman, National Council of Jew-
ish Women, Inc., Verona, N.J.; Mrs. Angela
Bambace, Intérnational Ladles' Garment
Workers’ Union (AFL—CIO), Baltimore; Dr.
Sarah Bateman, Mental Health Services,
Charleston, W, Va.; Mrs. Roland P, Beattle,
YWCA National Public Affairs Committee,
Murryhill, N.J.; Mrs. L, L. Belknap, Nebraska
United Church Women, Lincoln, Nebr.; Fay
Bennett, YWCA National Public Affairs Com-
mittee, New York, N.Y.; Mrs. John C. Ben-
nett, National Council of Churches, New
York, N.¥.; Manche O, Bennett, YWCA State
Members, National Public Affairs Commit-
tee, Memphls, Tenn.; Margaret Berry, Na-
tlonal Federation of Settlements and Neigh-
borhood Centers, New ¥York, N.¥.; Mrs.
Kelsey Beshears, St. Joseph, Mo.; Diane Nash
Bevels, Southern Christian Leadership Con-
ference, Atlanta, Ga.; Mrs. Stanley Bierdon,
YWCA Natlonal Public Affairs Committee,
Coral Gables, Fla.; Anne D. Blair, American
Newspaper Women's Club, Inc., Washington,
D.C.

Hazel Blanchard, National Education As-
soclation, Washington, D.C.; Mrs. Norman L.
Boatwright, National Council of Catholic
Women, Augusta, Ga.; Mrs, Earle W, Brailey,
Vermont Council of United Church Women,
Bethel, Vt.; Mrs. Louis Broldo, National
Council of Jewish Women, Inc., New York,
N.Y.; Mrs. Wright Brooks, YWCA, National
Public Affairs Committee, Minneapolis,
Minn.; Mrs. Fred Brown, National Council
of Jewish Women, Ine¢., New York, N.Y.; Mrs.
Porter Brown, National Council of Churches,
New York, N.¥.; Mrs, Ronald Brown, Na-
tional Council of Jewish Women, Inc., Cleve-
land, Ohio; Mrs. Willlam H, Bruce, YWCA,
Bar Bills, Maine; Mrs. Paul J, Burke, Na-
tional Counecil of Catholic Women, Lake
Charles, La.; Mrs. Ekdal Buys, Reformed
Church, Caledonia, Mich.; Mrs. Roy E. Ca-
bell, Utah United Church Women, Salt Lake
City, Utah; Mrs, Everett S. Calhoun, YWCA,
Palo Alto, Calif.; Mrs. De Verne Calloway
(Member, State Assembly), St. Louls, Mo,
Elsie Carper, Women's National Press Club,
Washington, D.C.

Mrs., Molse 8. Cahn, National Counecil of
Jewish Women, Inc., New Orleans, La.; Mrs.
Howard Carson, YWCA, Fort Wayne, Ind.;
Barbara Catton, National Association of
Women Deans and Counselors, Washington,
D.C.; Mrs. Lytle G. Chambers, YWCA, Brook-
lyn, N.Y.; Mrs. Emil Chanlett, U.S. Delegate,
Inter-American Commission of Women,
Chapel Hill, N.C.; Mrs. Stuart Chapman,
YWCA, Edmons, Wash.; Mrs. Fred Church,
YWCA, Natick, Mass.; Mrs. James Clapp,
South Dakota United Church Women, Rapid
City, 8. Dak.; Mrs. Robert Claytor, YWCA,
Grand Rapids, Mich.; Mrs. Dennis Clinton,
Ilinols United Church Women, Virden, Ill.;
Mrs. O. Ivan Cole, Disciples of Christ, Cin-
cinnati, Ohlo; Mrs. Louls Cohane, National
Councll of Jewish Women, Inc., Detroit,
Mich.; Mrs. Henry C. Collins, Alabama United
Church Women, Montgomery, Ala.; Mrs.
Thomas Conlin, National Council of Catholic
Women, Boise, Idaho; Mrs, Willlam J. Cooper,
National Council of Jewish Women, Inc.,
Washington, D.C.

Mrs. Ira ¥. Copen, National Council of
Jewish Women, Inc., Newark, N.J.; Mrs. Henry
E. Corner, YWCA, Baltimore, Md.; Mrs. Clif-
ford C. Cowin, National Council of Churches,
Oberlin, Ohio; Mrs. Earl Cranston, YWCA,
Claremont, Calif.; Mrs. John W. Crawford,

- ¥WCA, Raleigh, N.C.; Mrs. Willlam Carothers,
YWCA, Balem, Oreg.; Thelma Cullen, Na-
tional AFL—CIO Auxiliary, Baltimore, Md.;
Mrs. Jerome Curtis, National Council of Jew-
ish Women, Inc., Shaker Helghts, Ohlo;
Jeanne Donaldson Dago, Chicago, Ill.; Mrs.
Paul David, National Counell of Jewish Wom-
en, Inc., White Plains, N.Y.; Christine Davis,
House Committee on Government Opera-
tions, Washington, D.C.; Mrs. Morrell Dereign,
National Council of Churches, Carathersville,
Mo.; Irma Dixon, Baltimore, Md.; Mrs. Ernest
F. Dixson, North Carolina Church Women,
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Charlotte, N.C.; Margaret B. Dolan, American
Nurses' Association, Inc., Chapel Hill, N.C.

Mrs. James M. Dolbey, National Council
of Churches, Cincinnati, Ohio; Mrs. Joel
Dolkart, National Council of Jewish Women,
Inec.,, Rockaway Park, N.Y., Mrs. Charles
J. Donohue, National Council of Catholic
Women, Norwich, Conn.; Dr. Blanche Dow,
American Association of University Women,
Nevada, Mo.; Dixie Drake, League of Women
Voters of U.8., Washington, D.C.; Mrs. Wal-
ter B. Driscoll, National Council of Churches,
St. Paul, Minn.; Evelyn Dubrow, Interna-
tional Ladies’ Garment Workers' Unilon
(AFL-CIO), New York, N.Y.; Mrs. Robert
V. H. Duncan, DAR, Washington, D.C.; Mil-
dred Dunn, Washington State Governor's
Commission on the Status of Women,
Seattle, Wash.; Dr. Helen G. Edmonds, North
Carolina College, Durham, N.C., Margaret
Edmunds, National Council of Catholic
Women, Danville, Va.; Mrs. Garrett H. Evans,
YWCA, Huntington, W. Va., Mrs. Saul S.
Feingold, National Council of Jewish Women,
Ine.,, North Worcester, Mass.; Mrs. Bernard
Feitlinger, Natlonal Council of Jewish
Women, Inc.,, Columbus, Ohio; Mrs. Leopold
Fleischaker, National Council of Jewish
Women, Inc., Louisville, Ky.

Mrs. M. T. Fliegelman, National Council of
Jewish Women, Inc., Louisvile, Ky.; Margaret
Flory, National Council of Churches, New
York, N.¥.; Mrs. Paul Furnas, Philadelphia
Yearly Meeting of Friends, Medla, Pa.; Ruth
Gallinot, National Secretaries Association,
Chicago, Ill.; Mrs, Neil Gebhardt, YWCA,
Erie, Pa.; Catherine Gelles, National AFL—
CIO, Detroit, Mich.; Mrs. Paul G. Goebel,
Governor's Commission on the Status of
Women, Grand Rapids, Mich.; Mrs. Raphael
R. Goldenberg, National Counecil of Jewish
Women, Inc., Paterson, N.J.; Mrs. Myron P.
Gordon, National Council of Jewish Women,
Inec., Mt. Vernon, N.Y.; Mrs. Richard PF.
Gormley, National Counecil of Catholic
Women, Butler, N.J.; Sylvia Gottlieb, Com-
munication Workers of America, Washing-
ton, D.C.; Mrs. Colonel John Grace, Salva-
tion Army, New York, N.Y.; Dr. Rosa L.
Gragg, National Association of Colored
Women's Clubs, Washington, D.C.; Mrs. Don
V. Gray, Seventh-Day Baptist, Milton, Wis.;
the Reverend Alvene E. Grice, Community
Churches, Covert, Mich.

Mrs. Homer A. Greene, National Home
Demonstration Council, Tutwiler, Miss.; Mrs.
Howard Grimes, YWCA, Dallas, Tex.; Mrs. H,
M. Gronhovd, Montana United Church
Women, Billings, Mont.; Mrs. Muriel V. Gross,
YWCA, Elizabeth, N.J.; Mrs. J. Paul Gruver,
Virginia United Church Women, Staunton,
Va.; Mrs, Frank Hall, Alaska, Alaska United
Church Women, Juneau, Alaska; Mrs. Paul
Halladay, Indiana United Church Women,
North Manchester, Ind.; Grace Hamilton,
Atlanta, Ga.; Hazel Hand, Ladies Auxiliary
of the Conductors’ and Brakemen's Union,
Pittsburg, Eans.; Mrs. James Harger, YWCA,
Annandale, N.J.; Mrs. George E. Hariman,
North Dakota United Church Women, Grand
Forks, N, Dak.; Dr. Ruth Hartgraves, Ameri-
can Medical Women's Association, Inc., New
York, N.Y.; Mrs. Thomas E. Hayes, Omaha,
Nebr.;, Anne E. Heath, African Methodist
Church, Washington, D.C., Mrs, Douglas
Horton, Randolph, N.H.

Mrs. Ralph T. Heymsfeld, National Coun-
cil of Jewish Women, Inc.,, Woodmore, Long
Island, N.¥.; Grace S. Highfield, American
Women's Society of Certified Public Account-
ants, Chicago, Ill.; Mrs. Grady A. Hodges,
District of Columbia United Church Women,
Washington, D.C.; Florence Allen Holmes,
National Association of Negro Business and
Professional Women, Massapequa, Long Is-
land, N.Y.; Mrs. Oze Horton, Atlanta, Ga.;
Margaret Hickey, Ladles Home Journal, St.
Louis, Mo.; Mrs. Luther Holcomb, Texas
United Church Women, Dallas, Tex.; Mrs.
Paul E. Horn, Evangelical United Brethren,
York, Pa.; Dr. Mary L. Bunting, president of
Radcliffe College, Cambridge, Mass.; Mrs.
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Park Huntington, Delaware United Church
Women, Wilmington, Del.; Mrs. Scott D.

Hurlbert, Kalamazoo, Mich.; Dr. Dorothy H.
Hutchinson, Women’s International League
for Peace and Freedom, Philadelphia, Pa.;
Mrs., Ralph Hyslop, YWCA, New York, N.Y.;
Mrs. Henry A. Ingraham, YWCA, Brooklyn,
N.Y.; Mrs. James W. Irwin, YWCA, Pulaski,
Tenn.

Abbe C. Jackson, National Women's Or-
ganization—African Methodist Episcopal
Zion Church, Louisville, Ky.; Mrs. Charles
Jackson, Metropolitan Women's Democratic
Clubs, Washington, D.C,; Mildred Jeflrey,
United Auto Workers, Detroit, Mich.; Mrs.
Ernest A. Johnson, YWCA, Lake Forest, Ill.;
Margaret Jones, State Women's Activities
Division, Lewiston, Idaho; Mrs. Paul M. Jones,
YWCA, New York, N.Y.; Lucy Josey, COPE,
Manning, S.C.; Majorle Stewart Joyner,
United Beauty School Owners and Teachers
Association, Chleago, I11.; Mrs, Willlam Eemp,
Ladies' Socliety of the Brotherhood of Loco-
motive Firemen and Engineers, Tacoma,
Wash.; Barbara Kerr, YWCA, New York, N.Y.;
Mrs. Marcus Kilch, National Council of Cath-
olic Women, Youngstown, Ohio; Mrs. Olllie
L. Koger, American Legion Auxiliary, Indian-
apolis, Ind.; Helen Kraus, National Federa-
tion of Business and Professional Women's
Clubs; Mrs. Charles T. Knopa, National Coun-
cil of Catholic Women, Green Bay, Wis.;
Esther Lamarr, Detroit, Mich.

Mrs. Milton C. Lang, Maryland United
Church Women, Baltimore, Md.; Mrs. Albertt
Lasker, New York, N.Y.; Mrs. Robert Law-
rence, National Council of Catholic Women,
Memphis, Tenn.; Judge Marjorie Lawson,
Juvenile Court, Washington, D.C.; Esther
Lagarus, Baltimore Department of Public
Welfare, Baltimore, Md.; Mrs. Frederick Lee,
YWCA, McLean, Va.; Mrs. Lazare Levy, Na-
tional Council of Jewish Women, Inc., New
Orleans, La.; Mrs. Alfred Baker Lewis, YWCA,
Old Greenwich, Conn.; Mrs. Sidney Lewis,
National Council of Jewish Women, Inc.,
Miami, Fla.; Theresa Lindsay, Los Angeles,
Calif.; Mrs. Sylvan Libson, National Council
of Jewish Women, Inc., Pittsburgh, Pa.; Eatle
Louchheim, Deputy Assistant Secretary of
State for Public Affairs; Florence W. Low,
American Home Economics Association,
College Station, Tex.; Mrs. Herbert Lund,
Ridgefarm, Ill.; Alice Lynch, Los Angeles,
Calif.

Edith Macey, Conference on Race and
Church, New York, N.Y.; Mrs. Leon A. Ma-
rantz, National Council of Jewish Women,
Inc., South Orange, N.J.; Mrs. Paul Marav-
nick, Natlonal Council of Jewish Women,
Inc., Stamford, Conn.; Mrs. Louis Martin,
Washington, D.C.; Mrs. William Ogden Mc-
Cagg, Rhode Island United Church Women,
Providence, R.I; Mrs. Ralph McCanse,
YWCA, Madison, Wis.; Mrs. Joseph McCarthy,
National Councll of Catholic Women, San
Francisco, Calif.; Lillian McDaniel, National
Assoclation of College Women, Richmond,
Va.; Mrs. Jesse J. McNeil, National Council
of Churches, Pasadena, Calif.; Mrs. M, E. Mc-
Phail, National Counecil of Churches, Hous-
ton, Tex.: Mrs. H. J. McWilliams, Ladies Aux-
iliary of Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way
Employees, Detrolt, Mich.; Mrs. Charles W.
Mead, National Council of Churches, Omaha,
Nebr.; Margaret Mealy, National Council of
Catholic Women, Washington, D.C.; Mrs.
Eugene Meyer, Washington, D.C,; Mrs. Jo-
seph Mikelaitis, Tucson, Ariz.

Dr. Minnie C. Miles, Tuscaloose, Ala.; Mrs.
J. Culkater Miller, National Council of
Churches, Yonkers, N.Y., Mrs. Robert E.
Mims, YWCA, Weehawken, N.J.; Juanita
Jackson Mitchell, NAACP, Baltimore, Md.;
Mrs. Osa W. Mitchell, Jota Phi Lambda So-
rority, Birmingham, Ala.; Mrs. D. C. Montoya,
West Virginia United Church Women, Park-
ersburg, W. Va.; Mrs. William H. Mitchell, Jr.,
YWCA, New Orleans, La.; Mrs. Robert H.
Mooney, Natlonal Councll of Catholic
Women, St. Louls, Mo.; Mrs. Ercella Harmon
Moore, Buffalo, N.Y.; Mrs. Edward C. Moyni-
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han, National Council of Catholic Women,
Washington, D.C.; Dr. Dorothea R. Muller,
YWCA, Middle Village, N.Y.; Esther Murray
(COPE, AFL-CIO), Washington, D.C.; Mrs.
Stanley Myers, National Council of Jewish
Women, Inc., Henderson, N.C.; Mrs. Phil Nar-
more, United Church Women, Atlanta, Ga.;
Mrs, Joseph Nathanson, National Council of
Jewlsh Women, Inc.,, Minneapolis, Minn.

Fannle Allen Neal, COPE (AFL-CIO),
Montgomery, Ala,; Sarah H. Newman, Na-
tlonal Consumers League for Falr Labor
Btandards, Washington, D.C.; Mrs. Stephen
J. Nicholas, General Federation of Women's
Clubs, Washington, D.C.; Mrs, James Noble,
Delta Sigma Theta Sorority, New York, N.Y.;
Thomasine Norford, New York, N.Y.; Ethel
Norton, Connecticut United Church Women,
Wallingford, Conn.; Mrs. Willlam Noyes,
YWCA, Manchester, N.-H.; Mrs. Joe W. Osten-
berg, United Church Women of Eansas, Mc-
Pherson, Kans.; Betty Pearch, Council of
Guilds, National Urban League, Cleveland,
Ohio:; Mrs. Earl Pearlman, National Council
of Jewish Women, Inc,, Pittsburgh, Pa.; Mrs.
Richard E. Persinger, YWCA, Dobbs Ferry,
N.Y.; Mrs. Robert J. Phillips, League of Wom-
en Voters of the United States, Washington,
D.C.; Mrs. Vel Phillips, Milwaukee, Wis.; Har-
riet I. Pickens, YWCA, New York, N.Y.; Mrs.
J. Maris Pierce, Zonta International, Pasa-
dena, Calif.

Bally Ponikarski, COPE, Atlanta, Ga.; Mrs.
Herbert Porter, National Council of Jewish
Women, Glencoe, Ill.; Julia Porter, Girls
Friendly; Mrs. Philip Posner, National Coun-
ell of Jewish Women, San Francisco, Calif.;
Mrs. Edmund G. Price, Lutheran Church in
America, Pittsburgh, Pa.; Julia T. Purnell,
Baton Rouge, La.; Eve Purvis, COPE, Indian-
apolis, Ind.; Marjorie Rachlin, Machinist In-
ternational, Washington, D.C.; Martha Rag-
land, Nashville, Tenn.; Marguerite Rawalt,
Washington, D.C.; Dr. Katherine Rea, YWCA,
Oxford, Miss.; Gloria Richardson, Committee
for Non-Violent Action, Cambridge, Md.;
Pearl Richardson, YWCA, New York, N.Y.;
Fostine Riddick, Norfolk, Va.; Beulah
Roberts, YWCA, Oklahoma City, Okla.; Mrs.
Stanley Roberts, YWCA, New York, N.Y.; Mrs.
Rosenwald, National Council of Jewish Wom-
en, Kansas City, Mo.; Mary O. Ross, National
Baptist Convention, Detroit, Mich.; Pearl
Rosser, National Council of Churches, Ameri-
can Baptist Convention, Valley Forge, Pa.;
Judge Edith Sampson, Chicago, Ill.; Mrs.
Sol Scher, National Council of Jewish Wom-
en, Washington, D.C.; Helen Schleman, Dean
of Women, Purdue University, Lafayette, Ind.

Mrs, Frederic P. Schrader, California and
Nevada United Church Women, Los Angeles,
Calif.; Mrs. Harold H. Schroeder, National
Council Catholic Women, Wenatchee, Wash.;
Daphne Shepherd, Amersterdam News,
Brooklyn, N.Y.; Mrs. Alfred Sherrard, Amerl-
can Association of University Women, Wash~
ington, D.C.; Matilda Sims, B'nal B'rith
‘Women, Detroit, Mich.; Mrs. Stuart Sinclair,
National Council of Churches, Greenfield,
Mass.; M. Virginia Sink, Soroptimist Inter-
national, Clarkston, Mich.; Mrs. Dena Smith,
Daughters of Union Veterans of the Civil
‘War, Tulsa, Okla.; Mrs. Robert Smith, United
Daughters of the Confederacy, Philadelphia,
Pa.; Mrs, Roscoe Snowden, Church of God,
Anderson, Ind.; Mrs, Belle Spafflord, Relief
Soclety, Church of Jesus Christ of the Lat-
ter-day Saints, Salt Lake City, Utah.

Mrs, Eugene M. Sparling, YWCA, Hot
Springs, Ark., Mrs, Harry C. Spender, Ten-
nessee United Church Women, Nashville,
Tenn.; Virginia Stafford, National Council
of Churches, Nashville, Tenn.; Mrs. John W.
Starr, National Council of Churches, Kansas
City, Mo.; Manya Starr, Writers Guild of
America, New York, N.Y.; Mrs. Mable Stau-
pers, Washington, D.C.; Mrs. Edward Stern,
National Council of Jewish Women, Seattle,
Wash.; Thelma Stevens, National Council of
Churches, New York, N.Y.; Mrs. Charles
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Stitch, National Council of Jewish Women,
New Orleans, La.; Mrs, E. Stokes, National
Council of Churches, Moorestown, N.J.; Mrs.
John Paul Stone, YWCA, San Diego, Calif.;
Velma McEwen Strode, Washington, D.C.;
Mrs. Stanley I. Stuber, American Baptist Con~
vention, Jefferson City, Mo.; Mrs. Louis H.
Sweterlitsch, National Councll of Catholic
‘Women, Corapolis, Pa.

Ellen Terry, New York, N.Y.; Mrs. Wm. Sale
Terrell, National Council of Churches, West
Hartford, Conn.; Mrs. Earl Thomas, YWCA,
Eansas City, Mo.; Mrs. George L. Thomas,
YWCA, Los Angeles, Calif.; Margaret Thorn-
burgh, COPE, Okmulgee, Okla.; Mrs. W. W.
Thrasher, Florida United Church Women,
Pt. Lauderdale, Fla.; Mrs, Merton B. Tice,
VFW, Eansas City, Mo.; Mrs. Charles H, Til-
lett, Charlotte, N.C.; Gladys Tillett, U.S. Rep-
resentative, U.N, Common Status of Women,
New York; Mrs. J. Fount Tillman, Lewisburg,
Tenn.; Mrs. M. E. Tilly, Atlanta, Ga.; Mrs.
James W. Tindall, YWCA, Montclalr, N.J.;
Mrs. L, Charles Underwood, Unitarian Uni-
versalist Women's Federation, Cincinnati,
Ohio.

Mrs. Anthony Verlangia, National Council
of Catholic Women, Pueblo, Colo.; Mrs.
Harold Vexler, National Councll of Jewish
Women, Inc., San Antonlo, Tex.; Mrs. Robert
G. Wade, YWCA, Auburn, Maine; Mrs. LeRoy
Walcott, Michigan United Church Women,
Grand Rapids, Mich.;, Carmen Warschaw,
chairman, Women's Division of Southern
California Fair Employment Practices Com-
mission, Los Angeles, Calif.; Beatrice War-
wood, National AFL-CIO Auxiliary, Barber-
ton, Ohio; Mrs. James Wedeles, National
Council of Jewish Women, Inc., Dallas, Tex.;
Pauline F. Weeden, Lynchburg, Va.; Beatrice
Welland, National AFL—CIO Auxiliary, Clin-
tonville, Wis.; Mrs. Leonard Winer, National
Council of Jewish Women, Inc., Royal Oakes,
Mich.; Mrs. S8idney Weinstein, National Coun-
cil of Jewish Women, Inc., West Orange, N.J.;
Mrs, Benjamin J. Weiss, National Council of
Jewlsh Women, Inc., Moreno, Los Angeles,
Calif,

Mrs. John Welborn, YWCA, Greenville,
8.C.; Mrs. Verda Welcome, Baltimore, Md.;
Mrs. James L. Wendell, Colonial Dames of
America, Washington, D.C.; Eatie Whickahm,
New Orleans, La.; Mrs. Norvelle E. Wicker,
Eentucky United Church Women, Louisville,
Ey.; Mrs. Roy Wilkins, Jamalca, LI, N.Y.;
Mrs. Joseph Willem, National Council of
Jewish Women, Inc., New York, N.Y.; Clara
Williams, Republican National Committee,
Wi ,» D.C; Mrs. Walter B. Willlams,
United Church of Christ, Newport News, Va.;

‘Wilson, Women's Strike for Peace,
Washington, D.C.; Mrs. Willlam T. Wilson,
Girl Scouts, Winston Salem, N.C.; Mrs. Fred
Wolf, Jr., NCJW, Wyncote, Pa.; Myra Wolf-
gang, Hotel & Restaurant Employes and Bar-
tenders International, Cincinnati, Ohlo;
Mrs. Joseph M. Woods, Pennsylvania United
Church Women, Camp Hill, Pa.; Mrs, Eugene
Wyman, Los Angeles, Calif.; Hortense Young,
Louisville, Ky.; Mrs. Donald Zimmerman,
United Presbyterian Church U.S.A, La-
Grange, Ill.

RESOLUTION

Whereas the President of the United
States, aware of the crisis in racial relations
in our country, today called a conference at
the White House of leaders of women's
organizations, and

Whereas these women, representing 50
million American women, responded to his
eloquent plea to provide leadership in their
communities, to alleviate tensions, and to
eliminate discrimination in all areas of our
American way of life: Therefore be it

Resolved, That this group shall do all
within its power to create public under-
standing of our moral responsibilities and to
implement the President’s civil rights pro-
gram.
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TRUTH IN PACEAGING

Mr. HART. Madam President, there
is growing support and understanding of
the issues in the “truth in packaging”
legislation presently pending before the
full Senate Judiciary Committee.

On Monday, the Washington Evening
Star spoke eloquently in its editorial on
this proposal.

One paragraph is particularly signifi-
cant:

There is nothing in the bill any honest
producer should fear. There is a great deal
which will help the homemaker more effec-
tively spend the 20 percent of the family
budget used for such purposes.

This is the purpose of Senate bill 387.

I ask unanimous consent that the full
editorial be printed at this poinv in my
remarks.

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

WxAT ArRE You BUYING?

That feeling of bewilderment and frustra-
tion often shared by super-store shoppers
is no mere coincidence. To begin with, all
are wandering through a labyrinth stocked
with some B,000 items of every shape, size,
weight, brand and price from which to
choose, as economically as possible, the ne-
cessities of food, cosmetics, household items
and the like.

It would be taxing enough if each knew,
as he reached for a certain product, just
what he was paying for in comparison with
a competing product. But it can be down-
right defeating when the thrifty shopper,
taking the time to read the fine print, finds
himself completely bafled by the unmatch-
ing assortment of weights, quantities, and
sizes offered at a wide varlety of prices.

Chances are, he will agree with Senator
HarT, of Michigan, and the Senate Antitrust
Subcommittee of the need for a “truth-in-
packaging” bill to curb deceptive labeling
and packaging practices. During hearings
the past 2 years the subcommittee has vi-
cariously followed shoppers through a
stupefying magze of full quarts which grow
into jumbo quarts and finally attain giant
imperial quart size. The once respectable
pint is no more. It has succumbed to the
giant half-quart.

These mirages, however, are innocuous
compared with other items which bemused
the subcommittee, such as economy-size
packages of unproven economic worth, sizes
dealing in fractions of ounces and almost
impossible to compare as to price with other
odd-sized packages, impressive-sized boxes
partly filled with air, and oddly shaped
containers holding less than they appear to.

The “truth-in-packaging” bill would
standardize the contents of small, medium
and large packages, halt the deceptive
“cents-off-regular-price” practice, insist on
clearly printed weights and contents prom-
inently displayed on packages, and clarify
other misleading points such as the number
of persons a package will serve.

There Is nothing in the bill any honest
producer should fear. There is a great deal
which will help the homemaker more ef-
fectively spend the 20 percent of the family
budget used for such purposes. We think
that the public is fed up with this kind of
treatment and that the full Senate Anti-
trust Committee should do something about
it by favorably reporting the bill this month.

FERROALLOY IMPORTS

Mr. KEEATING. Madam President,
several weeks ago, Union Carbide Metals
Co. announced plans to close its Niagara
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Falls plant, with resultant dismissal of
several hundred employees.

Among the causes that were given by
the president of Union Carbide in re-
luctantly coming to this decision was
the high level of imports of lower priced
alloys. It is recognized, of course, that
our overcapacity and the large amount of
ferroalloys in our stockpiles also con-
tribute to the problem, but imports have
undoubtedly aggravated the situation.

Because of my very deep concern over
the jobs that were lost by this shutdown
and the tax loss to the western New York
area, I requested a report from the De-
partment of Commerce and the Depart-
ment of State as to what the facts were
and what remedies were available.

After receiving and studying the re-
ports, it seems to me it is possible
that the right hand of the Government
does not know what the left hand is
doing. The Business and Defense Serv-
ices Administration of the Commerce De-
partment—which I have always found
to be both informative and helpful in
trade problems—wrote as follows:

This Department is concerned about the
impact of imports on this industry. Pro-
ducers of ferrochromium and ferromanga-
nese especlially have been affected by im-
ports which have been increasing since 1957,
to the extent that forelign sources are cur-
rently supplying 25 percent of our domestic
market for these products.

The Department of State wrote as
follows:

Total foreign trade In ferroalloys is small
as compared to domestic production. The
total annual imports have fluctuated over
the past decade, ranging between 92,000 tons
in 1954 and 228,000 tons in 1956; they were
approximately 207,000 tons in 1961 and pre-
liminary data indicates they will be in the
neighborhood of 150,000 tons in 1962. Im-
ports of ferromanganese and ferrochromium
were 187,000 tons in 1961 and 133,000 tons in
1963.

The U.S. Government has bartered during
the last few years surplus perishable agri-
cultural products for various strategic
commodities which are stored in stockplles
under the administration of the General
Services Administration. Such acquisitions
become part of the supplemental stockpile
upon importation and are not subject to sale
on the open commercial market. Of the
total of 207,000 tons of ferroalloys imported
in 1961, 122,000 tons of ferromanganese were
imported from India for Government ac-
count.

It is astonishing to me that the State
Department considers imports amount-
ing to 25 percent of domestic production
as “small.” In my judgment, imports
amounting to one quarter of domestic
production are sizable. Moreover, even
though a part of imports of ferromanga-
nese in 1961 went into Government stock-
piles, there can be no doubt that where
overcapacity exists within this country
any imports, even as little as 10 percent
can create serious disruption.

The President and the Congress ap-
proved the Trade Expansion Act last
yvear in the expectation that worldwide
trade expansion would occur, and in
such a way as to provide overall bene-
fits to this Nation. So far we have been
disappointed. Not only has our Govern-
ment been unable even to keep open the
markets that U.S. poultry and farm foods
have enjoyed in European states in the
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past, but also it has failed adequately to
recognize the problems faced by other
sections of the economy.

Thus, some U.S. producers face an
ever-increasing danger of reduced mar-
kets, while others are told that imports
up to 25 percent of production are small
and the Department of State gives no
indication that it considers the problem
as a serious one.

Madam President, I believe this cor-
respondence shows only too clearly that
the Department of State is not making
the strong stand it should in behalf of
U.S. interests. Almost every time I call
such a problem to the attention of the
State Department—whether it be with
regard to ferroalloys, or lumber, or
bread or whatever—the answer received
from the Department of State reflects
great concern for the other countries in-
volved but relatively little consideration
for U.S. producers.

The ferromanganese and ferrochro-
mium industries have filed an applica-
tion with the Office of Emergency Plan-
ning under section 232 of the Trade
Expansion Act for relief from the in-
creasing pressure of imports. The De-
partment of State will undoubtedly be
called on to give its views during that in-
vestigation. I would hope at that time
that the Department would reconsider
these statistics and make a more serious
effort to appreciate the problems faced by
U.S. producers when imports add up to
nearly 25 percent of domestic production.
The impact of imports is not small, where
these two alloys are concerned, and
should be most carefully weighed.

We face hard bargaining in the trade
negotiations ahead of us. The Common
Market countries are no pushover, as we
have already seen, and unless the De-
partment of State is prepared to give the
strongest kind of backing to our trade
representative, Christian Herter, in his
efforts, the job will be hopeless.

The foreign ministers and foreign of-
fices of other nations are the strongest
advocates of their economic interests.
It is time for the State Department to
recognize that it too must fight with skill
and determination for the economic in-
terests of this Nation.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to include in the Recorp follow-
ing my remarks the text of the two let-
ters referred to,

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbo,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C., June 17, 1963.
Hon. KEeNNETH B. KEATING,
U.S. Senate.

DEAR SENATOR KEATING: In response to your
request of May 28 we are pleased to furnish
the following information in regard to ferro-
alloys.

High carbon ferromanganese and ferro-
chromium are the principal ferroalloys im-
ported. Imports of such alloys are dutiable
at five-eighths of 1 cent per pound under the
provisions of paragraph 302 of the Tariff Act
of 1930 as modified pursuant to action taken
under the trade-agreements legislation to
obtain concessions of benefit to U.S. exports.
The duty initially specified in the Tariff Act
of 1930 was 1% cents per pound for ferro-
manganese and 215 cents per pound for fer-
rochromium. There are no quantitative lim-
itations on imports.
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Since the steel Industry Is the chief con-
sumer of ferroalloy products, the production
and consumption of ferroalloys has varied
directly with the production of steel ingots
and castings. In the past decade, total pro-
duction of ferroalloys has ranged between a
low 1.8 million tons in 1954 to a high of 2.6
million tons in 1956; it was 1.9 million tons
in 1961 and 2 million tons in 1962. The pro-
duction of ferromanganese and ferrochro-
mium was 937,000 tons in 1961 and 968,000
tons in 1962.

Total foreign trade in ferroalloys is small
as compared to domestic production. The
total annual imports have fluctuated over
the past decade, ranging between 92,000 tons
in 1954 and 228,000 tons in 1956; they were
approximately 207,000 tons in 1061, and pre-
liminary data indicate they will be in the
neighborhood of 150,000 tons in 1962, Im-
ports of ferromanganese and ferrochromium
were 197,000 tons in 1961 and 133,000 tons
in 1962.

The U.S. Government has bartered dur-
ing the last few years surplus perichable
agricultural products for various strategic
commodities which are stored in stockpiles
under the administration of the General
Services Administration. Such acquisitions
become part of the supplemental stockpile
upon importation and are not subject to sale
on the open commercial market. Of the
total of 207,000 tons of ferroalloys imported
in 1961, 112,000 tons of ferromanganese were
imported from India for Government ac-
count.

In 1961 exports of ferroalloys to other
countries totaled approximately 82,000 tons
or about 3 percent of domestic production.
Of these exports, about 65,000 tons consisted
of ferrophosphorus and ferrosilicon. In 1962
total exports of ferroalloys were 27,000 tons.

As regards an improvement in the com-
petitive position of domestic ferroalloys pro-
ducers, we note that there have been several
recent conferences between officials of the
Departments of Interior and Commerce and
representatives of the industry for the pur-
pose of exploring ways of making the fer-
roalloy industry more competitive. To this
end, the industry is seeking to improve qual-
ity and packaging; develop new alloys and
new metallurgical processes; improve meth-
ods of distribution and marketing; and re-
duce 1its power, transportation, and raw
material costs.

I have enclosed a copy of the 1962 report of
the U.S. Tariff Commission on manganese
which provides additional background in-
formation on the ferroalloys industry.

Another development which may interest
you is the recent institution by the Office of
Emergency Planning of an investigation to
determine the effect of imports of manganese
and chromium ferroalloys on national secu-
rity under section 232 of the Trade Expan-
sion Act of 1962. Under that section, the
President is authorized to adjust imports
whenever he finds, on the basis of an investi-
gation and report by the Director of the Office
of Emergency Planning, that imports are
threatening the natlonal security. The in-
vestigation was requested by the Manufactur-
ing Chemists Assoclation, Inc., on behalf of
11 members of the reactive metals and alloys
producers segment of the chemical industry.

If I can be of further assistance please let
me know.

Sincerely yours,
FREDERICE G. DUTTON,
Assistant Secretary
(For the Secretary of State).
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE,
BusiNgss AnNp DEFENSE SERVICES
ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D.C., June 18, 1963.
Hon. EENNETH B. KEATING,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR SENATOR KEATING: This is in further

reply to your letter of May 28, regarding the
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ferroalloy industry, particularly the situa-
tion in the Buffalo-Niagara Falls area.

This Department is concerned about the
impact of imports on this industry. Pro-
ducers of ferrochromium and ferromanganese
especlally have been affected by imports
which have been increasing since 1957, to the
extent that foreign sources are currently
supplylng 25 percent of our domestic market
for these products.

Citing the difficulties being experienced by
ferromanganese and ferrochromium pro-
ducers in this country, the industry has filed
an application with the Office of Emergency
Planning for relief under section 232 of the
Trade Expansion Act, on the basis of na-
tional securlity aspects. We have been asked
for advice in connection with this case and
you may be sure we will study this problem
very carefully.

Problems in the Buffalo-Niagara Falls area
were described in a statement by the presi-
dent of Union Carbide Metals Co., and
published in the May 17 issue of the Ameri-
can Metal Market, The decision by Union
Carbide to discontinue its operations at Ni-
agara Falls was based on excess industry
capacity, imports of low-priced alloys, and
local problems of higher costs of power, trans-
portation, and taxation. It is assumed that
these factors were involved also in the deci-
slon by Vanadium Corp. to close its Niagara
Falls plant in June of 1960.

The enclosed tables contain information
on production, consumption, imports and
exports of chromium, manganese, and tung-
sten.

You may be sure of our continued interest
in this matter.
Sincerely yours,
PauL A. UNGER,
Deputy Administrator.

Mr. JAVITS. Madam President, I
join my colleague from New York in
looking into the situation with respect
to the ferroalloy plant in Buffalo. I
shall consider the information which is
being developed as most useful in that
regard. Somehow or other, we must find
a balance between the responsibilities of
international trade and the problems
which it raises in terms of domestic em-
ployment. I shall, together with my col-
league [Mr. Keating], address myself
to this problem.

THE PEOPLE VERSUS JET NOISE

Mr., KEATING. Madam President,
the recent announcement by Pan Ameri-
can World Airways, Inc., of its contract
to purchase supersonic airliners from a
British-French conecern, followed swiftly
by the President’s call for the rapid de-
velopment of an American supersonic
aircraft under Government and industry
auspices, gives added impetus to the
urgency of the aircraft noise problem.

It is difficult for those who live a rela-
tively sheltered and comfortable exist-
ence, to appreciate the gravity of the
jet noise crisis that is upon us at this
very moment. Those who reside at or
near the fringes of large metropolitan
airports under the flight paths of jet
aircraft, whose very health and sanity
are jeopardized by the roar and whine of
the turbojets, whose children attend
school and play under constant dread of
disaster from overhead, have literally
begged for mercy from all those who
might conceivably be able to alleviate
these intolerable burdens—the airlines,
the aircraft manufacturers, local, State,
and Federal officials, and particularly the
Federal Aviation Agency. But at nearly
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every turn, these beleaguered citizens
confront a curious admixture of inertia,
buckpassing, and outright confessions
of powerlessness. Sympathy and good
intentions, of course, are always in evi-
dence. But somehow, lost in the rhetoric
of handwringing and pity, of plausible
excuses and procrastination, is the hor-
ror that has reality only for those
afflicted.

Can we in the Congress continue to
temporize with this issue until jet air-
craft development outraces the tech-
niques of noise suppression and abate-
ment so far that the situation will be
irretrievable? Can we, in short, refuse
any longer to translate the pleas of our
citizens into a concrete, concerted effort
to tackle the problem before it over-
whelms us?

I do not think the Congress and others
that are involved can end up on the
wrong side in the case of the people
against jet noise. Our Government is
in being to serve the people, and the
Government must help wage the techno-
logical counterrevolution against jet
noise.

That is the conclusion reached in a
remarkable series of articles spotlighting
the jet noise problem that ,appeared re-
cently in the Long Island Press. Au-
thored by a brilliant writer-photogra-
pher, Leonard Victor, who has received
many national awards for both his pic-
tures and feature stories, the 10 articles
of the series grapple in depth with every
facet and angle of the jet menace—from
the basic physics and practical operation
of the turbojet aircraft, to documented
health hazards of jet noise, to the engi-
neering techniques of noise suppression,
to the politics of the situation.

One of the articles is entitled “Con-
gress on the Jets: Just a Lot of Noise.”

Mr. Victor knows what he is talking
about. The Congress has not met its
duty to our aggrieved citizenry. Per-
haps this is because its duty has not been
clearly understood. Perhaps the under-
lying human problem has simply not been
brought home. Mr. Victor’s articles
make the problem plain and I believe will
help every elected official, Federal, State,
and local, perceive the seriousness of the
situation.

Last year, the Senate passed S. 3138,
87th Congress, a bill I introduced to pro-
vide for research to determine criteria
and means for abating objectionable
aircraft noise. Unfortunately, the other
body was unable to reach the measure be-
fore adjournment. It has been reintro-
duced in this Congress as S. 825. It has
recelved widespread civic and official en-
dorsement. I am hopeful it can be
enacted soon so that a start can be made
in the right direction. But even more
important, in my judgment, we need not
only bills and resolutions on the prob-
lem; we need to bridge the gap between
vague sympathy and concrete under-
standing. If Mr. Victor's articles can
achieve even modest results in riveting
our sights on the dimensions of both the
problem and the undone tasks confront-
ing us, they will have served an extremely
valuable public purpose.

I ask unanimous consent that three key
articles in this series be printed in the
RECORD,
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There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the Long Island Press, June 4, 1963]
CONGRESS ON THE JETS: JUST A LoT oF Noise

(Jet noise is no longer a localized nuisance.
It plagues big citles from coast to coast.
This story in a series about the problem tells
the part Congress hasn't played in facing up
to the still-worsening situation.)

(By Leonard Victor)

Congress hasn't done a thing about ‘jet
noise abatement—except to make speeches,
hold hearings and send out reams of press
releases.

But as far as laws that will bring relief to
the millions living around airports—whose
lives are lashed by screaming jet nolses—the
congressional score is an absolute zero.

Don't blame your Long Island Congress-
men.

They're among a valiant minority honestly
trylng to get something done by the only
agency big enough to cope with the prob-
lem—our Government.

Every Long Island Congressman who could
be there sat through a recent series of hear-
ings on jet nolse held by the Interstate
and Foreign Commerce Committee in Wash-
ington,

They passed the word about the sessions
to their absent colleagues. Jet noise abate-
ment for the people of Long Island is a bi-
partisan project, with no dissenters from
Astoria to Riverhead.

What they heard at those sessions held
either gloom or promise, depending on the
speaker and his special interests.

The airline operators pointed out the fi-
nancial burdens they are carrying. They
were telling the truth. Air carriers all over
the country are trying to merge.

Profitable firms don't seek mergers—they
buy out the opposition. The big airlines
trying to make mergers now want to meld
their companies so they can survive.

A spokesman for the pilots told the hearing
that the men flying the noisy jets were doing
their best and had wrung the last ounce of
quiet out of those machines.

The boss of the Federal Aviation Agency,
Najeeb Halaby, echoed their words, saying he
“wouldn't jeopardize safety for serenity."

A constant plea for more noise suppression
research ran through the 3 days of the Wash~
ington sessions.

Even the FAA reversed an earller stand
against laws from Congress ordering it to
undertake noise research.

James Hill, deputy general counsel of the
FAA sald passage of a law ordering research
“wouldn’t hurt.”

The general counsel for the port author-
ity—the operators of LaGuardia and Idle-
wild—urged that the Government go to work
on the noise problem, “especially by direct-
ing and conducting research,”

Some engineers and acoustics experts “put
the finger” on plane manufacturers. They
sald the plane makers were just “‘tacking
on an engine after the rest of the plane was
designed.”

Paul 8, Veneklasen, a west coast acoustics
expert, sald great steps toward licking nolse
could come from better designs that inte-
grated the plane and its engine.

He pointed out that technical experts had
warned years ago of the noise problem that
lay ahead and warned that “Congress should
act now.”

Frank Eolk, an American Airlines en-
gineering executive, echoed the plea for
changed airline design. "The time to change
the design of a plane is before it is built,”
he sald.

“It’s a devil of a job aftes,” he added,
referring to the suppressors and motor
changes the airlines have made to cut jet
noise.
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FAA Boss Halaby told the committee that
his agency was spending $1.5 million this
year for noise research work. Under prod-
ding from the committee chairmen, he broke
down the research.

The sum of $554,000 is going into the hunt
to find a way to quiet the engine noise of
the future supersonic commercial transport.

Another half million, he said, was being
spent directly by the FAA in experimental
work by their own staff, such as tests look-
ing for better takeoff techniques to improve
what engineers call the plane's “flight pro-
file.”

An even $100,000 was going to an acoustics
firm “to evaluate the PNdb scale of plane,
helicopter and sonic boom noises, adding up
all the previous work.”

The other contracts, he said were for
smaller sums. For example there was &a
$40,000 contract with another acoustics firm
for nolse contours of various aircraft.

Then there was a $10,000 contract to trans-
fer the previous contract’s finding to PNdb

In contrast, Halaby told the committee
later in the session that $450 milllon was
being spent this year on air traffic control.
It would go, he said, for urgently needed
radar used for long-distance control and pre-
cision approaches, tower lights, high-speed
turnoffs and other aids to speeding air trans-
port and making it safer.

He also told the committee that he hoped
his agency would never be given the job of
policing zoning around airports.

This remark came after spokesmen for both
the big and little alrport operators pointed up
their plight. There are over 1,200 suits
pending against airports, started by home-
owners complaining that their normal lives
are disrupted by jet noise.

The 809 cases filed by Laurelton-Rosedale
taxpayers are among those 1,200 suits,

The operators want the Government to step
into the zoning question before, as they put
it, “our operations are strangled by lawsuits.”
They too asked for laws from Congress.

The Nation's pilots are in favor of Con-
gress putting the FAA into the zoning act
too. With that Federal control, they point
out, would come a uniform system of air
controls in and out of all fields.

Charles H. Ruby, the spokesman for the
Alrline Pilots Assoclation, told the commit-
tee that some pllots have to learn as many
as 60 separate sets of airport takeoff and
landing rules.

“We'd be a lot safer if there was one set of
standard rules for all airports,” he saild.

Another single suggestion recurred
throughout the hearings.

Industry spokesmen said the public should
be educated, to “take some of the fear out of
Jet noise.”

FAA-head Halaby cited figures that showed
the death rate to "third partles” outside the
vehicles from all types of transport.

Based on the fact that one-third of all
intercity traffic is now by plane, they showed
that buses killed 140 tlmes as many people
as planes. The train kills 330 times as
many and the auto brings death to 23,000
times as many as aircraft.

With figures like this, and the opinion
expressed at the hearings by psychologists
that understanding reduces irritation, don't
be surprised if one result of these hearings
is a public relations campaign.

The campalgn would be designed to in-
duce the public to accept jet noise as one
of the prices of progress—a friendly noise
that means no harm fo the homeowners
beneath.

But don't expect any laws from Congress.

Those hearings were the last in a long
series, including public hearings across the
United States dating back to 1960.

‘When those hearings ended, Long Island's
Congressmen expected that action would
follow. They were certain that some of the
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many bills they had introduced to do some-
thing about jet noise would become the law
of the land.

Practically every one of the Congressmen
from our area told me that “we'll get some
results this time.”

They felt that the hearings pointed
squarely at the need for laws ordering the
FAA to expand and speed up nolse abate-
ment research. However, they weren't so
sure the Government should get deeply in-
volved in local zoning matters—unless vast
Federal funds were involved.

“It is too late for Zoning at Idlewild and
LaGuardia,” one of them pointed out. “We
need tougher noise reduction rules, plus
plenty of research that isn't even being
thought of now.

“That $1.5 million nolse research figure
is ridiculously low, when you think that we
blew #$650 million on the Skybolt missile,
which was just one of the many experimental
failures that have cost us billlons in the
last few years.”

The long-awaited report from the House
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Commit-
tee came out recently.

It was full of recommendations shoving
the problem back into the hands of the
industry.

There were no suggestions for laws.

Jet noise abatement, to sum up the com-
mittee findings, “isn’t the responsibility of
Congress—yet."”

[From the Long Island Press, June 6, 1963]
How To FicHT JET NOISE?—MONEY

{This story in a serles about the problem
of jet noise probes the reasons why the Fed-
eral agencies, who could do research to lessen
the racket, are very carefully avoiding the

Job.)
(By Leonard Victor)

Remember the story of the man hauled
into court for hitting his wife?

He told the judge, “She keeps on nagging
me for money, money—all the time money.”

“What does she do with it?" the judge
asked.

“I don't know, Your Honor,” the man an-
swered, “I never give her any.”

And that's just about the story of jet
nolse abatement.

No one has ever spent enough money to
find out how to solve the growing problem—
even though it s now on the verge of be-
coming a national health menace.

Why hasn't the Job been tackled, especial-
ly now that there are clear signs of real
breakthroughs in the science of quieting
jet engines and planes?

Industry can't tackle it alone.
cost too much.

Remember the estimate given me by Gen-
eral Electric’s chief jet engine researcher just
for the cost of finding the right sonic block
jet intake design that would blot out all tur-
bine whine?

Dr. Spirodan Sucui told me in his Cin-
cinnati lab that the research tab would top
$500 million—too much for even a commer-
cial giant like GE to shoulder.

Don't forget that the Government is foot-
ing the research bill for the 2,200-mile-an-
hour supersonic commercial transport we
need to stay in the worldwide alr-carrier
race.

The Federal Aviation Agency says the ship
will cost $800 million. Industry says it will
cost much more, perhaps $1.5 billion.

And it all must come from Uncle Sam's
pocket because even a combine of our big-
gest planemakers couldn't pick up the bill.

Why hasn't our Government's own divi-
slon, the FAA, taken on the job? Aren't
they the right ones to halt jet noise?

They are, but they've literally been duck-
ing the noise problem.

The FAA sees itself primarily as an alr
police outfit. They're dedicated to speeding
more alr traffic more safely all the time.

It would
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That's a vital job, and like every other Gov-
ernment agency, they must constantly lob-
by, plead and prod to get funds for their
work.

This year the FAA is spending $480 mil-
lion for new long-range radar, longer run-
ways and other safety and speed items—all
necessary but having almost nothing to do
with noise abatement.

They may not admit it, but they fear
the loss of funds for these services if they
are handed a big bundle of cash and told
to really knuckle down and solve the nerve-
racking noise headache.

The second reason the FAA isn't panting
to get into nolse elimination is the boss,
Najeeb Halaby. A dedicated fller, he just
doesn’t believe there really is any jet noise.

Halaby told a recent congressional jet noise
hearing that we are an anxious Nation, in
a continuous state of anxiety and that jet
nolse is just another anxiety.

Having suggested the psychiatrist’s couch
for the Nation instead of large-scale anti-
noise research, he told the committee that
the FAA was spending $1.5 million to stem
noise this year.

Under prodding, it turned out that the
only big Iump, $600,000, was for efforts to
keep the future supersonic transport “as
quiet as present-day jets!” The exclamation
point is mine,

The rest of the funds are spread out be-
tween the FAA, other Government agencies
and private firms. One of the few expendi-
tures Halaby could remember offhand was a
$100,000 study by a private firm to find a jet
noise scale that measured human annoy-
ance,

Records of 1960 hearings before the con-
gressional Committee on Science and Astro-
nautics show experts urging that study then.

The current job, incidentally, is being done
by the firm that set up speclal noise measur-
ing standards, including the human irrita-
tion factor, in 19567. They used the then-
new scale to set nolse limits for Idlewlild and
LaGuardia Alrports.

The fallure to move faster than this snail's
pace on an urgently needed r t
(which some acoustic experts say we al-
ready have) was lashed by Representative
JoseErPH Appasso of Ozone Park as “a fine ex-
ample of slowmanship.”

Until they get this new measuring tool,
the FAA can say “so sorry” to pleas for ac-
tion they would rather not get into any-
way.

How about the National Aeronautical and
Space Agency?

Aren’t they our country's biggest research
team—best suited to tacke a tough research
problem?

NASA has done some work in the field,
but lately they've abandoned most of it.
Thelr eyes are on the stars.

They too want to spend their money and
expend their best brains on their main goal:
Outer space.

The same story is true of every other
agency that might get on top of this grow-
ing, gnawing national nerve cancer.

A congressional report last month pin-
pointed the problem.

It said that there is no organized coor-
dination in the research and development
work by the Armed Forces, NASA, the Bureau
of BStandards, other Government agencies,
the FAA, and industry.

Their words: “At the moment there is no
force which serves to solidify these efforts.”

Having taken a step forward, the report
then retreated hastily in a long paragraph
which boils down to “We don't think Con-
gress should do anything until valid measure-
ments are available.”

Again that “so sorry,” that slowmanship
that leaves an out for lack of action.

The remainder of that congressional re-
port suggested tactfully that everyone, else
do the job.




1963

One angry Long Island Congressman,
Frane J. BEcker of Lynbrook, labeled the
report—expected to recommend honest ac-
tion after 3 years of hearings—as “sweeping
the whole mess under the carpet again for
another 2 years.”

Every other Long Island Congressman
agreed. They know, because they live with
the jet nolse problem, that strong medicine
is needed now.

Since they do, why hasn't the only body
that could order research—our Congress—
done the job?

First, you must remember that the grow-
ing noise plague is still localized. Our nine
Congressmen know what it is.

So do a few dozen more whose districts
surround airports in Chicago, Los Angeles,
and San Franclsco. They fight, but they are
still a handful.

Perhaps 50 Congressmen in big cities, rep-
resenting somewhere between 10 and 20 mil-
lon people, are really trying to get action.

Arrayed against them are these things:

The FAA keeps saying nothing can be done
about noise.

The agency ignores the possible break-
throughs of a crash research program: The
sonic block, the use of lower-noise higher
by-pass motor designs and the promise of the
vertical takeoff planes soon to get limited
military tests. Unfortunately, Congress
takes the FAA's word, despite expert testi-
mony that “the word” is wrong.

A good part of the aircarrier industry is in
hock. Their lobbyists point out that the
lines can't afford the bill for planemaker’s
research into quiet flight—and that'’s true.

The planemaker’'s lobbyists make the same
case,

There are hundreds of Congressmen, in
the blue hills of Eentucky, the wilds of
Washington and similar places to whom the
day and night terror around jetports is only
hearsay.

Where they will vote billions for defense
or the space race, they are still too unin-
formed to be willing to vote vast sums to
still jet noise.

Another Long Island Congressman gave
this bitter warning recently, “By the time
they wake up, it will be too late.”

Is there no hope for congressional action?

Must we walt until “sometime in the 1970's"
when the FAA predicts there may be vertical
takeoff and landing aircraft in commercial
service, using airfields without agonizing sur-
rounding communities?

There are only two hopes.

Today, 1,200 noise suits against airports
are pending in the courts. The number
won't diminish. As it grows, it will force the
problem more and more into national focus.

There’s one other possibility. Nearly every
serious disease has a voluntary national so-
clety ralsing funds for research.

Perhaps the cancer of jet nolse needs its
own soclety, a group dedicated to forcefully
bringing home to Congress the distress mil-
lions suffer from jet roar and whine today.

Perhaps what is needed is a citizen's lobby
in Washington, like the lobbies of the Air
Transport Association, the Airline Operators
Assoclation and the other air industry groups
80 ably represented before our top governing
body.

Maybe we need a national organization—
something like STOP, meaning Start Tack-
ling Our Problem—to force Congress to do
its long overdue duty by allocating enough
funds for real antinoise research now.
[From the Long Island Press, June 7, 1963]

ConcrEss MusT AcT oN JET NoOISE

(This final story in a series about noise
sums up the many things that Congress
should be—but isn't—doing about the prob-
lem. It also tells what the airlines and
local authorities should do to improve a
still-worsening situation that must be al-
tered for the well-being, not just of Long
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Islanders alone, but for people across the
entire United States.)

(By Leonard Victor)

Instead of ducking, what should Congress
be doing now to end the jet noise headache?

First, they should pick one Federal agency
and shove the urgent job of finding out how
to quiet jetplanes and engines squarely at
them.

At the same time they should give them
enough money to really get the job done.

The law Congress passes ordering this
work should be very specific. It should in-
clude instructions like these:

“Attack every possible scientific solution
that would dim the frightful racket around
our major jet ports.

“Dig into the dozen good untried ideas
for making the fan-jet motor much less
noisy.

“Try those promising noise suppression
designs the engine and plane makers can't
afford to test themselves.

“And at the same time, start work on the
vertical takeoff and landing commercial
plane. The FAA says it will take 10 to 17
years before this kind of plane evolves slowly
from military experiments.

“Shorten that gap, and while you're at it,
bypass the military designs and concentrate
on a plane that will be best for the public
and the air carriers.”

There’s a lot more Congress could put in
its directive.

For example, there's the high wing, to re-
place the universal low wing now in use.
Designers brought the wing down for two
reasons: It is easler to work on the motors
close to the ground and the chord of a high
wing eats into cabin space.

On the other hand, the low wing, with
its four jet engines almost scraping the
ground, stymies a lot of cross-wind landings
that could otherwise be made on quieter
runways.

Lift the wing and its motors further
off the ground and pilots will be able to use
the less noisy preferential runways a lot
more often.

Those orders from Congress should have
bullt-in time limits. A small group of
distinguished scientists—who don’t have an
axe to grind—should be appointed to monitor
the work and let Congress know how well
and swiftly it is being done.

Don't forget that when the need became
urgent, Einstein’s famous formula grew from
a scrap of paper into an atomic pile and then
an A-bomb in very little time.

There's almost as urgent a need today to
quell the jet racket—for the health and
sanity of large portions of America’s popu-
lation.

With the orders for the crash research
program there should be a law setting maxi-
mum plane noise limits that will be al-
lowed—say 5 years from now.

There are some wild comparisons possible
between the only noise standard we have
and, for example, the noise level allowed for
trucks.

The British Government has a maximum
allowable level of 85 decibels 26 feet from a
moving truck. The American Trucking As-
sociation’s standard is 87 decibels 50 feet
from a truck.

Our lone standard—set up by the port
authority—is 112 decibels.

And that's for a plane 215 miles after take-
off, already over 1,000 feet high.

Won't all of this cost an awful lot of
money?

Certainly. But this must be considered
part of the cost of aviation progress.

It's a design cost that is for the welfare
of our Natlon, just the same as our military
spending and the work of gther agencies,
such as Health, Education, and Welfare,

We should think of it as a direct Invest-
ment in protection for our citizens as well
as an investment in our aviation future.
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Let's hope Congress starts thinking so soon.

While we are walting for congressional
action, is there anything that can be done
locally?

What can New York City, Nassau, the State
and the port authority do now to help
ease an intolerable situation shredding the
nerves of hundreds of thousands of Long
Islanders?

Plenty. Even though I and my camera
were banned from Idlewild Airport by the
port authority, I spent an awful lot of time
there, both day and night.

One thing became clear to me in a hurry.

There are too many night to morning
flights leaving and landing near empty.
They’re “milk runs,” some of which are prob-
ably designed to bring planes to New York or
other big cities without a total loss for the
next day’'s profitable flights.

These flights, and some of the jam-packed
late bargain trips should be seriously re-
evaluated.

I don't suggest that we should slap a cur=
few on night flights, as some clvic leaaers
have. That would strangle air travel all
around the world. Even the Tokyo Alrport
has pushed back the date for their much
ballyhooed night curfew.

But I do think an impartial survey would
show that a lot of these flights are unneces-
sary. They're inconveniencing hundreds of
thousands trying to sleep on Long Island,
just for the benefit of a small handful of
people in each screaming plane.

Another thing I realized after watching
flight operations at LaGuardia (I wasn't
banned there) was that when the wind
forces a noisy approach to LaGuardia’s in-
strument runway, low over Jackson Heights
homes and apartments at 1 a.m,, the plane
should be ordered to Idlewild.

The same wind allows an over-the-ocean
approach and a landing on the instrument
strip now being lengthened into the bay at
Idlewild.

This use of the quieter runway should be
law during sleeping hours. Especially so,
since the prop-planes and small jets slated
for LaGuardia can jockey onto the preferen-
tial runways at Idlewild without splattering
large areas of South Shore sleepers with
sound.

All of this doesn’'t help the people of
Laurelton, Rosedale, the Rockaways and the
arc of nearby Nassau villages edging the giant
Jet-port.

They will get a little rellef soon, when the
runways aimed like daggers at their sleep
are lengthened. Planes will be coming in
higher over homes—and that points the way.

Both sets of runways, 256L and 31L, can be
extended still further.

Not cheap—but how cheap are the normal
lives of the people who owned theilr homes
three, four and five miles from Idlewild long
before the jets came?

Another possibility that would bring great
relief is an air corridor in the Rockaways.

Strip a mile-long stretch of the narrow
peninsula bare of homes, perhaps wesi of
the Arverne housing project and turn it
into a park.

That houseless corridor would still three-
fourths of the complaints—long, loud, and
legltimate—from residents of the Rockaways.

One way that's been suggested to keep the
cost of this mammoth project reasonable is
a land-swap deal, foot for foot, with equally
valuable land at Riss Park or Fort Tilden.

Will Congress, New York State, the city,
Nassau, and their legal and health depart-
ments—all those who could act—really do
anything?

The pressures both ways on all of them are
terrific.

Enormous payrolls, tremendous Iinvest-
ments and the very continuation of the
metropolitan area’s busy commerce depend
on good filght service. What's more, the
air industry itself isn't the most stable busi-
ness in the country today.
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Only some small segments, such as a few
alr carriers and the port authority, are
really making a buck.

On the other hand, the interests and wel-
fare of millions of voters are also involved.

What, if anything, will our representatives,
all the way from the local level to Congress,
do?

Let me end this serles with a story that
tells my feelings and answers.

Two swaggering bullies decided to mock
their town’s wisest elder.

“I'11 hold a bird in my hand and ask him
what I'm hiding,” one of the bullies said.
“If he guesses right, I'll ask him if the bird
is dead or allve.

“If he says ‘alive,’ I'll crush the bird and
if he says ‘dead’ I'll let it go.”

The pair found the wise old man, and
barring his way, the one with the bird asked,
“What's in my hand?"”

“A bird,” the old man answered.

Startled, the young tough asked, “Is it
dead or alive?”

The old man slowly turned and started
walklng away.

As he left, he looked at the swaggerer
holding the bird and gave his answer: “It's
in your hands.”

And that's the future of jet noise abate-
ment—strictly in your hands. You'll get
exactly as much as you are willing to work
for, through and with the people you elect
to protect your welfare.

BALANCE - OF - PAYMENTS PROB-
LEM — INTERNATIONAL MONE-
TARY CONFERENCE

(At this point Mr. Epmonpson took the
chair as Presiding Officer.)

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I propose
today to deal at some depth with a very
grave economic problem which faces our
Nation and the world, and upon which
I believe we have not focused an ade-
quate amount of attention. I want to
emphasize that it is a people’s problem.
It is the very serious, continuing, endemic
imbalance in the U.S. international bal-
ance of payments.

The reason why this is so critically
important fo the people of the United
States is that we are no longer a nation
pursuing a domestic economy which pre-
ponderates in all the effects that it has
upon the people. Instead, we are now
the banker for the world; we are the eco-
nomic leader of the world. We are car-
rying the heaviest responsibility in terms
of the defense of the free world, not only
militarily, but economically, as well.
The U.S. economy today is an integral
part of the world’s economy. It cannot
be operated in any other way. If we
were to operate in any other way, we
would find, first, a dangerously increased
hazard to our own security, because it
would imperil the security of the entire
free world; and, second, we would find
a very serious difficulty in the operation
of our huge industrial plant, which de-
pends very heavily upon raw materials
imported from abroad and which has a
wide margin in terms of the export-im-
port trade of the United States.

For all these reasons, plus the fact
that the dollar is now a pivotal interna-
tional currency, upon which the fate of
government after government depends,
because they are maintaining a substan-
tial part of their reserves in dollars,
when we suffer from a serious imbalance
in our international payments, this im-
balance plays the role of a thermometer.
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It shows that the patient has a fever;
and the patient can be very sick in terms
of the role which the patient is carrying
out for all mankind, in the way I have
just described.

What can happen? Serious things
can happen. Let us remember that one
of the events triggering the collapse of
the world monetary system in the 1930’s
was brought on by the failure of Kredit
Anstalt, in Vienna. It almost ground
the whole economic machinery of the
United States to a halt, Let us remem-
ber also that there are speculators
throughout the world who believe that
the United States will devalue the dollar.
If the United States should devalue the
dollar, there would be a cataclysm. Such
an event would literally shake the eco-
nomic foundations of the international
monetary system.

There is no reason to be alarmed. We
are an exceedingly powerful country,
having vast resources. Although it is
often said that we have a rather narrow
gold base, now only about $16 billion, of
which about three-quarters is committed
as backing for our gold notes—inciden-
tally, we could by congressional act re-
peal that situation, and the gold notes,
I am sure, would circulate just as well—
it is also a fact that we have $60 billion,
in round figures, in investments all over
the world, which represent assets of the
United States.

We are willing and able to meet any
demand made upon us for gold by cen-
tral banks in other countries, in the
magnitude of $20 to $22 billion, if we
have the opportunity to employ our re-
serves for that purpose. But like any
larger banker or bank, it is not possible
to pay every depositor 100 cents on the
dollar immediately upon demand. One
could not possibly operate a bank on
that premise; hence, the fundamental
premise is that the creditor will not de-
mand his money, because he knows the
bank is perfectly good and solvent.

The imbalance in our international
payments, if it persists, represents jeop-
ardy to our economic system, with the
dangerous consequences that make this
situation a critical problem for the
American people.

We are brought face to face with this
reality in the Joint Economic Commit-
tee, of which I have the honor to be a
member, where we have just completed
2 days of hearings on the U.S. balance-
of-payments situation. In the course of
these hearings—and we shall return to
the subject during the latter part of the
month of July—we have engaged in a
thorough examination of the U.S. bal-
ance-of-payments situation.

We had before us Secretary Dillon on
Monday and Under Secretary Roosa on
Tuesday. From their testimony it is
clear that the administration is discour-
aged by the results of the measures
it has taken thus far, and that it
feels that progress toward ending the
balance-of-payments deficits has been
disappointingly slow. Sscretary Dil-
lon stated, in response to my question
during Monday’s hearing, that the United
States is not in a position to continue a
deficit on our balance of payments at
its present rate—$2.2 billion in 1962, $3.2
billion during the first quarter of this
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year, at an annual rate—for more than
a brief period, say 1 or 2 years. Should
the deficit continue at this rate beyond
that period, said Secretary Dillon, we
would be in real trouble.

I think it is only fair to say that I
doubt that the Secretary of the Treasury
is giving us the worst view of the situa-
tion. There is a growing consensus
throughout the world that we are now
in real trouble.

Yet when it comes to dealing with this
highly critical problem, the administra-
tion has no new proposals to make, be-
yond favoring an increase in short-term
interest rates. A little later I shall dis-
cuss that point in detail.

While the Secretary agreed at Mon-
day's hearing that the world's monetary
system must be overhauled at some in-
definite future point, he expressed his op-
position to calling for a world monetary
and economic conference in the near
future. At one point, he recognized that
“it seems clear that the time will
come when new facilities or arrange-
ments will be required to insure for the
future an adequate overall growth in
monetary reserves and credit availabil-
ity”; at another point he opposed the
idea of a world monetary conference at
this time, on the ground that private dis-
cussions within the OECD finance minis-
ters conference or within the 10-country
group who are signatories to the recent
standby agreement signed to broaden
the credit base of the International
Monetary Fund would be more prefera-
ble. I disagree with the Secretary of the
Treasury.

I submit that our payments deficit
situation has reached such critical pro-
portions that we must take action now,
while there is still time and room for
maneuver to handle this problem.

At the end of June our gold reserves
reached the lowest level since 1939—
$15.7 billion. The ratio of gold stock
on hand to Federal Reserve liabilities
stood at 31.7 percent—6.7T percentage
points above the minimum gold cover-
age required under present law. Our
payments deficit during the first quar-
ter of this year is running at an annual
rate of $3.2 billion, very close to the
rate maintained since 1958. Outflows
of private long-term capital during the
first quarter of this year totaled more
than $1 billion—nearly double the
amount in the first quarters of the past
several years, exceeded only by the ex-
traordinarily large outflow in the sec-
ond quarter of 1957. During the same
period there was an extraordinary con-
centration of new foreign security issues
in the United States—again a drain on
our international balance of payments—
amounting to $510 million.

Another very important drain—the
net tourist balance, the difference be-
tween the expenditures of our tourists
overseas and the expenditures in the
United States of foreign tourists—has
been steadily worsening, having risen
from a deficit of $1.2 billion in 1960 to
$1.4 billion in 1962. Data for the first
few months of 1963 suggest a further
increase in this imbalance of our deficit
attributable to tourist expenditures.

Our oversea military expenditures
have remained unchanged between 1960
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and 1962, at about $3 billion, while the
net deficit due to these military expendi-
tures has been somewhat reduced—to
about the $2 billion net level, due to cer-
tain offset agreements negotiated with
our allies in 1962,

The seriousness of the situation arises
by virtue of the fact that these responsi-
bilities which we shoulder for the leader-
ship of the free world in terms of eco-
nomic aid to developing countries and
military expenditures for Western de-
fense, plus the fact that we are main-
taining a very high standard of living
as demonstrated by the large outlay of
our tourists expenditures, plus the fact
that we are the principal market for
foreign borrowers of large amounts of
capital, plus the fact that we are losing
gold because other nations which have
experienced a great resurgence of eco-
nomic prosperity in terms of the excess
of their exports over their imports are
not fufilling their responsibilities—all
these things, taken together, have gravely
imperiled the position of the United
States. Today I call attention to that
peril and what we must do about it.

As the U.S. balance-of-payments defi-
cit continues without improvement since
1958, showing little or no response to the
intricate technical measures put into ef-
fect by the Treasury and other Govern-
ment agencies, the pressure begins to
mount with the United States and abroad
for more effective and longer range
measures.

I believe that despite Secretary Dil-
lon’s testimony before the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee to the effect that this
is not the time to press forward with new
measures to reduce our deficit to man-
ageable proportions, events will soon
force this administration to propose
such new measures. The temporary and
short-term measures taken thus far,
rather than truly easing our basic situa-
tion, have tended to obscure the magni-
tude of the balance of payments deficit
problem and to permit the indefinite
postponement of the inevitable and hard
measures that must be taken to resolve
it finally.

It is for these reasons that I have
joined the gentleman from Missouri,
Representative Tromas CurTis, in a reso-
lution designed to marshal congressional
sentiment behind those who believe that
strong and vigorous measures should be
taken now in order to eliminate the bal-
ance-of-payments deficit. I think this
resolution is an essential first step in
coming to grips with our balance-of-
payments deficit problem.

Therefore, Mr. President, I submit, and
send to the desk, for appropriate refer-
ence, a concurrent resolution which de-
clares it to be the sense of the Congress
that elimination of the balance-of-pay-
ments deficit should receive the highest
priority in the formation of our national
economic policy; that the maintenance
of such equilibrium in our international
payments should be a continuing goal of
our economic policy; and that the
world’s monetary mechanism should be
strengthened. The resolution shows two
avenues through which to provide: First,
improved means of financing balance-of-
payments deficits until basic corrective
forces restore equilibrium; and second,
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sufficient liquidity to finance increases
in world trade and payments, once we
have restored the balance-of-payments
equilibrium through measures which we
ourselves must take domestically.

Mr. President, one approach proposed
in the resolution is the taking of new
initiatives within the International Mon-
etary Fund. I am satisfied that the ad-
ministration intends to do so. The other
is the calling of an international mone-
tary conference to deal with the long-
term problems. In view of the interest
expressed in this resolution by several of
my colleagues, I ask unanimous consent
that it be held at the desk until July 17,
for additional sponsors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
concurrent resolution will be received
and appropriately referred; and, with-
out objection, the concurrent resolution
will be held at the desk, as requested
by the Senator from New York.

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 53) was referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations, as follows:

‘Whereas the United States has had a deficit
in its international balance of payments
every year, except one, since 1950; and

Whereas largely as a result of these deficits,
United States shart-term dollar liabilities to
forelgners totaled $25,300,000,000 at the end
of April 1963; and

Whereas these llabilities constitute a po-
tential claim against the United States gold
stock of #15,700,000,000, of which less than
$4,000,000,000 is “free gold” not required to
serve as backing for our currency; and

‘Whereas the health of our domestic econ-
omy and strength of the dollar and its ability
to serve as a key international reserve cur-
rency depends upon the early elimination of
the balance-of-payments deficit and the cre-
ation of improved arrangements to serve the
liquidity needs of an expanding international
trade and payments system: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense
of the Congress of the United States that
achievement of balance-of-payments equilib-
rium in a manner consistent with the dollar’s
role as a key international reserve currency
should receive the highest priority in the
formation of national economic policy; and
be it further

Resolved, That the maintenance of equilib-
rium in its international accounts should be
a continuing and major goal of United States
international economic pollcy; and be it
further

Resolved, That the United States take the
initiative within the International Monetary
Fund to devise new and improved methods
of permanently strengthening the interna-
tional monetary and credit mechanlsm in
order to provide (a) improved means of fi-
nancing balance-of-payments deficits until
basic corrective forces restore equilibrium,
and (b) sufficient liquidity to finance in-
creases in world trade and payments once
United States balance-of-payments equilib-
rium is achleved; and be it further.

Resolved, That the President be requested
to consider calling for an International Eco-
nomic Conference to review the long-term
adequacy of international credit; to recom-
mend needed changes in existing financial
institutions; to consider increased sharing of
economic ald for development and military
asslstance; and to consider other pressing in-
ternational economlic problems placed before
it by a preparatory committee for such
conference.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will

the Senator yield?
Mr. JAVITS. Iyield.
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Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator from
New York is making one of the most
important speeches of the year in the
Senate. He is speaking on a measure
which is extremely difficult to discuss be-
cause it is complicated. It is exceeding-
ly complicated to most people, It deals
with gold, international banking, and so
forth. But, as the Senator from New
York has so well said, this is a people's
problem. As many experts in this area
have said, there is no greater financial
or economic problem—confronting the
American people and the American Gov-
ernment at this time.

I should like to ask the distinguished
Senator from New York if it is not true
that in view of the nature of our econ-
omy, in view of the fact, as the Senator
from New York has said, that we are
the bankers of the world and the leader
of the free world, and in view of the fact
that the usual measures of combating
an adverse balance of payments are
pretty much impossible for us to use, is
this not now a problem of peculiarly seri-
ous dificulty as compared to any period
in the past—for example, as compared
to the 1933 situation or any previous
period?

What I am asking the Senator is this:
First, we are now unquestionably the
leader of the free world.

Second, we know that if we follow a
policy of austerity in our domestic econ-
omy, that is, of drastically reducing our
governmental spending, sharply inereas-
ing taxes, and hiking our interest rates—
if such action were politically possible,
which it is not—it would be disastrous
for our economy and also disastrous for
the world economy. Therefore, is it not
true that we are prevented from follow-
ing the usual method of coping with an
adverse balance of payments?

Mr. JAVITS. My answer to the Sen-
ator is distinetly “yes.” I agree with the
Senator. As we stand now, it would be
a mistake to take domestic austerity
measures in that order of magnitude, be-
cause we still have room for maneuver.

I shall develop the idea—and I hope
the Senator will join me in developing it
as we go along—that the real danger we
face is that if we tarry at this point,
when we still have room for maneuver,
we will be “up against the gun” very
soon. The Secretary of the Treasury
has said we would be in that position
in 1 or 2 years. Perhaps we shall be
there even sooner. Once we are, we
shall have no choice. We shall have to
take drastic austerity measures, which
will have an impact upon employment
as well as savings and the economic ac-
tivity in this country of the most dele-
terious character and in a most regret-
able way. We shall then be left with no
choice, and we shall have been deprived
of the room for maneuver. In my opin-
jon, this is about the last opportunity
that we shall have.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not true that
there is available another alternative
solution, which is equally difficult and
perhaps even more repugnant to the Sen-
ator from New York and the Senator
from Wisconsin, namely, abandoning our
position of leadership in the world by
withdrawing our military commitments
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and also withdrawing from our economic
responsibilities overseas.

There is no question that that would
be one way of reducing the seriousness
of our balance of payments, because un-
questionably our troops stationed abroad,
and our military commitments abroad,
our military assistance abroad all direct-
ly and adversely contribute to our se-
rious balance-of-payments difficulties.
Is that not correct?

Mr. JAVITS. There is no question
about it. The Senator knows as well as
I that there is no substitute. There is no
one to step intc the breach. The most
uninformed person reading the news-
papers will be the best witness of the fact
that Britain cannot, France both can-
not and will not, considering the strictly
nationalistic policies it is pursuing,
which in my opinion are hampering the
world. As much as I love General de
Gaulle and the great things he has done,
he is now a big stone on the road of
progress. West Germany is out of the
question. Germany has been the world’s
principal enemy for a long time, and is
just now returning to the international
community of nations. The same state-
ment applies to Japan. Where is one
to look?

Our country is the only one that gives
any hope for leadership for peace. We
are the principal beneficiaries of this
leadership in terms of the maintenance
of the world’s peace and the world's
freedom. So there is no alternative.

To all those who say, “Let us get rid
of this burden,” I put the question, “To
whom?” If we canot get rid of it to any-
body and we throw it overboard, are we
not depriving ourselves? Is that not a
suicide mania? I think that is the thrust
of the Senator’s question, and I thor-
oughly agree with him.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The only other
question which I have at this moment
for the distinguished Senator in his im-
portant speech is as follows: Under those
circumstances, recognizing the experi-
ence that nations have had with auster-
ity as a means—and an effective means—
of combatting the condition of which we
speak, does it not make sense for us to
keep our domestic and foreign spending
as low as possible, insist upon the most
complete justification, and seriously
question the proposal of the administra-
tion for a substantial tax cut? I do not
desire to open up a whole new problem
in the middle of the important speech
by the Senator from New York. At the
same time, I was struck by the fact that
the administration’s solution for the sit-
uation is, first, a less than 1 percent in-
crease in short-term interest rates and,
second, a tax reduction, when all experi-
ence has indicated that what a tax re-
duction does is to stimulate the economy.
It tends to expand the economy, and has
af least an inflationary tendency, where-
as the way to cope with an adverse bal-
ance of payments is to reduce costs in
the affected country, to increase taxes,
to cut spending, and through a defla-
tionary policy make possible the sale of
more goods abroad.

The point I am raising is that it is
necessary for us to consider some degree
of austerity along with other policies,
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recognizing that we cannot go all the
way.

No one would advocate an increase in
taxes. No person would expect that Con-
gress will in fact reduce spending very
much. No one would expect us to en-
tirely eliminate our foreign commit-
ments program if we wish to stand up
to communism. Nevertheless, does not
the situation persuade us that we should
proceed with caution, and conservatism,
and as carefully as possible, together
with the other sensible proposals which
the Senator from New York is making
today, if we are to meet the problem?

Mr. JAVITS. The question of the
Senator from Wisconsin is a tribute to
his erudition and skill in this field. I
am delighted that he has chosen to ques-
tion me this afternoon. The Senator
has stated the classic proposal which is
involved. Ispeak for myself, on the basis
of a thoughtful consideration of the
problem and perhaps as much study and
understanding of the facts as any Sena-
tor can claim. I have lived with the
problem for many years, even before I
became a Representative or a Senator.
I feel that there is a real difference in
timing. We must be cautious and hard-
headed about expenditures. But I do
not believe that as yet we are deprived
of the freedom of maneuver which will
make it unnecessary, if we use our time,
to go in for the retrenchment and the
austerity to which the Senator has re-
ferred.

At the moment I still think—perhaps
it is the last moment—and there I would
certainly consider with the greatest re-
spect the Senator's view—we have time
to go either way. The classic way of
dealing with the situation which I am de-
scribing is austerity. There is no ques-
tion about that. Nations have made a
great success of it. We saw the virtue of
the standstill on wage increases in Ger-
many and the German miracle which
Erhardt performed, which was heavily
attributable to the fact that workmen
tightened their belts, and let productiv-
ity charge forward without increasing
materially their wages and salaries.
That was an example of austerity.

The same thing occurred in Japan,
where an economic miracle was also per-
formed. Those nations were virtually
destroyed in war, and had a much longer
road to travel than that.

We have a powerful and effective pro-
ductive machine; a vast credit structure;
and the confidence of most nations
throughout the world. We have many
assets.

We still have time to utilize all of our
productive resources to stimulate our
economy, provide investment, capital,
credit and often types of assistance to
accelerate the development of the under-
developed areas of the free world, with an
enlargement of the world’s credit base.
We are resilient enough and strong
enough, and we still have enough “mus-
cle” to do all of that and to deal with
our problem by moving forward.

We are not as yet reduced to the only
alternative of austerity as a way to solve
this problem. But our days are num-
bered. It may not be very many days
or weeks or months before much against
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my will and unhappily, I shall have to
join the Senator in the feeling that the
opportunity is gone, because the situa-
tion is approaching that point.

I still say that, with the measures
which I shall be describing, with which
the Senator is thoroughly familiar, we
can go forward—to use the words of the
President—though he has not done so.
I still think we can deal with this prob-
lem and at the same time develop our
country and discharge our obligations
and responsibilities in the world more
effectively, more successfully, and more
decisively in the cold war.

The problem with regard to the
austerity approach, which I think every-
body would fear, including the Senator
from Wisconsin, is, though it might save
us, how much would be thrown over-
board in the process? How many coun-
tries, or how many continents would be
left to communism?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I started by asking
a couple of questions, to indicate that I
agree wholeheartedly that we cannot go
all the way with the classic method. At
the same time, if we adopted the con-
structive proposals of the Senator from
New York, it would make sense that we
also take certain austerity measures to
a limited extent. We should hold down
spending as much as possible. We
should eliminate unnecessary—and I
think we can calculate that there are
some which are unnecessary—foreign
aid expenditures.

Mr.JAVITS. Yes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. We should keep the
reins as tight as we can in this area,
and reconsider, at least, the tax cut.

I thank the Senator very much for
yielding to me.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator
from Wisconsin.

I was about to complete the point in
regard to inflation. The Senator made
that point. I think it is a valid point,
except for the fact that there is a tre-
mendous underutilization, both of our
productive and our human resources,
with 5 million people unemployed and
30 percent of our American industrial
plant underutilized. The figure of 30
percent is not entirely valid, because
much of it is obsolescent. However, a
good deal of it is not obsolescent.

With all these underutilized resources,
we have an opportunity, if we retain a
freedom of maneuvering, to move for-
ward in the direction of fuller utilization
of our resources, rather than retrenching
at this point. We will not run into the
danger of inflation as a result of a tax
cut so long as such a serious underem-
ployment and underutilization of our re-
sources continues.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator
from Colorado.

Mr. DOMINICK. I join in congratu-
lating the Senator from New York for
presenting this important gquestion be-
fore the public for debate.

I have been using a fairly dramatic
statement in connection with this prob-
lem, to try to alert the people. I should
like to ask the Senator whether he thinks
it is a valid statement.
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I have been pointing out that the
dollar holdings by foreign sources which
could be converted to gold at any given
time amount to some $21 billion or $22
billion, and that the available supply of
gold to meet such foreign holdings is
only $3.8 billion.

When I have mentioned this problem,
my point has been that all that would be
required would be for a few of the cen-
tral banks to become unhappy about the
eventual value of the dollar, to make a
call on the holdings of the central bank
in Europe, on gold reserves, which would
immediately put us in a position of tech-
nical bankruptey. It could happen next
week, or next month, or at any time a
“run” might be started on our gold

supply. :

Does the Senator agree that this is a
possibility ?

Mr. JAVITS. It certainly is a possi-

bility.

" No banker in his right mind would
say that that is not a possibility. We
are the banker for the world.

However, the gold base which we have
is adequate for the time being, especially
in view of our control as to how much of
it will be committed as backing for our
currency. The Congress can take action
in that regard in a minute.

In view of the fact that, as a country,
we are international bankers to the
world, we must recognize both the risks
and the advantages of banking. No bank
could pay all of its depositors in cash on
demand. Therefore, the big missing in-
gredient is, “Will the central banks of
our principal creditors have any reason
to make such a request?”

What I have been dealing with—and
what I am sure is implicit in the Sena-
tor’'s question—is that we should present
a posture to the world in which this
would be unreasonable, arbitrary, hos-
tile, and would represent no prudent ex-
ercise of discretion on the part of any
bank in the world. We must keep our-
selves in that position, so long as we are
the world’s banker.

Mr. DOMINICEK. I appreciate the
Senator's statement very much. There
is a statute now in existence which re-
quires a backing of 25 percent gold re-
serves behind our gold notes. The
statute can be waived temporarily by the
Federal Reserve, but it cannot be waived
on a permanent basis. If there were to
be such a “run’” it would be necessary,
as I see it, for the Congress of the United
States either to default on the gold obli-
gations to foreign holders or to change
our law in order to reduce the amount of
gold behind our currency.

Mr. JAVITS. I am confident that the
Congress would never lend itself to a
default, and I am sure that the country
would not, either. I am confident there
will be no default.

The Senator has described the legal
situation accurately.

Mr. DOMINICK. I thank the Sena-
tor from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the key
aspects of the resolution which I have
sent to the desk, in my view, are two-
fold. The first is to highlight our bal-
ance of payments problem as the No. 1
economic problem of our country in
terms of where we stand in the world.
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We cannot forego world leadership both
in banking, which we represent, and in
terms of peace. The second is to call
for a world monetary conference, to re-
view the long-term adequacy of inter-
national credit; to recommend needed
changes in existing financial institu-
tions; to consider burden sharing in
economic aid for developing friendly
countries and military expenditures for
Western defense, in terms of the imbal-
ance of our international payments; and
to consider other pressing international
economic problems, such as borrowing in
this market by long-term borrowers from
abroad—which would be placed before
the conference by a preparatory commit-
tee of such a conference

Secretary Dillon expressed certain
doubts as to the desirability of such a
conference. In my opinion, these doubts
are answered by the need for urgent ac-
tion on our part to deal with the immi-
nent danger which the imbalance of our
international payments poses for us, and
the need for world recognition of the
special responsibilities we are carrying
and have carried for so long and with
which we must now have the help of
international cooperation—again as
dramatized for us by this endemic im-
balance in our international payments.

Such a conference can avoid the in-
adequate preparation which wrecked the
London Economic Conference of the
early 1930's by more intensive prepara-
tion and due to the fact that, unlike the
Franklin D. Roosevelt administration,
the present Eennedy administration is
more prepared to adjust domestic eco-
nomiec policies, if need be, to the demands
of our international position.

Also we must remember that in the
1930’s we occupied no such comparable
position of international financial lead-
ership as we do now, nor was the dollar
then the principal banking medium for
the entire free world, as it is now.

As I told the Secretary in the course
of our questioning at the Joint Economic
Committee hearings on Monday, it is
necessary to dramatize for our own peo-
ple and for all of mankind the grave
crisis to which the United States is being
brought in terms of its international
monetary position by virtue of the heavy
burden of responsibilities it is carrying.
This is quite a different approach to all
of mankind than the feeling, “They
ought to help us.” We are proposing an
action which is extremely desirable and
necessary for all of us to do collectively.

Here it is, posed for us in terms of the
serious dangers to our country, in very
hard and realistic terms of dollars and
cents, which people can very well under-
stand.

Now to return to my proposal for an
international monetary conference, I
agree with Secretary Dillon's objections
to ill-conceived, hastily called, ill-pre-
pared international conferences with no
specific objectives in mind. The failure
of the London Economic Conference of
1933, to which Secretary Dillon referred
at Monday’s hearings, was partly the re-
sult of such inadequate preparation and
organization. The basic reason for its
failure was due mostly to the irreconcil-
able conflict between the postdepression
inflationary domestic economic policies
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of the Franklin D. Roosevelt administra-
tion, necessitated by our situation at that
time, and the anti-inflationary objectives
advocated by leading members of the
Conference, principally Britain and
France,

For example, reestablishment of the
international gold standard and currency
stabilization proposed by the London
Conference ran counter to President
Roosevelt’s efforts to raise prices at home.
Therefore, he had to reject them, It was
the flat rejection of the proposed joint
declaration of the Conference, which was
calling then for a conservative banker's
line, that destroyed the Conference.

Today totally different conditions pre-
vail. The United States is the interna-
tional leader in finance, as well as in
respect of peace, and the bankers abroad
have a different relationship, both to the
concept of banking and the leadership of
the United States, than before.

The best evidence to sustain the fact
that we have become the principal eco-
nomic power in the world in the postwar
period and what can be achieved through
a well-planned conference in this field is
the Bretton Woods Conference of July 19,
1944, which resulted in the establishment
of the International Monetary Fund and
the World Bank. It showed what can
be achieved when countries with com-
mon objectives, having a limited, clearly
defined objective in mind, sit down to a
well-prepared conference. Therefore, I
believe such a conference, called together
after careful preparation, to examine and
make recommendations on the world
liquidity problem, and to modernize pres-
ent international monetary institutions,
could meet with better success than ever
before,

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

Mr, JAVITS. 1 yield.

Mr. MILLER. By way of reaffirming
what the Senator from New York has
been saying, I want to point out that for
some time we have been hearing state-
ments by some of the administration
spokesmen to the effect that our friends
in Western Europe should take hold of
more of the burden of aiding developing
nations and military assistance than
they are now doing. All of us agree this
is so. Just as the Secretary of the Treas-
ury said the other morning in his testi-
mony before the Joint Economic Com-
mittee, it would be helpful if those
countries contributed more adequately in
sharing the burden of providing for our”
common defense and the economic de-
velopment of the less developed areas of
the world.

Nobody doubts that this would be
hopeful, but the problem is that we are
on dead center in getting them to assume
more of the burden.

What is sought by the resolution of the
Senator from New York, in which I am
privileged to join, is to get us off dead
center by having an international eco-
nomic conference so these problems may
be aired far more than they have been
heretofore.

I ask the Senator from New York if
he does not think these occasional state-
ments of policy, namely, that it would
be helpful if our friends across the
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oceans would share more of these bur-
dens, have still failed to produce the re-
sults we must have, and if the conference
would not at least serve the useful pur-
pose of getting us off dead center in
furthering that policy.

Mr. JAVITS. First, let me thank the
Senator for cosponsoring the resolution.
His name appears on it. I welcome him
as a sponsor of the resolution. What the
Senator has said is true. It is strange
and anomalous that at one and the same
time the central banks of European
countries, countries which have greatly
benefited from the Marshall plan, includ-
ing the revival of their economies, and
making possible the economic integra-
tion of Western Europe—all of which I
favor, but which we made possible—now
stand off with their demands which can
theoretically put us in bankruptey, and
do not give any recognition to the fact
that even relatively minor aid could lift
some of the burden from our backs and
would help very materially in dealing
with the situation.

As the Senator from Iowa so very
properly said, it is in the effort to drama-
tize this problem, in the hard reality of
dollars and cents, that I think an inter-
national economic conference would be
very helpful. I agree with the Senator
on that score.

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator.

Let me ask one further question. Does
he not have the feeling that there are
some important people in other nations
who agree with us that their nations
should assume greater responsibilities
than they have heretofore and that an
international economic conference could
serve as a vehicle for the individuals to
make Lknown their views, which until
now perhaps have not been made known
effectively, and which would help public
opinion in those countries to exert
enough influence in the direction con-
cerned so that they would in fact take
action which should be taken?

Mr. JAVITS. There is no question
about that. I believe that when we pro-
ject the banking and financial position
we are approaching, the people would be
most unhappy to find the United States
compelled to be in that position. We are
the banking and financial leader, and
there is no substitute. I think the peo-
ple in the European countries concerned
will realize that the base upon which
they have built their postwar prosperity
would be undermined and swept away if
the concrete base of the U.S. dollar and
the strong banking support which it
represents were necessarily withdrawn.
Therefore, I believe that this is the way
to pose this problem most effectively to
the world—that we may not have any
choice in taking drastic action unless
we get help promptly.

Mr. MILLER. Does not the Senator
think the situation which is confronting
us with respect to the balance of pay-
ments deficit is something which has not
yet been brought home to the average
person in those countries?

Mr. JAVITS. I do not think there is
any question that our own people and
the people in other nations have not been
brought face to face with hard money
realities. The purpose which we had in
the hearings before the Joint Economic
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Committee in which the Senator from
Iowa participated in so very ably, and to
which I previously referred, and the
purpose of this speech, and other
speeches—and I hope the Senator from
Iowa will make one and that others of
our colleagues will make similar
speeches—is to present to the people
what is really implied in this situation,
so that they may not wake up some
mornng and be hit by a tornado of fi-
nancial difficulty, with great damage to
them, without at least having given, by
those in a position to be able to outline
the problem, an opportunity to do so
long before it became a reality.

Mr. MIL" ER. I thank the Senator.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator for
his contribution.

Even before we can submit our pay-
ments problem, as the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. MirLer] and I are proposing, to
such a world forum, we must take effec-
tive domestic steps dealing with our bal-
ance-of-payments situation consistent
with our role as banker of the world.

So I suggest a series of steps on that
score, as follows:

First, I think we need an ad hoc com-
mittee appointed by the President and
charged with the responsibility to cor-
relate our domestic economic policy with
our international economic policies im-
posed on us by our responsibility as bank-
ers of the world and to establish priori-
ties in that regard. It might conceiv-
ably be an inter-Cabinet committee. It
might be a joint committee of Cabinet
members and distinguished nongovern-
mental members.

I believe that we need to have a total
look at our international payments sit-
uation and our domestic economic poli-
cies, together, with a recommendation
by such a committee of the priorities
which need to be established in order to
deal with our international balance-of-
payments problem.

Second, I believe that there is a seri-
ous weakness in our export promotion
system. We have an export surplus of
$4 billion to $5 billion on an aggregate
foreign trade of roughly $35 to $40 bil-
lion. Therefore, roughly, we have a 10
percent surplus of exports over imports.
Normally, one would say that is fine.
However, in our situation, considering
the responsibilities we carry, it is not
enough.

In view of the fact that a relatively
small proportion of American business
participates in exports, and in view of
the fact that we are underutilizing our
industrial plant, it seems to me that one
of the prime domestic needs with which
we are confronted is to step up our ex-
ports.

So I urge the administration to give
serious consideration to devising a sys-
tem of tax ecredits and other direet in-
centives to our exporters and to accel-
erate our exports. Also we must take
into consideration measures through
which material increases in our exports
could be brought about rapidly, includ-
ing the broadening of our present invest-
ment guarantee system directed toward
the less developed, friendly countries,
and the possibilities of added eredits for
goods and services acquired in the
United States and needed to accelerate
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the development of underdeveloped
countries.

When American companies invest
abroad in less developed areas, when it
is possible to extend longer term credits
in underdeveloped areas, we open new
markets for exports.

Therefore, on the one hand we should
accelerate the desire of the American
producers to export by extending direct
tax incentives; and, on the other hand,
we should try to expand markets for our
exporters by the improvement of our in-
vestment guarantee system in newly de-
veloping areas, and by materially ex-
panding the credit base upon which they
may draw.

I was saying the other day—and I wish
to make this statement parenthetically
in my speech today—that we hear a great
deal about the instability of countries in
Africa and Latin America and Asia.
However, there are many countries there
which are very stable and which have
almost limitless opportunities for invest-
ment and developments.

Countries which come immediately to
my mind in that regard, and about which
there is no argument in this respect, are
countries like Nigeria in Africa, and the
Philippines in the Pacific; and in Latin
America, a number of nations like Mex-
ico, Colomba, Peru, Chile, Argentina, and
Venezuela are on the threshold or ac-
tually have arrived at a point where there
can be no question about the stability of
their institutions and the accessibility of
those countries for rapid investment in
trade expansion programs.

Secretary Dillon, in a letter dated July
5, informed me that he was against
granting specific tax incentives to ex-
porters. He said he did not feel it ad-
visable to propose a substantial modifi-
cation in our tax system which would be
required as an effective incentive, as he
felt it would conflict with our GATT
obligations. Instead, he informed me
that the U.S. Government is taking a
firm stand against the proliferation of
special export tax incentives by our West-
ern European trade competitors.

Such incentives exist in the countries
which have enjoyed a major expansion
in their exports, which in turn has in-
directly brought about our present bal-
ance-of-payments situation.

I believe that the outright rejection of
a tax incentive to exporters may prove
to be unwise. Those of us following the
export promotion activities of the Fed-
eral Government over the past 2 years
have felt for sometime that a direct in-
centive tied to improved performance—
such as a tax credit—was needed to put
teeth into the drive to increase our ex-
ports to a sufficiently high level to offset
our international balance-of-payments
deficit.

Our competitors in Europe have not
hesitated to give such advantages to their
exporters. We should recognize that we
are tying our own hands by reason of our
GATT obligations and are thereby giving
a permanent advantage to our European
competitors. There is no logical reason
why waiver by their home governments
of the value-added tax on the exports of
our European competitors should be con-
sidered consistent with GATT, while
waiver of U.S. income taxes, other than
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the Federal excise tax, should be viewed
as an export subsidy and therefore illegal
under GATT. I believe that it is un-
realistic to expect that the Europeans
could be induced to abandon their own
tax incentive for exports.

It is legal under GATT, and it works
to their advantage. Instead, the United
States should go ahead now and devise
its own system of tax credit for needed
exports in order to remove this competi-
tive disadvantage to our exporters.

The question of the legality of various
export incentives under GATT should be
dealt with either through a revision of
existing rules, which would recognize
realities, permitting a variety of such in-
centives, or by restricting all such incen-
tives, direct or indirect, on the part of
ourselves and of our European competi-
tors, at a GATT conference called for
this purpose. In that case we would not
suffer competitively as we do now.
Therefore, I urge the extension of incen-
tives to our exporters and an expansion
of our export markets through an im-
proved investment guarantee program,
which we are able to bring about.

Third, we must do all we can to main-
tain competition in world markets by
maintaining wage and price stability.
So far we have done a pretty good job.
Our people have shown good discipline,
with some problems—as, for example, in
the building construction field. On the
whole, our record has not been too bad.

Fourth, the President should reex-
amine our policy with respect to the un-
restricted expenditures by our tourists,
which totalled $2'% billion in 1962. We
showed a net tourist deficit of $1,400 mil-
lion in the same year, which is more than
half the imbalance in our international
payments. No one wishes to restrict
travel. At the same time I believe that
the President should make recommenda-
tions to Congress as to these expendi-
tures. We should also lodge strenuous
protests in the International Monetary
Fund, in GATT, and in the OECD
against the continued restrictions which
are placed by a number of European and
Latin American countries, as well as Far
Eastern countries, on the sale of dollar
exchange to their nationals for travel
purposes.

Let us understand the situation. At
the present we place no restrictions
whatever on our tourists, unless you re-
gard the lowering of the duty-free treat-
ment of goods brought into this country
by our own returning tourists as a re-
striction. We have a right to continue
not to place any restrictions—and of
course we may have to place such re-
strictions—but we should at least insist
that European and Latin American and
Far Eastern countries, which can afford
it, should not place restrictions upon dol-
lar expendifures of their tourists in our
country.

‘While in the case of developing coun-
tries with shortages of convertible for-
eign exchange such restrictions are un-
derstandable, they should be removed by
all other countries that do not have such
a difficulty.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
REcorp a letter dated June 18, 1963, from
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the Treasury Department and a letter
dated July 9, 1963, from the Department
of Commerce, which relate to these re-
strictions and state what could very
readily be done by a number of countries
about them, and what we are doing at
the present time to close the gap between
the expenditures of our tourists overseas
and our income resulting from foreign
tourist expenditure in the United States.

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

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
Washington, June 18, 1963.
The Honorable Jacos K, Javrrs,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SENATOR JaviTs: I am pleased to fur-
nish you information on several matters re-
lated to our net tourism balance, in accord-
ance with the request of Mr. Szabo of your
staff, These aspects are: (a) Public Law
480, section 104(s) sales of local currencies
to American tourists; (b) estimated effect of
the $100 limitation on duty-free imports by
returning Amerlcan tourists; (¢) allowances
of Western European countries, Canada, and
Japan to their residents for tourlst travel;
and (d) data on foreign tourist expendi-
tures abroad for 1960, 1961, 1962, and the
first quarter of 1963.

The possibility of Public Law 480, section
104(s) sales of local currencies to American
tourists is limited by the fact that there are
relatively few countries whose currencies the
U.8. Government holds in amounts excess to
its needs. These countries and the amounts
of excess as of December 31, 1962, are shown
below:

[Thousands of dollars]

Dollar (Of which
equivalent | aceruing
Country of excess  (from Publie
U.8. Gov- | Law 480,
ernment title 1,
holdings sales)
4, 754 (181
154, 165 (33, 438
= 56, (6, 033
¥ 375, 207 (375, 297
Unibl‘.'d Arab Republie (ngpt) 18,039 (186, 455,
Yugoslavia. .. ... 32,979 (18,
Indonesia. ... 4, (4,311)
Tsrael 12, 812 (510)
b, 2 AT E 659, 282 (454, 205)

It would not benefit the U.S. balance of
payments if we were to sell to American
tourists local currencies which are needed
for current operations of our Government
abroad, because we would then have to use
dollars to buy these currencies from foreign
governments to cover U.S. Government needs.
Hence, we have followed the policy of making
avallable for sale to American tourists only
those currencies which are in excess of U.8.
Government needs. These are currencies
of countries which do not get a wery large
share of American tourism and in the case
of India and Pakistan particularly are re-
ciplents of large amounts of U.8. assistance
extended in order to ameliorate difficulties
caused by these countries' shortage of for-
eign exchange. Accordingly, these countries
are reluctant to agree to U.S. Government
sales of Public Law 480 title I local currency
proceeds to American tourists since it would
tend to reduce their own dollar income from
American tourists. Only two of the above
countries—United Arab Republic (Egypt)
and Israel—have agreed to the sale of Public
Law 480, title I, proceeds to American
tourists.

In the case of Egypt, the U.8. Government
through April 30, 1863, had made available
for sale to American tourists $12 million
equivalent of Egyptian pounds, and through
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the same date had sold only $8,824.98. Egyp-
tian pounds were announced as being avail-
able for sale to American tourists through a
Treasury Department January 7, 1963, press
release. Notice is also being given through
the Commerce Department's Foreign Com-
merce Weekly, “International Commerce.”
In the case of Israel, our excess holdings
have been reserved for dollar-repayable loans
to the Weizmann Foundation and none has
been made available for sale to American
tourists.

The $100 limitation on duty-free imports
by U.S. residents returning from abroad is
estimated to have resulted in a reduction of
8123 million in their foreign purchases in
1962 as compared with 1860, the last full
year before the reduced exemption.

Table I, enclosed, shows the travel allow-
ances granted by other advanced countries
to their residents, according to our latest
information. You will notice that seven of
the countries have wunlimited allowances.
Denmark and the Netherlands are close to
being in that category. In the case of France
and the United Kingdom, it is more difficult
to judge the liberality of the allowance in
view of the fact that amounts in addition to
those shown may be granted upon justifica-
tion to the authorities. In these cases as
well as those of some of the smaller Western
European countries, and in the case of Ja-
pan, there is room for further liberalization.
The U.S. Government has pressed in the
OECD and elsewhere for full liberalization.

Table II, enclosed, shows the U.S. tourism
account for the years 1960-62 and the first
quarter of 1963 (seasonally adjusted). The
increase in our tourism deficit last year de-
spite some Increase in our tourism receipts
is not encouraging, and it has led us to re-
double our efforts to reduce the deficit in
1963.

Please let me know if you have need of
further information on this subject.

Very truly yours,
Joun C. BULLITT,

{Enclosures 2: Table I—Foreign Travel Al-
lowances Granted to Their Resldents by Vari-
ous Countries; table II—U.8. Tourism Ac-
count, 1960-62.)

TasLE I.—Foreign travel allowances granted
to their residents by va countries

Additional

Amount of allowance that
traveler can convert be-
fore departure from his
vountry

Austria_ .

_____ Unlimited
gvlag reasjgnable amnunt_._ $200.
r journe:
Un]ir]:leited i _y i

$80,

Luxembourg._ Unlimited,

Netherlands . _

Norway.. 500 $50,2
Unlimited.
$50.
Unlimited,

ited $140.
Kingdom
Canada._ ... Unlimited. ...............| Unlimited.
Japantiin. 2 No antomatic allowance 4.

! Additional amounts may be allowed upon justifica-

1.

- An additional urnount of $40 is also granted auto-
matically for each day of travel beyond 14 days, up to
$3,781. 9 Unlimited additional amounts are gran on

[+
N(’"ﬁ?w be spent only on carriers of traveler's country.

4 JnPnnese declaring themselves as business travelers
are allowed $500 per year plus fares.

Note.—For countries in the above table where the

allowance is not unlimited, the allowance is generally
in addition to fares.
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Tasre I1.—U.S. tourism account, 196062

[In millions of dollars]
Exports Imports
Transocean| Travel by Net
Year Transocean| Travel by Total fare pay- | U.8. tour- Total
fare re- !mt?_mm tourism ments to ists and tourism | balance
ceipts from | in United | receipts foreign business- | payments
foreigners States men
abroad !
110 4887 49007 —490 —1,744 —2,234 —1,287
+112 <800 +1, 012 — 516 -1, 747 ~2,262 —-1,250
+117 40621 =1, 088 — 563 -1, —2,408 —1, 430
(2) +231 e (&) =482 o e Ll

1 Roughly 80
2 Not avallab

THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE,
Washington, D.C., July 9, 1963.
Hon. Jacos K. JAvVITS,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear SENaTOR Javirs: I am writing with
further reference to your letter of June 19,
1963, concerning efforts by the Department
of Commerce to attract greater numbers of
visitors to the United States from abroad.

As you know, the U.S. Travel Service was
established within this Department by the
International Travel Act of 1861 for the
specific purpose of promoting more foreign
tourism in this country. As a cosponsor of
this legislation, you will be pleased to know
that I consider the USTS to be one of the
most successful investments the Federal Gov-
ernment has ever made. Thanks to the full-
est cooperation by other Government agen-
cles and by the private travel industry, the
Travel Service's Visit USA program has suc-
ceeded in stimulating a substantially higher
rate of increase for inbound oversea travel
than that applying to outbound travel—the
first step in narrowing that part of our bal-
ance-of-payments deficlt caused by interna-
tional tourism.

In 1962, we received 604,000 business and
pleasure visitors from countries other than
Canada and Mezxico, an Increase of 17 per-
cent over 1961—almost double the average
annual rate of increase over the previous
decade. By comparison, the number of Amer-
icans who traveled abroad last year was 1,-
767,000, only 12 percent more than in the
previous year. The rise in foreign travel this
year is even more encouraging with 23.7 per-
cent more visitors from abroad during the
first 5 months than came in the same period
of 1962.

With regard to last year's increase in the
payments deficit attributable to travel, our
revised figures show a net loss of $847 million
in 1961 and $984 million in 1962, exclusive
of transportation payments. This increase
stems primarily from two causes. (1) Be-
cause their base Is almost three times as high
the absolute gain in Americans traveling
abroad more than offset the record number
of new oversea visitors to the United States.
(2) Devaluation of the Canadian dollar dur-
ing 1962 resulted in an unfavorable balance
in our travel account with that country, for
the first time in 10 years.

I share your concern over the continuing
increase in our travel dollar deficit. How-
ever, so long as the right of our own citizens
to undertake foreign travel remains relatively
unrestricted we must expect some prolonga-
tion in the travel deficit problem. The im-
portant point, I believe, I8 to assure that
our Government is doing everything it can
to attract the greatest possible number of
new visitors to this country. I welcome
this opportunity for comment on the De-
partment of Commerce program for accom-
plishing this.

I have enclosed a copy of my most recent
report to the Congress and the President
on the U.S. Travel Service, containing a
broad description of this agency's recent

quarterly.

ent pleasure, family, ete,, and 20 percent business,

activities. We will be happy to answer any
questions you may have on this report.
Meanwhile, I am attaching a memorandum
from Mr. John W. Black, Deputy Director
of the USTS, in response to the specific
points raised in your letter.
Sincerely yours,
LurHER H. HODGES,
Secretary of Commerce,

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
July 8, 1963.

To: Secretary Hodges.
From: John W. Black, Deputy Director,

U.8. Travel Service.
Subject: Senator JavrTs' letter re Depart-

ment's travel program.

The following report is submitted in re-
sponse to the five questions posed by Senator
Javirs in his letter of June 19 to you.

(1) Lessons learned from other tourist
programs: It is our judgment that the most
successful forelgn country tourist programs
have been built on these factors:

An attractive, reasonably priced tourist
product: Here, the United States competes
well with any other country. In fact, none
can rival us in variety of tourist attractions.

Ease of entry: Most tourist-conscious
countries have led the way in reducing en-
try formalities to a bare minimum, most
notably by abolishing the visa requirement,
or substituting for the visa a more easily-
obtainable tourist card. Although the
United States still requires a visa from most
foreign visitors, entry documentation re-
quirements have been eased significantly in
the past several years, as noted below.

Vigorous advertising and publicity pro-
grams by Government: Virtually every major
tourist-seeking country conducts a large-
scale advertising and publicity program
aimed at attracting potential travelers.
Best avallable estimates indicate that for-
eign regional and national tourist offices
spent between $5 and $6 million in the
United States alone for mass media promo-
tion in 1962,

Counteracting this expenditure the USTS
advertising and publicity budget in fiscal
year 1863 for attracting travelers to the
United States was only $1.2 million. Our
projected budget for these items in fiscal
year 1964 (based on the House-approved
$2.6 million approprialon for USTS) will be
cut to $800,000.

Representational activities: Closely related
to the Government-financed promotional
campaign carried out by the forelgn coun-
tries are their activities aimed at winning
friends and influencing people among key
groups in the fleld of tourism—top agents,
leading travel writers, distingulshed person-
alitles, travel fraternities, and associations.
Many forelgn governments typlcally make
substantial money available for hosting in-
ternational travel conferences, subsidizing
tours by travel agents and journalists, enter-
taining dignitaries in the travel fleld as well

July 10

as providing routine representational funds
to their foreign offices.

The United States is at a distinct com-
petitive disadvantage in this area. Funds
for hosting meetings and conferences or for
other representational expenses here in this
country are normally not made available to
agencies such as USTS. Oversea representa-
tional allowances granted to USTS to date
have been substantially lower than those
provided by other government tourist offices
to their representatives abroad.

By securing free transportation from U.S.-
flag carriers and using funds made avallable
by the State Department's Office of Cultural
Affairs USTS was able to sponsor 1 tour of
the United States by 13 foreign travel writers
last year. We had planned another tour
for this fall but it now appears that neither
State nor USTS will have sufficient funds to
carry this out.

Close cooperation between Government
and industry: Participation by and service
to the international travel industry is a
crucial element of any successful national
tourist program. This cooperation includes
such things as: joint or tie-in promotional
programs, provision of sales promotion mate-
rials and other travel information to carrier
and travel agent offices abroad, and Govern-
ment encouragement or assistance in devel-
oping tourist arrangements or facilities
geared to the special needs of foreign visitors.

Our Government does not exercise the same
degree of influence and control over I1ts
domestic travel industry as is common in a
number of foreign countries. (For example,
many foreign-flag carriers are state-owned;
foreign governments typically enjoy inspec-
tion or licensing authority over private tour-
ist facilitles. For this reason many govern-
ment-industry promotional practices found
abroad cannot be copled here.

Within the framework of our private enter-
prise system, we believe that USTS had
achleved an excellent degree of cooperation
with industry. Examples include: establish-
ment of the Department’s Travel Advisory
Committee and numerous Visit USA commit-
tees abroad; a $500,000 annual sales promo-
tion program patterned after those of for-
eign countries, including distribution of sales
aids and regular calls on carriers and agents;
encouragement of speclal rates and fare plans
for foreign visitors, such as the $99,/99 day
bus pass; participation in carrier Visit USA
programs and seminars abroad; publication
of speclal aids to industry, such as the plant
tour guide and travel agents and tour opera-
tors offering services for international visitors
to the USA.

A hospitable cltizenry: Most tourist-con-
scious countries—particularly those in West-
ern Europe—have a long history of being
international hosts. Their close proximity to
many foreign lands has bred a high degree
of awareness to the special problems of in-
ternational tourism, especially the language
problem, Because of its long relative isola-
tion from other major tourist-generating na-
tions the United States has not developed
this same awareness. We are still apt to look
on the foreign visitor as something of a
curiosity.

Realizing that a satisfied customer is the
best form of promotion, USTS made a major
effort to assure that guests from abroad are
given a friendly welcome wherever they travel
in the United States. In cooperation with
the advertising council we have mounted
full-scale campaigns in newspapers, maga-
zines, radio, TV, through car cards and Post
Office truck posters on the theme "Com-
pany's Coming—Let’s Welcome Them,” de-
signed to inform the average American how
he can be a better host to foreign visitors.
On the local level, USTS has distributed
thousands of community kits showing how
clvic groups can improve their locality's
facilities for visitors. Taking our cue from
such hospitality programs as ‘“Meet the
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Danes” and “Get in Touch With the Dutch,”
the community kit stresses the value of pro-
viding visitors with the opportunity to meet
Americans “at home."”

Travel incentives: Our leading competitors
in tourism normally rely upon solid promo-
tional and industry service programs rather
than on incentives, as such, to attract the
U.S. traveler. Certain nations with multi-
ple currency exchange rates—the Soviet
Union, Venezuela, and Indonesia could be
cited as examples—often grant foreign
tourists a more favorable rate as an incen-
tive to travel. But such practices are not
common among leading tourist nations,

Perhaps the major governmental incen-
tive to European travel by visitors from
abroad is the eurail pass—a flat-rate, 30-day
pass good for unlimited first-class travel
on any Western European railroad. Similar
incentives are now being offered to visitors
to the United States, including the 99-day
bus pass, special reduced rates given by
several hotel chains, and flat-rate and re-
duced fare plans extended by local service
alr carriers and the rallroads, respectively.

Forelgn restrictions on travel: Our prinei-
pal country markets for travel to the United
Btates have greatly liberalized their currency
restrictions on pleasure travel within the
past 4 or 6 years. Although most countries
continue to impose some form of travel
currency control only the Japanese, who
bar the conversion of yen for oversea pleas-
ure travel, present a major obstacle to full
realization of current Visit U.S.A. potentlals.

A list of travel currency restrictions im-
posed by foreign governments is attached.
It should be noted that in most cases the
currency allowance applies only to expendi-
tures made within the country of travel.
Except in countries with extremely weak
currencies international carrier fare pay-
ments can be made in local exchange.

Also attached is a representative list of
duty-free allowances granted by foreign
governments on purchases by returning
travelers. As shown by this list even the
reduced allowance of $100 granted by the
United States is still one of the most gen-
erous.

Methods and organization for tourist pro-
motion: Some of the more important meth-
ods and facilities utilized by leading tourist
promoters were reviewed under heading (1)
above.

We have made no systematic study of or-
ganizational methods employed by other
government travel promotion offices. How-
ever, we do know that organizational struc-
tures vary widely from country to country,
depending upon the relative importance of
tourism to the national economy, the extent
of private industry participation and
whether the office exercises regulatory pow-
ers in addition to its promotional function.

Some countries have placed tourism under
their Department of Trade and Commerce
(the United States and Canada), others un-
der their Interior Ministry (Canada until
1963), others under the Ministry of Trans-
port and Communications (Belgium). In
some countries the travel office is an autono-
mous body with cabinet level status (Mex-
ico, Haiti).

In certain cases the responsibility for na-
tional tourism affalrs is divided between
publicity and regulatory bodies (Italy), or
between an operational and policy agency
(Mezxico). In other cases national tourist
promotion is handled by an association with
membership from both government and pri-
vate industry, and with financial support
from each (Great Britaln, Australia).

Streamlined visa and documentary pro-
cedures: Beginning with the walver of
fingerprinting of nonimmigrant visa ap-
plicants in 1957, there has been a progressive
relaxation in documentary requirements for
tourists entering the United States. In
March of 1861 the Department of State took
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several additional steps to facilitate visitor
visa issuance including abolition of the so-
called long form visa application, and the
waiver of a personal appearance for a visa
renewal.

Concurrently with his request for estab-
lishment of a Federal travel promotion pro-
gram in February 1961, the President asked
the Congress for legislation to authorize a
waiver of the visa requirement for bona
fide foreign visitors on a reciprocal basis.
A bill to accomplish this (H.R. 12069) was
introduced in the last session of Congress.
Although this measure was not enacted its
introduction led to the consideration and
adoption of a procedure for walving manda-
tory personal appearances by first-time visi-
tor visa applicants. As a result of this new
procedure, the Department of State reports
that 26 percent of all new visitor visas are
now being issued by mail, thus removing one
of the greatest inconveniences in applying for
travel to this country.

Customs formalities have also been sig-
nificantly improved in recent years, begin-
ning with the introduction of a shorter dec-
laration form in 1956. Recently the Customs
Bureau cut redtape even further by initiat-
ing a system of oral declarations on a se-
lective trial basis. Customs reports that the
oral declaration is working well and may
soon be adopted by all inspection stations.

RESTRICTIONS ON THE SALE OF DOLLAR Ex-
SES—COUNTRY

CARIBBEAN

Barbados: $280 per person per year with
additional amounts granted.

Bermuda: Sums up to $500 with additional
amounts granted.

British Leeward Islands: $280 per person
per year with additional amounts granted.

British Windward Islands:$280 per person
per year with additional amounts granted.

Dominican Republic: $100 per person at
the discretion of the Central Bank.

Jamaica: $700 per person.

Nassau (Bahamas): $700 per person.

Trinidad and Tobago: $700 per person per
year with additional amounts granted.

CENTRAL AMERICA

El Salvador: $200 a person each 6 months
with additional amounts approved.

BOUTH AMERICA

British Guiana: $393 per person per year.

Brazil: $250 a person with approval of
Bank of Brazil in foreign bank notes and
travelers checks, with no limit on domestic
currency.

Surinam: 81,060 per person per trip with
additional amounts granted.

EUROPE

Austria: $576 per person per trip with ad-
ditional amounts granted.

Cyprus: $700 per person per year with ad-
ditlonal amounts authorized.

Finland: $250 per person per trip.

France: $1,200 per person per trip with ad-
ditional allocations granted.

Greece: $266 per person per trip.

Iceland: $338 per person per year with ad-
ditional amounts granted.

Ireland: $T700 per adult per year with
additional amounts granted.

Italy: $880 per person per trip with addi-
tional amounts granted.

Malta: $700 per person per year with addi-
tional amounts granted.

Monaco: $1,200 per person per voyage with
additional allocations,

Netherlands: $830 per person for a 2-week
trip, plus $42 a day up to 75 days with ad-
ditional amounts granted.

Norway: $500 per adult per year and $250
per year for children under 12.

Portugal: $3,480 per person per trip.

Spalin: $275 per person per year,
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SBweden: $1,160 per person per trip with
additional amounts granted.

Turkey: $223 per person per year.

Yugoslavia: $10 per year per person.

United Kingdom: $840 per person per trip
with additional amounts granted.

AFRICA

Cameroon, Republic of: $162 per person
per year.

Ethlopia: $480 per person per year.

Ghana: $308 per adult per year and $196
for minors per year.

Guinea: Allowance subject to individual
license.

Libya: $446 per person per year; $185 for
children under 12.

Malagasy Republic: $300 per person per
year.

Morocco: $160 per person per year.

Nigeria, Federation of: $700 per person per
year with additional amounts granted.

Rhodesia and Nyasaland, Federation of:
$28 per day up to $840 per person per year;
$14 per day up to $420 per child under 12
with additional amounts granted.

Sierra Leone: $700 per person per year
with additional amounts granted.

Sudan: $288 per person per year; $72 per
child under 16 per year.

Tanganyika: $700 per person with addi-
tional amounts granted.

Tunisia: 871 per person per year,

Republic of South Africa: $2,800 per adult
per year, and #1,120 per year for children
under 12,

Uganda: 8700 per person per year with
additional amounts granted.

Zanzibar: $700 per person per year with
additional amounts granted.

MIDDLE EAST

Aden: $840 per person per year with addi-
tional sums granted.

United Arab Republic (Egypt): $172 per
year per adult.

Iran: $500 per adult; $250 per child under
10 years of age.

Iraq: $504 per person per year, and 210
per person under 18.

Israel: $433 per person per trip.

Jordan: $500 to $600 per month,

Syria: Allowance subject to authorization
from exchange control authorlties.

FAR EAST

Australia: $4,400 per person per year with
additional amounts granted.

British Borneo: Sarawak: $700 for each
person in any travel year with additional
amounts granted.

Brunei: $1,5600 for each person with addi-
tional amounts granted.

North Borneo: $700 for each person with
additional amounts granted.

Burma: $31 allowance.

Cambodia: Allowance subject to individ-
ual license.

Ceylon: $430 per person and $210 per
child under 12 years of age., Residents who
have traveled abroad in past 7 years will not
be allowed further exchange.

India: Allowance subject to approval by
reserve bank.

Indonesia: Allowance subject to approval
by reserve bank.

Japan: Allowance subject to absolute con-
trol by Bank of Japan.

Eorea: Allowance subject to approval by
the Bank of Korea.

Laos: Allowance subject to approval by the
exchange control authorities. No limit on
export of national currency.

Nepal: Application must be made to Min-
istry of Finance for allowance.

New Zealand: $1,668 per person per year,
and $1,167 per child under 12. In addition,
$1,112 avallable to those who had not re-
celved an allocation for travel during pre-
vious 5 years.

Pakistan: $420 per person once every 3
years for a limited number of tourists per
month.
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Singapore: $1,400 for each person with ad-
ditional amounts granted.

Taiwan: Foreign travel must be made with
self-provided foreign exchange only. Tour-
ists may take out $200 in foreign currency
and $12 in national currency.

Thailand: $630 per person up to 90 days
with additional sums avallable.

Vietnam: $140 to $200 converted authori-
zation required from the National Exchange
Office.

Source: International Monetary Fund, Ex-
change Restrictions Division, July 5, 1963.

DuTry-FREE ALLOWANCES IN U.S. DOLLARS ON
SOoUVENIRS AND GIFTS PURCHASED ABROAD
GRANTED TO RETURNING NATIONALS AND
RESIDENTS

EUROPE AND MEDITERRANEAN

Austria: $11.54.

Belglum: $12.

Denmark: $50.67.

Finland: $3,125.

France: $10.12.

Germany: $12.50.

Israel: $11.67 up to 1 year; $25 after 1 year.

Iraq: None,

Ireland: From Europe,
Europe, $56.

Jordan: No duty on gifts of no commer-
clal value.

Luxembourg: $12.

Poland: Up to $41.67 (value of articles).

Tunisla: None.

Turkey: All articles exempt on which
customs duty does not exceed $2.78.

Switzerland: $23.28. There is also a quan-
tity restriction of food products, alcoholic
beverages, and tobacco, and a customs fee
of one franc.

Netherlands: Up to $12.43 on intra-Bene-
lux frontiers; $41.44 from other areas.

Norway: $49.

Rumania: Cannot exceed amount of Ro-
manian money obtained from tourist office
“Carpatl” or national bank.

Sweden: $53.16; in transit $115.99; living
outside Europe, $521.94.

United Arab Republic: $46.

United Eingdom: None.

U.S.85R.: No fixed amount.

AMERICAS

Argentina: None, but exemption from ex-
change rate surcharge granted up to $100.

Canada: $23.36, every 4 months if return-
ing from the United States; $70.00 annually
if returning from overseas,

Costa Rica: $37.74; 875647 maximum per
family.

Paraguay: No fixed amount,

U.B.A.: $100 (wholesale value).

Venezuela: Used personal effects plus ad-
ditional amount of new effects in an amount
up to $220.26 depending on length of stay
outside of Venezuela. (Does not include
vehicles,)

Mexico: Alr passengers varlous personal
effects and up to 6 objects for gifts worth
not over $80 (art. 300, Customs Code).

Netherlands Antilles: None.

Surinam: None.

ASIA AND OCEANIA

Australia: 872.

Ceylon: None.

India: $1065.

Malaya: None.

Philippines: $100.

Thalland: Reasonable amount; otherwise,
275 percent of purchase price.

Korea: $50.

Republic of China: None.

Japan: Provision is not made for exemp-
tion on gifts; however, those of small value
may be exempted from duty by treating
them as personal effects. Duty-free allow-
ances are granted for personal effects taking
into account their items and quantities in
consideration of the profession of a person

$14; outside
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entering into Japan, the reason of his entry,
the period of his stay, etec.

New Zealand: $27.81 (value of goods).

AFRICA

Morocco: $50.

Sudan: None,

Union of South Africa: $70 per person if
articles accompany the passenger.

(Nore—Above is a partial list, July 5,
1063.)

Source: Office of Reglonal Economics, U.S.
Department of Commerce; United Nations
Economic & Social Council Report—De-
velopment of International Travel & Tourlsm,
February and October 1961.

Mr. JAVITS. Fifth, Congress should
carefully examine the balance-of-pay-
ments implications of the unrestricted
flotation of new foreign security issues
in the United States. Let us remember
that these resulted in a long-term capi-
tal outflow of half a billion dollars in the
first quarter of this year alone.

Most of us—and I am included—are
opposed to placing direct controls on
capital flows, whether it involves U.S. in-
vestment abroad or the sale of foreign
securities in the United States. I be-
lieve, however, that serious thought
should be given by Congress to placing a
condition on the right of foreign firms or
governments to borrow in U.S. capital
markets or float new security issues
here, namely, that a substantial propor-
tion of the funds obtained here should
be spent on U.S. goods and services for
the duration of our U.S. balance-of-pay-
ments crisis. There should be an oppor-
tunity to make exceptions in that regard,
of course. Nevertheless, a consideration
of that policy could be very helpful at
the present time.

Sixth, the question of higher short-
term interest rates and their effect upon
U.S. economic growth and capital flows
to and from the United States should
become the subject of a careful study by
Congress. There are wide differences of
opinion on this question within the pri-
vate sector and in Government circles.
Some suggest that higher short-term in-
terest rates would do little harm to the
domestic economy, and might greatly
help in the payments problem, both by
attracting direct short-term capital to
the United States and by making it less
attractive for foreigners to borrow.

On the other hand, both the State De-
partment and the Treasury Department,
in their replies to my questions on our
balance-of-payments situation, which I
placed in the Recorp of June 20, 1963,
state that other factors, such as the ca-
pacity of U.S. capital markets to accom-
modate large borrowings and the relative
backwardness of European and Japa-
nese capital markets, are decisive in the
decision of foreigners to borrow here,
even at higher interest rate levels. I un-
derstand that even a fractional differ-
ence of perhaps one-half of 1 percent in
the short-term interest rate would make
a difference in attracting capital here. I
note with satisfaction that this is one of
the urgent items that is being given con-
sideration by the administration.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New York yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator
from Iowa.
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Mr. MILLER. I believe the Senator’s
point with respect to short-term interest
is very important. It was stressed by
the Secretary of the Treasury that a
competitive problem exists with respect
to short-term interest rates, a prob-
lem which is causing a substantial out-
flow or a substantial deficit in our bal-
ance of payments. It was stated that
on the London market the rate of inter-
est is about 4 percent, compared with the
rate of 3% percent on the New York
market. That is an increase of about
three-quarters of 1 percent in our short-
term interest, which would be necessary
to put us on a competitive basis.

On the other side of the question,
statements are made to the effect that
an increase in interest rates would be
harmful to our own domestic economy
and would curtail business expansion
and investment. In the case of a busi-
nessman or a corporation which bor-
rowed a million dollars for the purpose
of plant expansion, at 1 percent interest
cost would amount to $10,000, and a
three-quarters of 1 percent interest cost
would amount to only $7,500. By the
time the businessman or corporation
took a deduction on the Federal income
tax return—let us say it is a corporation
in the 52-percent bracket—the net out-
of-pocket cost increase to the corpora-
tion as a result of the increase in the
short-term interest rate would be only
$3,600 on the $1 million borrowed.

Does the Senator from New York agree
with me that the $3,600 out-of-pocket
interest cost on a $1 million annual bor-
rowing will not be likely to deter busi-
ness productivity?

Mr., JAVITS. The history of the sit-
uation appears to be that it will not de-
ter business activity. However, I favor
the general proposition of interest rates
being lowered all the time. As the se-
curity and stability of our country im-
proves and increases, the cost of money
ought to be less. It has always been an
onerous burden to require people to pay
an excessive interest rate as the cost of
money. So I favor lower interest rates
over the long term.

But I wish to point out that, faced
with the choice of many alternatives,
such as a sharp austerity program in the
United States, if we really were con-
fronted with a dire situation with respect
to balance of payments, I would cer-
tainly prefer some fractional increase in
the interest rate, especially on a short-
term basis, for it would attract capital
here.

The best opinion which I have from
the banking community—and I think it
is a very reliable one—is that this pro-
posal would have no effect whatever upon
personal credit rates, which are at
higher-than-time rates for money and
for mortgages. Incidentally, interest
rates on mortzages are now very low, and
will not be affected materially by what
we are talking about in terms of the
kind of interest rate which would attract
capital back to the United States.

Therefore, my answer is that under
the present alternatives available to us,
certainly this is far more desirable and
a far less harmful alternative than some
of the alternatives to which we may be
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pressed if the situation is allowed to de-
teriorate further.

Mr. MILLER, The Senator from New
York has expressed the situation better
than I could. I thoroughly agree with
what he has said. I think all of us would
like to see lower interest rates. But as a
matter of alternatives, in terms of the
problem which we face, it seems to me
that we must fish or cut bait; we must
make up our minds. Shall we let the
balance-of-payments problem remain
unsolved until a tornado is upon us? Or
shall we take remedial action? We hope
that the remedial action would be of a
short-term nature.

When we make these suggestions,
when the Secretary of the Treasury
makes the suggestion that we ought to be
competitive in the short-term interest
market, if someone should come along
and pull out of a closet some old skeleton
in the form of a fear that it would cause
a depression in our business activity, I
do not think it would stand up to the
facts.

Granted that we would like to see lower
interest rates; I do not think we can or
should expect any hampering of our
business expansion as a result of an in-
crease in the short-term interest money.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator
from Iowa for his valuable contribution.

The seventh item of action which
ought to be taken is to broaden our li-
quidity base and add to our dwindling
gold reserves, a situation which has been
caused by the annual imbalance of our
international payments, Our role as the
world’s banker, as creditor to the world,
our postwar efforts to rebuild the ruined
economies of Western Europe and Japan,
and our economic assistance to develop-
ing nations and the high cost of military
expenditure for Western defense are the
key reasons why our gold reserves today
are at their lowest level since 1939. The
unequal sharing of Western military de-
fense burden, for example, is indicated
by the fact that in 1962 we spent 9.8 per-
cent of our gross national product on
defense, while France spent 6.5 percent;
Germany, 5.1 percent; Italy, 3.5 percent;
Turkey, 5.4 percent; Canada, 4.5 percent;
and the United Kingdom 6.4 percent of
their gross national product.

The first order is to bring international
balance of payments under control. As-
suming our ability to achieve that objec-
tive through a suitable economic and
fiscal policy, we should make permanent
arrangements with our principal credi-
tors, through the International Mone-
tary Fund, as a result of the Interna-
tional Monetary Conference which I
propose, for sufficient credit to take care
of present and foreseeable needs of inter-
national trade and investment. I believe
our European friends should cooperate
with us in such a venture out of self-
interest. The present liquidity base,
considering foreseeable conditions today,
is too narrow for a growing world. We
must come to grips with this problem,
and the international monetary confer-
ence method is the way to do it.

Eighth. We should constantly keep in
mind that the maintenance of barriers
to trade by ourselves and by our major
trading partners is very much tied in
with our balance-of-payments problem.
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I therefore urge that our trade negotia-
tors make full use of existing authority
under the Trade Expansion Act in the
forthcoming GATT trade negotiations.
Should the authority under this act be
insufficient, Congress should immediately
consider amendments that have been or
may be proposed at this session of Con-
gress, to obtain for the President addi-
tional tariff-cutting authority. The
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLas] has
offered such a proposal. I introduced
a bill to this effect as far back as Janu-
ary 30. Both of these proposals are
designed to deal with the problems
caused by the rejection of membership
for the United Kingdom in the European
Economic Community. It is already
clear that this has materially hampered
the increased trading possibilities which
we gave the President in the Trade
Expansion Act. These are the key ac-
tivities which I believe he must under-
take, and which will be relevant to the
present situation.

Mr. President, from reading an article
published this morning in the Washing-
ton Post, I notice that the administra-
tion is now proposing some additional
action on the international balance-of-
payments situation. For one thing, the
article informs us that we are going to
draw on the International Monetary
Fund, in accordance with our drawing
rights in order to demonstrate our ap-
preciation of the situation and in order
to make this an established aspect of
the aids of which we can avail ourselves
in the world. Furthermore, from read-
ing the article, I notice that the admin-
istration is planning an increase in
short-term interest rates—this was
clearly indicated by the testimony of
Secretary Dillon and Under Secretary
Roosa which has been given in the past
several days before the Joint Economic
Committee; also, that the administration
is exploring ways to further cut Govern-
ment spending abroad, although it is
determined to carry on with our military
and economic aid—and with that, I
agree; and that it is considering what it
may do to promote exports. But these
plans seem to me to be completely in-
adequate to deal with the situation which
confronts us. The article also states that
the administration is thinking of enlarg-
ing the number of Government personnel
who are looking for American trade pros-
pects; but that is rather small potatoes,
compared with the size of the problem
we are faced with in regard to the need
to expand our exports.

From the article we also learn that the
administration is planning to make fur-
ther bilateral borrowings of foreign cur-
rencies; while it is stated that the United
States has already borrowed $630 mil-
lion of Swiss and Belgian franecs, Aus-
trian schillings, lire, and marks. How-
ever, that would seem to me again to
be only a temporary palliative.

It looks to me that the article indi-
cates, and the testimony the Joint
Economic Committee has received also
indicates, that the administration is
reaching for a “package” aimed at reduc-
ing the balance-of-payments deficit and
at improving our international situation.
But, if we are to have such a “package,”
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I believe it should be one which would
do some real good. That is the purpose
of my speech today. I believe we have
had some helpful action, but it has not
been enough, inasmuch as the imbalance
of payments continues at about the same
rate as that since 1958. We do not want
to turn to domestic austerity—which
other countries have done, but we do
not think it either necessary or desir-
able. Neither do we want to relinquish
our world leadership.

If we do not do that, we must do
something else, which means really to
move in terms of enlarged and increased
exports through granting effective in-
centives to our exporters and improv-
ing our international credit basis and
our activities as an international bank-
er, in terms of the interest rate we
charge for funds loaned, and also in
terms of dealing with other countries,
and also in terms of what we are pre-
pared to do in connection with inter-
national capital transactions, which are
so important throughout the world.

I invite the attention of the adminis-
tration—which obviously is seeking a
“package”—to a real “package” which
would enable it to deal with the situa-
tion without having to resort to the
dread alternatives of domestic auster-
ity—and I use that word in deference
to the very fine views which have been
expressed by the Senator from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. ProXMIRE |—or relinquishing our
world leadership.

We still have room to maneuver; but
the administration must proceed in a
far more comprehensive way than it
has done thus far. So I urge it to take
the bold step of calling an international
monetary conference in order to drama-
tize to our own people and to the rest
of the world what needs to be done about
this matter.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New York yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator from
New York has referred to an article pub-
lished today in the Washington Post,
which also has been discussed by Secre-
tary Dillon and Under Secretary Roosa
before our committee. The Senator
from New York was correct in referring
to those proposals as “small potatoes.”
Is it not true that the one proposed step
of concrete character which stands out
is an increase in interest rates?

Mr. JAVITS. I think that is true.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not also true
that that proposal is based on a report
by Professor Kenen, of Columbia Uni-
versity; but in the conclusion of his re-
port he said:

I am loath to recommend that the United
States raise interest rates to disco short-
term capital movements, even that they be
kept at present levels if the domestic situa-
tion argues for reduction. My conclusions as
to interest sensitivity are not decisive—and
even if they were, the costs at home would
be excessive.

Furthermore, in the June report of the
Bank for International Settlements—
and this is the latest report—we find the
statement:

Short-term interest differentials have
largely been eliminated, and a substantlal
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attraction of liquid funds from London would
not be desirable.

In my opinion, all this means that we
cannot rely to any significant extent on
such an increase in short-term interest
rates. The Bank for International Set-
tlements discourages it, and disagrees
with such a proposal; and outstanding
economists, on whose opinions the rec-
ommendation is said to have been based,
at least to some extent, disagree with
such a policy.

Furthermore, yesterday Under Secre-
tary Roosa said he would not increase
short-term interest rates more than 1
percent. He also admitted that in all
history no country has been successful
in reversing an adverse balance of pay-
ments by making so small an increase in
interest rates.

On this basis, I submit that the steps
recommended by the administration can
properly be characterized as very small
and probably too little. Does the Sen-
ator from New York agree?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I may not
necessarily agree with the Senator from
Wisconsin on the matter of interest
rates, in terms of the effect of such an
increase on our country and in regard
to what it would mean to mortgage
money in our country and to the cost of
personal finance loans, and so forth; but
certainly I can agree with the Senator
from Wisconsin that this would not be
a major point, and would not make a
major difference, and that if this is the
only “hard” thing the administration is
going to do, it will be very much too
little, and will not have the desired ef-
fect, and, therefore, on the doctrine of
de minimis, probably is not worth the
effort.

As a part of the desirable and neces-
sary “package,” I think several things
can be done. As the Senator from Wis-
consin has said, lower interest rates are
always desirable; I agree as to that. But
I say something else must be done. We
must undertake to find some way out of
this problem. It may very well be that
for a short time a fractional increase in
short-term interest rates would help
stem this capital outflow, if it were part
of a concrete “package”—a heavy “pack-
age”—of really doing things in this area.
In that case, I could reluctantly go along
with that proposal, although probably
the Senator from Wisconsin could not.
But I agree with him that if this is the
only “hard” thing that is going to be
done, certainly it is not provident in
terms of facing the issue.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I should like to say
that the studies made by Professor Bell
and by economist Robert Gemmill and
by Mr. Kenen all indicate that this will
have little influence. I agree that it
might have some constructive influence
in diminishing the balance-of-payments
difficulties, but the influence would be
small.

Furthermore, the Senator from New
York feels that under these circum-
stances a tax cut should be favored—
although I disagree. I feel that a tax
cut would worsen our balance-of-pay-
ments difficulties.

Under these circumstances, does the
Senator from New York agree that if a
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tax cut is to be made, it is all the
more important that we follow a far
more imaginative, constructive, and ef-
fective policy of counteracting the ad-
verse balance of payments—far more
than we might otherwise have?

Mr. JAVITS. I agree. The Senator
from Wisconsin may remember the very
dark days when Britain was being
blitzed, and before we got into the war,
when Churchill performed what I con-
sider to be one of the most brilliant
acts of his career—namely, when he sent
either one or two motorized divisions
into north Africa, notwithstanding the
fact that Britain was then so heavily
beleaguered and that we were not then
in the war. Such a division of forces
is always very risky. But the imagina-
tive decisions of mankind are often
made on that basis. I think there is
a considerable analogy between that
kind of thinking and our present situa-
tion in international terms. The tax
cut represents that kind of boldness.
But once we undertake a bolder policy,
we cannot do so haltingly. We must
do everything which that policy requires.
In that respect I agree with the Senator
that if we are to favor the tax cut—and
I believe we should—we must surnort it
with a program which is as imaginative
as the idea of a tax cut itself.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Sen-
ator for his very excellent sr=ech.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator
from Iowa [Mr. MmrLEr] and the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin [Mr. ProxmMIre] for
their most helpful participation with me
in the debate. I hope that the adminis-
tration and those in the world who hold
our paper, as it were, will give the situa-
tion serious attention.

I yield the floor.

Mr. MILLER, Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from New York for his
excellent statement on the international
balance-of-payments problem. I point
out that in my judgment no Member of
this body is better qualified or more
knowledgeable concerning the problem
than is the distinguished Senator from
New York. I trust that his statements
and comments on the problem and his
suggestions will not go unnoticed by the
administration.

One point I believe I should mention is
that the keynote statement of the Sec-
retary of the Treasury before the Joint
Economic Committee was with respect to
the tax-cut proposal of the administra-
tion. During the testimony of Under
Secretary Russo yesterday 1 elicited
from him, in response to my question,
that the administration is cognizant of
the fact that a tax cut must be meaning-
ful, and that there will not be a stoppage
in our outfiow-of-gold problem in the ab-
sence of a stable dollar.

Yesterday I pointed out that we do not
have a stable dollar. Our dollar has been
steadily slipping away in its purchasing
power for several years. It has been
going down at the rate of about 1 percent
a year. Two years ago the dollar was
worth 46.6 cents in purchasing power,
compared to a 1939 dollar worth 100
cents. Today the value of the dollar is
around 45.6 cents. That represents a
decline in the purchasing power of the
dollar of 1 percent a year.
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Also the Under Secretary agreed that,
so long as foreign creditors see our dollar
slipping in its purchasing power, we can-
not blame them for asking to be paid in
gold rather than in dollars. So the ad-
ministration recognizes the importance
of keeping the purchasing power of our
dollar stable.

On the other hand, the administration
now states that the tax cut will not be
inflationary. I suppose we could agree
with that statement. But what it does
not bring out is that the tax cut, within
the framework of a $10 or $12 billion
deficit, would be inflationary. We have
had inflation to the tune of $14 billion
during 1961 and 1962. At the same time,
we had a deficit of not quite $14 billion.
I cannot believe that if we have a $10
or $12 billion deficit for fisecal year 1964,
we will not have another slippage in our
purchasing power to the tune of $4 bil-
lion, $5 billion, or $6 billion of inflation.
What good does it do to give the people
$2.8 billion more of purchasing power,
through a tax cut for fiscal year 1964,
witl. the right hand, and, with the left
hand, take away $4 billion, $5 billion, $6
billion, or $7 billion of purchasing power
through inflation as a result of a $10 or
$12 billion deficit?

I am afraid that the administration
is not facing the facts. Until it does, it
will be difficult to persuade the American
people that a tax cut proposal, in the
setting of a terrible deficit, would be
meaningful to them.

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 disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 5279)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of the Interior and related agen-
cies 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. KIRwWAN, Mr, DEN-
TON, Mr, CANNON, Mr. HARRISON, and Mr.
REIFEL were appointed managers on the
part of the House at the conference.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (H.R, 6681) to im-
prove the active duty promotion oppor-
tunity of Air Force officers from the
grade of major to the grade of lieutenant
colonel.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the following enrolled bills and joint
resolution, and they were signed by the
President pro tempore:

5.292. An act for the rellef of Yoo Chul
Soo0;
8.812. An act for the relief of Danusia
Radochonski;

S.380. An act to amend the act of June
29, 1960 (Private Law 86-354);

S.409. An act for the relief of ¥Yeng Bur-
dick;

8.504. An act for the relief of Domenico
Martino;
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B.535. An act to extend the principles of
equitable adjudication to sales under the
Alaska Public Sale Act;

S.581. An act to amend the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938 to extend for 2 addi-
tional years the provisions permitting the
lease of tobacco acreage allotments;

S.686. An act for the relief of Millle Gail
Mesa;

8.735. An act for the relief of Peter Hope-
ton Maylor;

8.762. An act to provide for increased
wheat acreage allotments in the Tulelake
area of California;

5.787. An act for the rellef of Zofia
Miecielica;

5.866. An act for the rellef of Enrico
Petrucei;

5.969. An act to provide medical care for
certaln Coast and Geodetlc Survey retired
ships’ officers and crew members and their
dependents, and for other purposes;

S5.1031. An act to repeal the Inland Water-
ways Corporation Act; and

5.J. Res. 60. Joint resolution providing for
acceptance by the United States of America
of an Instrument for the amendment of the
constitution of the International Labor Or-
ganization.

RAILROAD LABOR DISPUTE

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I know
that Senators have read with regret that
the railroad strike appears still to be on,
and that the President’s proposal to have
Associate Justice Arthur Goldberg serve
as an arbitrator of the problem has been
rejected.

I point out that while the suggestion
of the President to have an Associate
Justice of the Supreme Court, whom we
all admire and respect, undertake to arbi-
trate this dispute has a certain amount
of novelty and glamour, it certainly does
not represent the ultimate in suggestions
to solve the problem. It is only the first
round. I hope that during the interim,
during which the unions and manage-
ment have been requested to stand by
the President, another suggestion will be
forthcoming, and another one after that,
and then another one. Perhaps we can
find something that both parties can
agree upon. But to suggest that this is
the last suggestion, that it is the ulti-
mate, and that unless it is adopted or
approved the roof will cave in, does not
make sense.

The able Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
Curtis] has suggested that an arrange-
ment be arrived at whereby the individ-
ual unions might be permitted to nego-
tiate with the individual railroads on this
particular problem. I do not say that
this is a perfect suggestion, but it is a
suggestion that has some merit, and it
should be considered. What it illus-
trates is that there are other ways and
means of resolving this dispute than by
compulsory arbitration or seizure of the
railroads.

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, there
comes a time when all of us, despite the
press of work, must pause long enough
to remind ourselves of the plight of those
behind the Iron Curtain. Such will be
the case during observance of Captive
Nations Week July 14 through July 20.
This observance should serve as a warn-
ing that we cannot, that we dare not,
permit other nations to fall prey to the
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aggressive tentacles of Communist
Russia. We failed in the case of Cuba,
although this certainly is not a hopeless
outlook since we still can do much to
eliminate this blot in the Western Hemi-
sphere, And we must not let South
Vietnam, Laos, and other countries be
swallowed up. This observance is an
excellent time for us to remind ourselves
to be continually on our guard.

I ask unanimous consent that a letter
which has been received by various
Members of Congress from the National
Captive Nations Committee, dated July
5, and signed by the chairman, be
printed in the Recorp at this point in my
remarks.

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

NATIONAL CAPTIVE NATIONS COMMITTEE,
Washington, D.C., July 5, 1963.
Dear FRIEND oF WoRLD FrEEpoM: During
July 14-20 Americans across the Nation will
celebrate the fifth observance of Captive
Nations Week. We urge your joining them
with an address on the oceasion in Con-

gress,

Provided by Public Law 86-90, the week
has developed into a veritable institution
symbolizing America’s determination to ad-
vance the liberation of all captive nations
in the interest of our own survival. With
your generous support this committee has
nurtured this institution so that today Gov-
ernors and mayors throughout the country
are proclalming the week in behalf of their
constituents.

Fortunately, millions of our citizens recog-
nize these essential facts: (1) Since 1959 the
one great goal of Soviet Russian cold war
maneuvering has been the growing acqui-
escence of Americans to the permanence of
Moscow’s vast empire; (2) similar to old im-
perial Russian techniques, the spurious call
for “peaceful coexistence” and the calculated
spread of nuclearitis in this country have
produced phenomenal success for Moscow as
we witness those in high places as well as
low seeking an accommodation with this
barbaric empire, attempting to play down the
captive nations because its truths would ir-
ritate Ehrushchev, justifying cold war inac-
tion with the false doctrine of mellowlsm
in the U.S.S.R, and on the basis of the Em-
pire's present conflicts creating the illusion
that we are winning the cold war; and (3)
the nationalism reflected in the party rival-
ries throughout the Empire is the prime re-
sult of a whole decade of captive nations’
opposition to Moscow’s imperlo-colonial rule,
in Poland as well as Georgia, in Rumania as
well as Ukraine, in Red China as well as
Turkistan.

Nothing would serve Moscow's cold war
ambitions more than our neglect of the more
than 2 dozen captive nations—the ultimate
source of its present Empire troubles and
also the most strategic instrument in our
arsenal of cold war weapons. We are today
committing many grave sins of omission in
the cold war, for which we shall ungques-
tionably pay heavily later, but beyond sall
rationality is the thought of allowing the
avowed enemy a “breather” to put his Em-
pire in order and strengthen it for further
thrusts against the free world.

What can we do? This favorite question
of timid inactionists, who with nuclearitic
fear instantly invoke the robotic Moscow-
made answer “it may lead to war,”” has been
answered concretely a hundredfold. The
theme of the 1963 week 1s “Liberate Cuba—
To Restore the Falth In All Captive Nations—
To Win the Cold War.” Cuba, the latest in
the roster of captive nations, can be liberated
if we revive the Kersten amendment to the
past Mutual Security Act and apply it thor-
oughly to Cuba.
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At this stage of the cold war, when Moscow
can ill afford a hot global one, we can also
proceed with the following: (1) To expose
the last remaining colonial empire, place
heavy emphasis on the captive nations by
establishing a Special House Committee on
the Captive Nations; (2) to put into effect
the President's recent suggestion for a re-
examination of our views toward the U.SS.R.,
open up for public discussion the captivity
of the dozen captive non-Russian nations in
the US.S.R.; (3) to advance U.S. cold war
education, create the Freedom Commission
and Academy; and (4) to focus free world
and U.S. understanding on the real nature
of the enemy, move for a full-scale debate in
the United Nations on Soviet Russian im-
perio-colonialism. Our fallure to at least
start with these few proposals would justify
raising the question, “Who will be next on
the long list of captive nations?”

In appreciation of your contribution to
the most impressive week yet and with best
wishes.

Sincerely,
Lev E. DOBRIANSKY,
Chairman.

BALANCE-OF-PAYMENTS PROBLEM

Mr. LAUSCHE. MTr. President, several
years ago when the lead and zinc sub-
sidy bills were before the Senate I voted
against them. Today a vote will be
taken, I assume, on bills connected with
that item.

In our stockpile there is lead and zinc
sufficient to run out of our ears, yet 2
years ago the Congress in the face of
that situation, decided that lead and zinc
mines of smaller size should be sub-
sidized.

What was done then was in conformity
with the great trend toward subsidization
which is constantly gaining momentum
in the Congress. There are subsidies for
all—subsidies for mass transportation,
subsidies for urban renewal, subsidies for
lead and zinec, subsides for the airlines,
and for the merchant marine and others.

We ought to recognize the situation
confronting our country, as reflected by
the talks made by the Senator from New
York [Mr. Javirs] and the Senator from
Jowa [Mr. MitLLER] dealing with our
dwindling gold reserves. A number of
factors have been driving gold out of our
country. One is deficit operations. The
deficit operations are partly caused by
subsidization.

I cannot understand the tranquility
of the people of our country in the face
of the fact that here is only $31% billion
of free gold, with $25 billion of short-
term foreign liabilities in a position to
demand payment in gold.

‘When will one of the short-term credi-
tors become alarmed? When will one of
them say, “I fear that the American dol-
lar will be devalued,” and suddenly de-
mand payment of the moneys we owe?

For 2 years in the cloakrooms and in
conferences mention has been made
about the gravity of this problem. It
seems that only within the past month
has the talk become open and severe.

I read a transcript of a speech made
by the vice president of a New York
bank. That was made within the past
month. He says that the problem faces
us, that we should attack it before it
breaks loose. He recommends that we
follow one of three plans.
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I have a $10 Federal Reserve note in
my hand. This is supported by 25 per-
cent in gold reserves.

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

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Suppose the Senator
from Ohio would present that $10 Fed-
eral Reserve note for payment. Could
the Senator get gold for it?

Mr. LAUSCHE. No. One cannof get
gold, but at least there is an anchor
which prohibits the Government from
printing Federal Reserve notes except
when there is a 25-percent gold reserve.
That anchor exists.

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

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that
one cannot get gold for Federal Reserve
notes?

Mr. LAUSCHE. That is true.

Hr. DOUGLAS. How is it an anchor,
then?

Mr. LAUSCHE. The anchor exists be-
cause the Government cannot print more
Federal Reserve notes than four times
the gold in the vault to support them.
If we should remove that 25-percent gold
requirement, the Representatives and
Senators, to stimulate business, would
be urging the printing of money. That
is a problem we run into.

No arguments of sophistication will
change my mind to the belief that there
is not now an anchor.

Mr. President, I proceed with my re-
marks. The vice president of the bank
in New York advised removing the gold
coverage. He recommended two other
plans. He did not come out fully with
his opinions, but he said, “Something
has to be done.”

I say that something has to be done.
Unless something is done the annuitant,
the minister, the schoolteacher, the pen-
sioner, the person who has some money
in the bank, and the person who has
bought Government bonds will suddenly
find the bottom taken out of the value
and find themselves robbed of a part of
their savings.

There are a number of things which
could be done, and they have not been
done. The problem has become so crit-
ical that it must be faced. In my judg-
ment, we must keep ourselves in a com-
petitive position to sell our goods in the
world market. To keep ourselves com-
petitive in world markets we cannot lift
wages 8 or 10 percent and we cannot lift
prices constantly.

Second, to stop the flow of our money
into foreign countries we shall have to
raise interest rates in the United States.

Third, we shall have to reduce foreign
aid. Comparing the good which comes
from economic foreign aid with the
catastrophe which might result because
of a flight of gold, I say that we must
Join in the movement to reduce our
foreign aid.

Something must be done, and unless
some things are done there will be a
tragedy ahead.

Finally, we must stop extravagant
spending. I mentioned the mass trans-
portation bill. Those who were most
optimistic about the lowness of its cost
have said it would cost $6 billion.
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The area redevelopment bill and oth-
er bills involve giving money. That
must be stopped if we are to face real-
istically the problem which confronts
us.
Getting back to the problem of lead
and zine, I shall vote against those bills.
They are miniature, so far as expendi-
tures are concerned, but they involve a
prineiple; and that is the principle of
subsidization which is urged so vigor-
ously constantly on this floor.

Mr. President, I wish to read from a
Canadian newspaper:

Gold is quiet. Is this a deceptive calm?
Could clouds be blowing upon the horizons?
When does some country, loaded with dol-
lars, get scared into demanding gold for
them? Misgivings among the monetary tal-
ent are in existence. They report that peo-
ple who a short time ago were certain the
United States could pull through are now

telling friends that devaluation may be in
sight.

We cannot devalue so far as our for-
eign creditors are concerned, for if we
do we break faith; we break trust. But
this article from the Canadian paper
is significant. It finally states:

What about the understanding of the
European governments that they will not
draw on American gold? These semisecret
deals do exist, masked by schemes whereby
the parties swap each other’s paper money
and provide a gold pool to smooth out any
upsurge of demand from the republic.

I shall not identify the country, but
there is one country that can demand
payment in gold, instead of dollars, in
an amount in excess of the free gold
we have. If that happens, where do we
stand?

I yield the floor.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Who has the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No Sen-
ator has it.

o Mr. DOUGLAS. May I seek recogni-
on?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I had
not intended to speak today on the sub-
ject of the balance of payments, because
I approve of the general nature of the
remarks of the Senator from New York,
but certain comments of the Senator
from Iowa and the Senator from Ohio
deserve to be placed in their proper
perspective.

I agree that the balance-of-payments
problem is serious, but I think these two
addresses do not really go to the center
of the difficulty. The truth of the mat-
ter is that they do not seem to distin-
guish between the balance of trade and
the balance of payments. So far as the
balance of trade is concerned, or the
exports of goods and services as com-
pared with the imports of goods and
services, we have had a so-called favor-
able balance for a number of years.

For example, last year we exported
$29,800 million worth of goods and serv-
ices, and imported only $25 billion worth,
or we had a “surplus” in the balance
of trade of $4,800 million.

The previous year of 1961 we had a
surplus of $5,400 million.
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The year before that, or 1960, we had
a surplus of $3,800 million.

In 1959, the balance was just about
even.

In 1958 the surplus was $2,200 million.

The truth of the matter is that, so
far as commodities and services are con-
cerned, we have constantly exported
more than we have imported. It is also
true that, so far as wholesale prices are
concerned, prices now are approximately
the same as they were in 1957-59, being,
in May of this year, 100-1 as compared
to a general average of 100 in 1957-59.

This country therefore has had a
stability in the prices of goods for 6
years.

I am a little bit pained when I hear
Senators speak of the alleged horrendous
inflation which we have been having.
The truth of the matter is that the
United States has had the most stable
price level in the world, or at least among
the Western European countries and the
Asiatic countries, ineluding Japan.
Their prices have been rising in recent
years, whereas our own have been steady.
The cost of living has been rising at the
rate of about 1 percent a year. About
half of this has been due to the increase
in the price of services, such as medical
care, which do not affect the balance
of payments. The remainder is almost
entirely attributable to improvements in
quality and hence do not constitute net
increases. Prices on the contrary are ris-
ing more rapidly abroad.

Furthermore, there is no indication
that our labor cost per unit of output is
rising. The increase in the wage bill is
at least compensated for by the increase
in the productivity per man-hour. So
the labor cost per unit of output, which is
the test, has remained practically con-
stant,

Labor cost per unit of output is rising
rapidly in Japan and on the continent,
and our goods are moving into a still bet-
ter competitive position.

The trouble arises entirely from what
are called “invisible” items, namely, first,
military expenditures abroad, second, ex-
penditures abroad by members of the
Armed Forces and their families; third,
economic aid; fourth, travel expenditures
by Americans; and fifth, investment of
American capital. It is these invisible
items which have transformed the favor-
able balance of trade into an unfavorable
balance of payments. I think we should
recognize where the difficulty lies.

I agree with the Senator from New
York, whose speech I have read, but
which, unfortunately, I was not able to
hear, that the situation so far as the bal-
ance of payments are concerned is seri-
ous. I believe the administration and
the country must grapple with it very
firmly, and do it rather quickly.

I point out in this conneection that the
United States and Great Britain are the
two countries in the world whose cur-
rencies are treated as the equivalent of
gold insofar as the settlement of inter-
national balances are concerned. The
pound and the dollar can be substituted
for gold in the settlement of interna-
tional balances. It is interesting that
these two countries have the lowest
growth rates of any of the countries in
the democratic world. The growth rate
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for Western Europe is between 5 and 6
percent. The average growth rate for
the United States in recent years has
been 2'% percent, and for Great Britain
2.2 percent a year.

I suggest that that is because the
banking authorities in both those coun-
tries, in order to maintain their inter-
national position, have kept interest
rates relatively high, and held back the
expansion of the money supply in order
to prevent an outward flow of their cur-
rencies.

This points to the necessity for a
better handling and better settling of
international balances. The senior
Senator from Ohio admitted that we
cannot get gold if we present paper
money to the Federal Reserve and ask
for its redemption in that coin. We are
not on the gold standard so far as do-
mestic currency is concerned. We al-
ready have what might be otherwise
called irredeemable paper money and a
managed internal currency. We have
gold with which to settle this interna-
tional balance of payments. This is the
only use which the supply of gold pro-
vides. This is the essence of the inter-
national gold exchange standard.

I do not think the heavens would fall
if we either eliminated or reduced the
25-percent coverage which the Federal
Reserve Board is supposed to maintain
against its domestic obligations. Mr.
Henry C. Alexander, head of the bank-
ing house of Morgan-Stanley, proposed
this remedy several years ago. He is a
careful financier.

It might be necessary to slightly loosen
the restrictions binding us in that re-
spect. I feel that it could be done with-
out action by the Congress, under the
discretionary powers granted to the
Federal Reserve System.

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. That is very temporary
authority.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is true.

Mr. JAVITS. It extends only for a
matter of days.

Mr. DOUGLAS. But it could be
renewed. It could be suspended for 30
days, and the authority could be extended
for another 30 days, and so forth.

Mr. JAVITS. Will the Senator yield
for a brief comment?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator knows how
much I value his general feeling that a
constructive contribution has been made
by my speech. Secondly, I agree with
the Senator about the bonds we put on
ourselves in term of international affairs.

Our international balance-of-pay-
ments situation is like a thermometer. It
shows that we are not healthy, that we
are running a fever, and that we had
better do something about it, because it
could develop into anything.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The point I wished to
make was that the fever is not due to an
increase in prices.

Mr. JAVITS. Yes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Second, so far as com=
modities are concerned, or the exchange
of commodities and services for com-
modities and services, we have no deficit.
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The deficit is due to the heavy military
burdens that we bear. It is due to the
heavy economic aid that we provide. It
is due to the desire of our people to travel
abroad; also to the investments of Ameri-
can capital abroad and the expenditure
of American servicemen and their
families abroad.

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. Iyield.

Mr. JAVITS. I made the point that
I thoughu the administration had done
a rather good job in terms of the ques-
tion of costs and the guestion of wage
and price stability. I wish it had done as
good a job in other respects.

One of the main things in connection
with which, as chairman of our Joint
Economic Committee, the Senator could
himself be most important is to under-
score the fact that we should not be
quite as afraid of our own situation as
we seem to be.

We are told, for example, privately,
but the public should know it, that when
our banking authorities and our Treasury
representatives sit down with the bank-
ing authorities and treasury representa-
tives of other countries, and point out
to them what it is costing us as a na-
tion to be the banker for the world, our
foreign friends say, “Well, it is just too
bad. You are the banker. You are
stuck with the job. If you have to go
into a program of domestic austerity,
that is your responsibility.”

I do not believe our people are as
willing as I think it may become neces-
sary, if we found ourselves in this posi-
tion, to say, “All right; let us decide that
there are going to be no capital flotations
for foreign corporations or governments
in our counfry. We cannot stand it,
Our balance of payments cannot stand
it.”

We must be prepared for such an
eventuality. We must be prepared not to
continue to talk until our situation de-
teriorates and we reach the point where
we are forced to adopt domestic aus-
terity.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I agree with the Sen-
ator. I urged this course, unavailingly,
under the Eisenhower administration,
because I thought they were knuckling
under to the European banking author-
ities. I do not believe that we have stood
up to them in the past 2 years in the
way that we should have done. I quite
agree with the Senator that we must be
much tougher.

Mr. JAVITS. We must be prepared.
The Senator from Illinois and I agree
that there should be a free flow of money
across borders. We want it to be that
way. We want capital to be able to flow
in and out at will, depending upon confi-
dence and markets and the economy, and
so on. At the same time, when we face
a series of alternatives, one of which is
more dire than another, we must be will-
ing to take on the less dire alternative.
If we can thus inspire our monetary au-
thorities and make them feel that they
will have our support, and are not facing
the situation constantly of being able
only to remonstrate, they may decide
that they will have to be tougher than
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they have actually been, if we can inspire
them to be that.

Mr. DOUGLAS. We may have to re-
duce our military expenditures abroad
and reduce the expenditures by the de-
pendents of servicemen abroad, reduce
economic aid somewhat, and cut down
on travel expenditures abroad, and also
on the investment of capital abroad. All
this may be necessary.

I quite agree that perhaps these meth-
ods should be employed., I did not want
the Senator from Iowa and the Senator
from Ohio to shoot the wrong person.
They were talking of an increase in do-
mestic prices, which has not occurred,
and implied that the difficulty was due
to an increase in labor costs per unit
of output. That is not the actual situa-
tion.

As the Senator from New York [Mr.
Javirs] has indicated, there are funda-
mental cures and there are minor cures.
I am very glad that he emphasizes the
desirability of setting up a better system
for meeting the international balance-
of-payments problem than the present
gold exchange system.

The answer of the bankers has been
that we should raise the interest rates
and cut wages. This is their only an-
swer but it chokes off domestic growth.
‘We may have to develop an international
monetary fund which will be used for
international settlements in the same
way that the Federal Reserve System is
used domestically.

Let us make no mistake about what
that could mean. This will entail giving
to the international authority the power
to create monetary purchasing power,
and to get a more liquid international
currency to correspond to the increase in
the volume of international trade.

Mr. Harold Wilson, the leader of the
British Labor Party, has suggested this
in his speeches in this country and
abroad. It may well be the line of ac-
tion which the British Labor Party will
take if it should win in the coming elec-
tion. We should be prepared for it. I
have always believed that the adminis-
tration has not given sufficient attention
to what has been said on this subject
by Professor Triffin, of ¥Yale Univer-
sity, and to Edward Bernstein, formerly
of International Monetary Fund.

I believe that another possibility would
be to move to a system of free or flexible
exchange rates, instead of freezing the
exchange rate at $2.80 to the pound.
Could not the exchange rates fluctuate
with the relative balance of payments
and with the respective demands for the
various currencies? This would provide
some of the automatic agreements
which the former gold standard per-
formed in the days before the movements
of prices could be largely insulated from
gold movements.

This would produce a more or less
automatic adjustment. In a sense it is
an alternative to an international cur-
rency, such as I previously hinted at.
However, it is possible that the two could
be combined.

I agree that the Treasury and the
Federal Reserve System have not been
bold encugh in dealing with the emer-
gency.
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If I may close on a minor note, in
addition to these fundamental matters,
there are two immediate measures which
would be of appreciable importance.
The first is the point to which the Sena-
tor from New York has referred; namely,
that we hold large amounts of counter-
part funds in various countries. The
Senator from New York has suggested
on rrevious occasions—and while I did
not hear him today, I assume that he
also suggested this today—that we sell
these counterpart funds for dollars at
American embassies to American tour-
ists. In this way we would diminish the
trend and the tourists could make their
travels with local currencies without
creating demands upon the American
gold supply. If the foreign countries
object to this, I would say that that is
just too bad. I am aware of the fact
that the counterpart funds exist primar-
ily in places which are little traveled.
But still I believe that several hundred
million dollars a year could be used in
this way.

If the State Department and the
Treasury were realistic enough to grap-
ple with the subject and to push it ag-
gressively, it could succeed.

There is a final point that I shall re-
fer to in more detail on either tomorrow
or on Friday, and that is the fact that
we are acquiescing in a system of ocean
freight rates which directly discrimi-
nates against American exports and
favors imports into our country. The
hearings of our Joint Economic Com-
mittee show that rates are 20 percent,
30 percent, and in some cases 40 percent
higher on commodities exported from
New York to Hamburg, or New York to
Cherbourg, than on identical commeodi-
ties coming from the same German or
French port to New York on the same
ships; and that the differentials on the
Pacific coast between the United States
and Japan are even greater. We have
acquiesced in this situation. We have
not only acquiesced, but we have denied
subsidies to any American line which
broke away from the international ship-
ping cartel and tried to establish differ-
ent rates of its own. We have used the
subsidies paid by the American taxpay-
ers to force our shipping lines to put
ocean freight rates into effect which
directly discriminate against American
products.

This is in large part responsible for the
decrease in the export of steel from 4
million tons in 1957 to 2 million tons
last year, and in the increase in imports
from 1 million to 4 million tons. On
these items alone, we lost $800 million in
the balance of trade.

‘We have been calling this situation to
the aftention of the Department of Com-
merce. I do not believe it is the fault
of the Secretary of Commerce, who has
given us encouragement; but it has been
very difficult to move the Maritime Com-
mission and the Maritime Administra-
tion. In fact, the Assistant Director of
the Maritime Administration, Mr. Gulick,
declared his support of the differential
rates and upheld the use of American
subsidies to punish American lines which
broke away from them.

In my judgment, a stern determina-
tion to break the international shipping
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cartel rates, which operate against the
United States, would save several hun-
dred million dollars a year. That would
diminish imports and increase exports.
It would help to redress a part of the
balance. I do not say these two latter
methods would remove the difficulty; I
say they would markedly reduce the dif-
ficulty. Before we turn to the question
of still higher domestic interest rates,
which would have a repressive effect on
American industry and employment, we
should consider the possibility either of
flexible exchange rates or more elastic
international currency, or a combination
of the two.

In addition we should not only urge
but put pressure on other Western na-
tions to carry a fairer share of the de-
fense burden and the foreign aid burden.
They should be pressed to allow our
wheat, poultry, wool, tobacco, and other
products to be sold in their markets
without discriminatory tariff rates or
quotas being imposed against them.
Atlas cannot bear the world on his shoul-
ders any longer. The load must be
shared.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

INCREASE OF LENDING AUTHORITY
OF EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF
WASHINGTON

Mr. BIBLE. Mr, President, I ask that
the Chair lay before the Senate a mes-
sage from the House of Representatives
on H.R. 3872.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
soN in the chair) laid before the Senate
a message from the House of Represent-
atives announcing its disagreement to
the amendment of the Senate to the hill
(H.R. 3872) to increase the lending au-
thority of the Export-Import Bank of
Washington, to extend the period within
which the Export-Import Bank of Wash-
ington may exercise its functions, and
for other purposes, and requesting a con-
ference with the Senate on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President,con June
24, 1963, the Senate passed H.R. 3872, a
bill to amend and extend the Export-
Import Bank Act. In passing the bill,
the Senate adopted amendments to the
bill. The only substantive amendment
was to reinstate in the bill the authori-
zation to use borrowing authority for
the additional funds provided by the bill,
in accordance with the practice which
the Congress had followed with respect
to the Export-Import Bank ever since
its creation in 1934.

Yesterday the House took up H.R.
3872. The House refused to accept the
Senate amendments, asked for a confer-
ence with the Senate, and appointed
conferees.

I move that the Senate insist upon its
amendments, agree to the request of
the House for a conference, and that the
Chair appoint the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. CLARK,
Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr, WIL-
Liams of New Jersey, Mrs. NEUBERGER,
Mr. McInTYRE, Mr. DominNick, Mr.
ToweR, and Mr. Javits conferees on the
part of the Senate.

‘home.
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UNFAVORABLE BALANCE OF
AMERICA'S INTERNATIONAL AC-
COUNTS

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, we are all
indebted to the great Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. DovucLas] for his very schol-
arly discussion of one of our monetary
problems. I had planned to discuss it
from another angle; but I believe the
educational lecture that this great econ-
omist from Illinois, who is one of the
recognized experts on this subject in the
whole Nation, has just given us is de-
serving of very careful study by Mem-
bers of the Senate. In my judgment,
the Senator from Illinois has given us
this afternoon a discussion that will
stand all the tests of rebuttal that those
sharing a different point of view could
put to it.

However, the statement of the Senator
from Illinois and the earlier statement of
the Senator from New York [Mr. Javrts]
prompt me to make now the statement I
had planned to make at a later time. It
is a statement that involves some of the
facets of the comments of the Senator
from Ilinois and the Senator from New
York, but from a different angle.

It is obvious to all who care to hear
and observe what is taking place in
Washington these days that both in
Congress and in the administration
there is a rising concern over the unfa-
vorable balance of America’s interna-
tional accounts and a rising feeling that
it must be remedied. But the issue of
how to remedy it is one that promises to
be widely debated in Congress, and we
heard a part of that debate today.

Several factors are involved in our
balance of payments. One of these is
trade, and on this score we do very well.
Our exports greatly exceed our imports.
But in the other areas we do not do very
well. One drain of American dollars is
in tourism. As you know, far more
Americans travel and spend money
abroad than foreigners travel here and
spend money here.

A second cause of outflow is the for-
eign aid program.

A third cause is the stationing of large
numbers of American troops overseas.
These men, with the services they need
and the presence of their families, mean
a very large expenditure abroad both by
the Government which supports them
and in their personal spending.

A fourth, and especially large cause
of our payments difficulty is in the in-
vestment of American capital abroad.
American companies are building plants
in Europe in order to get in on the ground
floor of the Common Market prosperity,
and foreigners seeking capital are find-
ing it very easy to obtain in the U.S.
money market.

It is unfortunate, but still to be ex-
pected, that the investors who are con-
tributing so heavily to this loss of Amer-
ican capital have a solution that they
expect to protect their profits no matter
what, and that is to raise interest rates.
Obviously, if they could be guaranteed
as good a return on their investment in
this country as they can get abroad, they
would be willing to keep their capital at
Short-term interest rates here
are about three-quarters of 1 percent less
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than those prevailing on the Continent,
and the pressure for an increase in U.S.
interest rates is very severe.

This, in my opinion, would be a short-
sigchted and destructive remedy. It is
the last remedy we should undertake,
rather than the first.

Before we raise interest rates, we
should eurb all the other sources of loss
of U.S. dollars. Before we raise interest
rates, we should drastically cut the for-
eign aid program. This is a remedy for
which I have been pleading every day on
the floor of the Senate, for some days.

Before we raise domestic interest rates,
we should bring home many, if not most,
of our forces stationed overseas. We
hear each day that France is anxious to
replace the United States in Europe; let
France begin by replacing the American
forces in Germany, France, Spain, and
elsewhere in Europe. Let her begin by
taking over our burden of foreign aid to
Greece, Turkey, and the other European
nations.

Before we raise domestic interest rates,
we can curb expenditures by American
tourists overseas.

And before we raise domestic interest
rates, we should curb the outflow of the
capital itself. Oh, the cries go up that
there must be an absolute freedom of
capital to enter and leave the United
States. My answer is, not when it
threatens the national economy. We
complain vigorously that our finanecial
aid to Latin America is just about offset
by the flight of private capital out of
those countries, and there are steps that
could be taken by those countries to curb
it without touching interest rates. We
also know that the “austerity” plans of
most industrial nations have included
curbs on the outflow of capital.

Finally, I am opposed to higher inter-
est rates as a means of inducing capital
to remain here because I believe higher
rates would further restrict the economic
growth and prosperity of the Nation at
a time when we need to continue to ex-
pand our economy.

It is the health of our economy that is
not only the foundation of our defense,
but the source of investment capital, as
well.

What was the figure I read in the press
vesterday? That some 90,000 new jobs a
week are needed to take care of the loss
of jobs through automation; to take care
of the increase in new job descriptions
resulting from the population explosion.

Mr. President, that presents us with
the problem of expanding—not restrict-
ing—the economy. In my judgment,
higher interest rates will restrict—not
expand—our economy. The health of
our economy not only is the foundation
of our defense; it also is the source of
investment capital.

The first obligation of the U.S. Govern-
ment is to the people of America. To me,
a high and persistent rate of unemploy-
ment is of greater concern than the fact
that investors can earn three-fourths of
1 percent more by investing abroad than
by investing in the United States.

Therefore, I shall oppose in every way
I can the use of increased interest rates
as a means of inducing American capital
to stay home, because the price of that

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

increase will be paid for eventually in
unemployment and higher interest prices
for every American citizen.

THE RAILROAD LABOR DISPUTE

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the Recorp an editorial from
today’s issue of the Washington Daily
News entitled “The Railway Clerks Won’t
Strike.”

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

THE RAarLwaY CLERES WoN'T STRIKE

For the second time recently, the Brother-
hood of Rallway Clerks has made an agree-
ment with an employer not to strike over
future contract disagreements.

The union represents about 300,000 clerks,
freight handlers, and terminal employees of
railroads, steamship lines, and airlines.

The latest contract has just been signed
with Pan American World Airways, which
employs nearly 6,000 members of the union,
This contract provides that in future dis-
putes over wages, working conditions or oth-
er issues, the two parties, if unable to agree
otherwise, will submit their differences to
binding arbitration.

In short, they will forego the strike or
lockout as a bargaining weapon.

The clerks previously had signed a simlilar
contract with the Southern Pacific Ralil-
road. Pan-Am previously had made like
agreements with the flight engineers and a
union of guard workers.

Labor Secretary Wirtz has applauded all
three contracts as evidence both the em-
ployers and the unions had learned there
is a “better way than economic warfare to
settle their differences.”

The steel industry and the big United
Steelworkers Union for 2 consecutive years
have negotiated new contracts without strike.
Another rallroad union, the Telegraphers,
last summer worked out an arrangement
with the Chilcago & Northwestern Rallroad
to avold strikes by submitting tough issues
to arbitration. Two car makers, General Mo-
tors and Ford, already have agreed with the
United Auto Workers to start studles look-
ing toward next year's contract remewal—
hoping in this way to avoid strikes.

(Neither the railway clerks nor the telegra-
phers are Involved in the current rallroad
WAar.)

These all are signs that some employers
and some unions, at least, have decided walk-
outs, lockouts, public squabbles, and last-
minute “ecrisis” negotiations under a gun no
longer are useful;, that there are, as Mr.
Wirtz noted, better ways to hammer out
agreements.

The strike, or the lockout, or any such
precipitous device, is indeed as obsolete as
the wood-burning railroad engine. The ques-
tion is: How soon will other employers and
unions, especially those currently in the page
1 news, find this out?

Mr., MORSE. Mr. President, in es-
sence, the editorial points out that the
railway clerks have entered into what
amounts to a voluntary arbitration
agreement with the carriers. The edito-
rial states, in part:

For the second time recently, the Brother-
hood of Rallway Clerks has made an agree-
ment with an employer not to strike over
future contract disagreements,

The latest contract has just been signed
with Pan American World Airways, which
employ nearly 6,000 members of the union.
This contract provides that in future dis-
putes over wages, working conditions or other
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Issues, the two parties, if unable to agree
otherwise, will submit their differences to
binding arbitration.

I speak with great sadness on the sub-
ject of the pending railroad controversy.
Certainly it is within the right of the
railroad brotherhoods—and I would fight
to protect that right—to decline to ac-
cept the President’s recommendation for
settlement of this dispute by way of vol-
untary arbitration. But I wish the
record to show that I completely dis-
agree with a statement by the chiefs of
the brotherhoods to the American publie,
setting forth their reasons for refusing
to accept the President’s recommenda-
tion—a statement which seeks to leave
with the American people the impression
that the proposal would amount, in
effect, to an opening wedge to compul-
sory arbitration. Mr. President, let me
say to the chiefs of the brotherhoods,
that they are not being fair to the Presi-
dent of the United States. The Presi-
dent did not propose compulsory arbi-
tration. On the contrary, his plea to
the carriers and to the brotherhoods was
to exercise their precious right—to enter
into voluntary arbitration—a right
which they possess as free men under an
economic system that guarantees to them
free collective bargaining. It is volun-
tary arbitration that the railroad broth-
erhoods have rejected.

The President’s proposal has nothing
at all to do with compulsory arbitration.
The brotherhoods have lauded Associate
Justice Goldberg in a statement they
sent to the President and released to
the public. I share their laudatory
views, for I think Associate Justice
Goldberg is just as great and just as able
a man as they say he is. But I say good
naturedly to the brotherhoods that if
Associate Justice Goldberg is that able,
they should have welcomed the oppor-
tunity to have such a great judicial mind
brought to bear upon the evidence they
would present in a voluntary arbitration
hearing; and I am sorry that they did
not accept the proposal for the appoint-
ment of Associate Justice Goldberg.
However, no language that they use in
the letter which they have sent to the
President and in the release they have
made to the press changes the fact that
they are saying that they are unwilling
to enter into a voluntary arbitration
agreement with the carriers—because
that is what the President offered to
them. It is their right to decline to
accept the suggestion; and not only will
I fight to protect them in that right—
although I think their judgment in the
exercise of it at this time is mistaken—
but I shall also fight to protect them in
their right to strike. If they really feel
that they are in a situation which calls
upon them to do that as free men in a
free society, one of the pillars of which
is the right of employers and workers to
resort to economic force in an endeavor
to protect what they consider to be their
legitimate economic interests, I shall
fight to protect the brotherhoods in the
exercise of that right. PBut I want them
to know that the exercise of that right
carries with it, of course, other responsi-
bilities, both on their part and on the
part of those who serve in the Congress,
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for those of us who serve in the Congress
do not sit here as representatives of the
railroad brotherhoods or representatives
of the railroad carriers, save and except
that the members of the brotherhoods
and the members of the carriers are
members of the general citizenry.

We serve here with the primary re-
sponsibility of representing the public
interest of all the people of the Nation.
Whenever any economic segment of that
citizenry follows a course of action which
may develop a fact situation in which its
course of action sacrifices the general
public interest, then it will become the
responsibility of Congress to proceed to
protect the public interest, for the right
to strike is not an absolute right, and
never has been. Most rights we have
must be exercised in connection with
their relationship to other rights. It is
very easy for us to say we have a right
to do such and such. We may have the
right, it is frue, but it may not be used
in a manner which will destroy other
rights with which it must be reconciled.

I do not yield to anyone in the entire
Congress so far as my record is con-
cerned in fighting for many years in the
Senate to protect the legitimate rights of
organized labor. I am very unhappy
when I find myself confronted with a
situation in which responsible labor
leaders are following a course of action
which in my judgment is based upon a
mistake of judgment. But they have
made their decision. I hope they will
reconsider it. If they seek another ar-
bitrator, I think their desires can be
met, cognizant also with legitimate rights
of the other party to the dispute. But
the present railway controversy is rapid-
ly developing into a controversy that in-
volves three parties. It involves not
only the brotherhoods and the carriers
but also the public. The spokesman for
the publie is the President of the United
States. As a result of my conversations
with the President, I am satisfied that the
carriers and the brotherhoods could not
possibly have a man who is more dedi-
cated to the protection of their legiti-
mate rights, but who also recognizes his
responsibility of carrying out his public
trust of protecting the public interest,
than the present President of the United
States.

The hours are slipping by. The sched-
uled time for the strike is 12:01 a.m.
tomorrow. I do not think I would be a
true friend of the railroad workers and
their leaders in this country if I did not
take these few moments on the floor of
the Senate today to plead with them to
reconsider their apparent position on
any proposal for the settlement of the
dispute by way of voluntary arbitration.

It would require a very bad set of facts
and circumstances to cause the senior
Senator from Oregon to vote for compul-
sory arbitration. But I can conceive of
a set of circumstances in which the pub-
lic interest could be so damaged as the
result of an economic war carried on be-
tween the carriers and the brotherhoods
that it would be necessary to use some
form of compulsion to protect the public
interest in the operation of the railroads
of the country.

Today it has been suggested by some
representatives of the brotherhoods that
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all the Government would have to do
would be to seize the railroads and oper-
ate them for a period of time until the
dispute between the carriers and the
brotherhoods could be worked out with
further negotiations by way of mediation
and collective bargaining, It sounds
good. But I should like to suggest to the
brotherhoods that they take a long look
at that one because, speaking hypotheti-
cally, if the Government should follow
that suggestion and seize the railroads,
the Government of the United States
would then become the operator of the
railroads. Such action would have
many serious implications for the future.
I happen to be one who is not opposed
to seizure if the public interest demands
seizure to protect the public welfare.
But, as I also feel about compulsory
arbitration, seizure ought to be a last
resort and not an early resort. I suggest
that those who hold the point of view
advocating seizure take a look at some of
the real implications involved in seizure,
because if the Government were to seize
the railroads we would have a pretty hard
time justifying the operation of the rail-
roads merely to benefit the railroad
workers, for in the last analysis the rail-
roads are owned by their stockholders.

It would be very difficult to justify
Government seizure of the railroads and
their maintenance without modification
change of the policies and the work rules
of the railroads. I would have the
brotherhoods keep in mind the fact that
if there is seizure, the Government as the
operator of the railroads has a responsi-
bility to the owners of the railroads;
namely, the stockholders, to operate them
as efficiently as possible. That might
very well call for some changes in exist-
ing carrier policies and brotherhood
policies.

I should like to say to the railroad
workers, “Remember, with the Govern-
ment operating the railroads and a re-
fusal to conform to the rules laid down
by the Government, the workers would
be subject to the Government’s rights in
the courts of America, including the in-
junctive power of the Government to
protect the Government.”

If I were counsel for a railroad broth-
erhood, about the last legal advice I
would give to that brotherhood would
be to advocate Government seizure of the
railroads. I cannot imagine the Presi-
dent of the United States seizing the
railroads and agreeing to the mainte-
nance of the status quo, because the Gov-
ernment would then occupy a proprietary
position. In my judgment, it would
have the duty to proceed to operate those
railroads on the basis of what its best
advice indicated would be the most effi-
cient way of operating the railroads.

I do not think there is a member of
a single brotherhood who does not rec-
ognize that when the controversy is
finally settled, there will be some modi-
fications in the working rules. I do not
think there is a single officer of the car-
riers who has any doubt that when the
controversy is finally settled there will
be some modification in existing carrier
policy. I have been through too many
industrial battles. I am still waiting for
the first labor case in which I find one
side lily-white and the other side with
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its hands soiled. We will have a situa-
tion here in which we shall find that to
some degree, though I do not know to
what degree, both sides will have to
modify their policy. So I say to the
brotherhoods that the Presidential or
congressional seizure of the railroads is
not the way out for the settlement of the
dispute.

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr, JAVITS. I join with the Senator
in his appeal to the railroads and the
railroad brotherhoods. My credentials
are perhaps not as good as those of the
Senator from Oregon——

Mr. MORSE. They are better.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.
But let us hope they are as good in terms
of my fight for and my work for labor.

I am deeply disturbed. I hope that I
shall never have to vote for compulsory
arbitration. But, like the Senator from
Oregon, I must vote for what would save
our Nation, whatever that may be, and
as regretful and tragic as it would seem
to me in terms of our fundamental
freedom.

On the seizure issue I should like to ask
the Senator a question. The Senator is
a famous former dean of a law school.
I have had a little experience in high
class legal matters. It is possible that
if the Government had to seize the rail-
roads, it would be held to have expro-
priated them and would be liable for fair
compensation for their use.

In this respect the taxpayers of the
country must do a little thinking, also.
This will be quite a massive undertaking
for the United States. When I begin to
think of what is required to operate a
railroad, and begin to think of some
Government official operating them, as
was done during wartime in our history,
and what it might cost the taxpayer in
terms of the use of the railroads for a
period of time, I begin to understand
something of the economic dimensions of
the problem, in addition to the terrible
cost of grinding the economy in many
areas to a halt, which might be involved.
That only lends added poignancy to the
appeal which the Senator, who has been
a leader in efforts to bring about labor
peace and who has actually settled some
of our major labor disputes, is making
today.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator is quite
correct about the implications resulting
from seizure. Let the Recorp show, for
those who read it, that we have just
heard from the former attorney general
of the State of New York, a man who for
many years has been active in the field
of industrial relations, the distinguished
Senator from New York (Mr. Javirs).
He is quite correct.

Government seizure of the railroads
at this time would guarantee full em-
ployment for one group within our
citizenry, if any of that group would like
a job for many years to come, and that
group is the legal profession., It would
be a full employment measure for any
unemployed lawyer in the country, or
anyone looking for legal business.

But there are other implications I
would have those men think about who
are among railway labor and who think
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all that is necessary is to seize the
railroads.

That may very well be a steppingstone
to a concept raised by the Senator from
New York in his speech. It could very
well lead to demands for nationalization
of the railroads. If the American tax-
payer must pay a big bill, which probably
would be involved in any seizure, that
might start a prairie fire demand for
nationalization of the railroads—to
which I am also opposed.

I mention this point merely to show
the many serious implications of any
such suggestion. I hope that members of
the brotherhoods who are thinking in
such terms will give serious consider-
ation to this problem.

When one looks at the present fiscal
situation in regard to the railroads, we
as taxpayers all own a pretty big chunk
of them already. I wonder if that fact
has received the weight it ought to re-
ceive, in behalf of the spokesmen for the
carriers. The American taxpayer makes
a substantial contribution to the rail-
roads in various direct and indirect sub-
sidies each year. The fiscal report—
which I have scanned but not thoroughly
studied, as a result of the hearings of
the Rosenman Commission—indicates
pretty clearly that at least not all rail-
roads are in the dire financial situation
we so often read about in the press. One
reason they are not is that we as tax-
payers make a contribution. And we
should, because, as the Senator from New
York knows, this is an industry vested
with the public interest. It is vital to the
operation of our entire economy.

I am not quarreling about subsidies,
direct and indirect, which the railroads
receive. I make a point of fact about
them this afternoon on the floor of the
Senate. The carrier representatives must
keep that in mind if, as, and when they
are called upon, either in the closing
hours of today or in the days immedi-
ately to come, to exercise the maximum
of industrial statesmanship on their part
by being willing to go along with any
proposal for a fair procedure that will
enhance the prospect of settlement of
this controversy without an economic
war.

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator
from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. I am grateful to the
Senator for yielding, because I think
this is a critically important debate. As
sometimes happens in a national emer-
gency, it occurs on an off day, and does
not have nearly the attention it deserves
on the floor of the Senate.

I am for seizure rather than com-
pulsory arbitration. This has been my
position right along. Notwithstanding
the dangers, the costs, and the perils, I
think it is a better alternative than com-
pulsory arbitration, considering the fact
that the most precious things we can lose
are our freedoms.

The Senator is pointing out ably and
admirably the realistic situation which
the railroad brotherhoods will face. He
points out forcibly the difficulties in-
volved in seizure. They may face the
very unhappy alternative of having a
majority in the Congress—whatever the
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Senator from Oregon or I might feel,
and however we might vote—prefer com-
pulsory arbitration. We speak as their
friends. At present it is they who are
east in the role of rejecting every pro-
posal.

I join with the Senator in the position
he is taking, in urging them to consult
before it is too late to consider the con-
sequences of their actions. I join the
Senator in affirming what he has said—
which is entirely true—that this proposal
is not compulsory arbitration. So long
as they have the volition to take it or
leave it, to ask for another arbitrator
or for another way of arbitrating, it is
not compulsory arbitration. When and
if they get compulsory arbitration—and I
pray they will not—they will know the
difference. It will tell them what to do,
who is to do it, what the revenues will
be—and that will be the end of that, and
all of it.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from New
York is making the third point which I
planned to make when I rose to make
my speech this afternoon. I shall come
to that point in a moment. The state-
ment which the Senator made, that this
proposal involves voluntary arbitration,
and they would still have the opportu-
nity to suggest a procedure for voluntary
arbitration, is accurate.

I cannot speak for the President, but
I can speak for myself. I know what I
would recommend to the President. I
think many would share this recom-
mendation.

Suppose the brotherhoods had said,
hypothetically, “We do not want one
man, but we want three men as a board
of arbitration.” I would be surprised if
the President should hesitate for a mo-
ment to grant that reasonable request,
after he took it up with the carriers.

But let the brotherhoods remember
that the carriers are also parties to this
dispute. I had to tell them that, as some
will recall, in 1941, when there was a
very serious labor dispute and I hap-
pened to be in the middle as the medi-
ator in that dispute. They laid down
certain demands as to what they were
going to do, and that was to be it. I
pointed out to them that there were three
parties to the dispute; the carriers, them-
selves, and the mediator representing
the Government. I pointed out that I
was going to talk to the carriers’ repre-
sentatives about their demands. They
did not think I ought even to talk to the
carriers. I talked to the carriers. The
result was a conscionable compromise of
their demands.

I am glad the Senator from New York
has participated in this debate and has
pointed out that the brotherhood will
still have volition and opportunity to
make proposals for voluntary arbitra-
tion, by making suggestions in respect
to procedures and making suggestions in
regard to the personnel of the Board.

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the majority
leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I think the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Oregon
is performing a public service of the
highest magnitude in speaking out at
this time, while there is still time, on a
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matter which can affect the welfare and
the economy of the Nation as a whole.

This is not something that involves
only to the railroad brotherhoods and
the carriers. It involves all labor. It
applies to all segments of the country
and to all segments of the population.

It is not so important that we have a
large attendance in the Chamber at this
time. What is important is that a speech
of this character is being made. What is
important is that the greatest legal mind
in the Congress in the field of labor mat-
ters, one of the greatest, if not the great-
est, in the country in that respect, is
delivering himself of well considered
opinions based on experience with the
‘War Labor Board prior to his coming to
the Senate some 20 years ago, and based
on his membership on the Labor and
Public Welfare Committee of this body.

I for one am extremely happy that on
this occasion, while there is still time, a
frank, candid, cards-on-the-table speech
of this kind is being made. I hope it will
be read and considered, not only by the
brotherhoods and the carriers, but by all
the people, and most especially by all
segments of the labor economy. I com-
mend the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. I am not only deeply
moved, but very appreciative of the gra-
cious remarks of the Senator from Mon-
tana, our able majority leader. I would
that I felt I really deserved such com-
pliments.

The other point I wished to make—
and it was alluded to by the Senator from
New York [Mr. Javirsl—is that the
brotherhoods need to take a long, hard
look at the position they are going to
be in tomorrow, next day, a week from
today, 2 weeks from today, or whatever
the duration of the strike may prove
to be.

It is my judgment that they are going
to find public opinion against them. I
think they are going to find public opin-
ion against them because once the aver-
age citizen begins to feel the economic
pinch and losses caused by the strike, as
the public begins to see the spread of
unemployment caused by the strike—
and it will cause a lot of it—the general
attitude of the public is going to revolve
around the guestion, “Was a fair pro-
cedure offered the brotherhoods, on the
basis of voluntarism, to settle this dis-
pute without economic war?” I think
the American people in the jury box on
that subject will render an almost
unanimous decision that a fair proce-
dure was offered.

It is the position of the senior Senator
from Oregon that labor must be pro-
tected in its right to use economic force,
because it is a basic part of freedom it-
self in a free society.

The American people will forever be
indebted for what the railroad brother-
hoods have done to protect economic
freedom in this country, over the decades
of their existence, for if it were not for
the militancy of the railroad brother-
hoods in the early history of the rail-
roads in this country, railway workers
still would be among the most under-
privileged workers in this country. It
has been my privilege to teach the his-
tory of the development of labor eco-
nomics in the railway industry, and all
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one needs to do is read the glorious his-
tory of what freemen and their families
were willing to suffer in order to estab-
lish the rights that railway labor finally
won against the carriers at that time,
which treated labor as a commodity
rather than as freemen.

The present Presiding Officer, the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. NEeLsoN],
comes from a State which in those early
days was represented in the Senate of
United States by the incomparable,
fighting elder Bob La Follette. One has
only to read the record of La Follette’s
battles on the floor of the Senate for
labor legislation to protect the legitimate
rights of railway labor in this country,
supported by a railway labor group will-
ing to become militant to protect their
freedoms. If such a condition existed in
the United States today, no one would
defend more vigorously or urge more ve-
hemently upon the brotherhoods that
they resort to the militancy of economic
force to protect their rights.

Mr. President, the issues that are at
stake are issues not over the right to
organize, not over the right to bargain
collectively, not over the so-called bread
and butter issues of an earlier day, but
over some very difficull and complex
economic facts that cannot be settled on
the picket line. They must be settled
around the conference table on the basis
of the economic evidence that is pre-
sented.

Railway labor knows that the senior
Senator from Oregon takes the position
that all labor is entitled to some of the
fruits of automation. We have not even
started to scratch the surface of the au-
tomation problem in this country, and
the railway case is one of the early cases
that is going to bring Congress to grips
with the problem of automation. But
we should not and we cannot come to
grips with it by means of strikes, pickets,
and an economic war between the
brotherhoods and the carriers.

Let us assume a hypothetical—and I
am talking only about a hypothetical.
Let us assume there is a final settlement
in this case, in which those who propose
the settlement suggest there ought to
be a certain solution adopted for the
manpower problem of the railway indus-
try that will be fair to the legitimate
rights of the carriers. Let us assume
it is not challenged on the basis of
whether or not it is fair to the carriers,
but whether or not it is fair to the indi-
vidual workers, victims of automation on
the railroads. Then the Congress has a
responsibility to see to it that it enacts
public legislation that comes to the re-
lief and assistance of workers in this
country who have suffered great eco-
nomic losses as a result of automation.

This is the first time I have said it in
this language, but the total cost of auto-
mation cannot be put upon industry it-
self. We cannot hold back the progress
that automation promises, not only be-
cause of competition in our domestic
economy, but because of competition
with foreign economies as well.

There is opening up a new era for
legislation that will protect the legiti-
mate rights of workers, probably as im-
portant to the economic welfare of the
workers of this country as was the so-
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called progressive legislation passed in
the era of the elder Bob La Follette,
which was necessary to protect the legi-
timate rights of labor in his day. But
do not forget that that legislation was
not at all limited to the employers. Do
not forget that much of that legisla-
tion, such as workmen’s compensation
legislation, involved also public contri-
butions. It was not imposed entirely
upon the employer.

We cannot solve all those problems,
may I say to the brotherhoods, in the
settlement of this case alone, involving
the issues that have arisen between the
carriers and the brotherhoods. There
are involved a good many public issues
that will be left,

I wish to say on the floor of the Senate
today that after this great major labor
dispute is settled—and this will not be
the last one that will arise from auto-
mation—I will be among those who will
propose legislative remedies to see to it
that fairness and justice are done to the
workers of this country.

On the other hand, I am not going
to mislead my friends in labor by saying
that I shall stand aside, and refuse to
cooperate with my President and my
Government in protecting the public in-
terest from the great damage that will
result from any railway strike of any
prolonged duration.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me, without losing
his right to the floor, so that I may sug-
gest the absence of a quorum?

Mr. MORSE. I yield for that purpose.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

GOALS FOR AMERICA: PHYSICAL
FITNESS AND SPORTS VICTORY
IN 1964 OLYMPICS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 16
months from now, this Nation faces a
great international test.

The 1964 Olympic games will open in
Tokyo.

For a considerable time, I have been
pointing out the need for a supreme na-
tional effort in preparation for this and
future athletic contests.

In 1960, in the Rome Olympics, the
United States achieved only a poor third
in the unofficial scoring.

Regrettably, our prospects since then
have not improved materially, if at all.

Recognizing this and other hard facts,
I have been urging—in speeches, arti-
cles and releases—that we set a national
goal of fitness for our population, young
and old, and a goal of sports victory as
well.

PRESIDENT KENNEDY’S OUTSTANDING LEADERSHIP

This, I am glad to say, is precisely
what the President of the United States
seeks for our Nation.
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I believe that it would be universally
agreed that, with the possible exception
of President Theodore Roosevelt, no
Chief Executive in American history has
demonstrated keener personal interest in
A;llerica.n fitness than President EKen-
nedy.

In addition, despite his many burdens,
Attorney General Robert Kennedy has
given this matter his closest attention.
I have been in frequent contact with his
office on this matter. I am happy to re-
port that the Attorney General is work-
ing very actively with sports leaders
throughout the Nation toward meeting
the Olympic challenge head-on.

Important developments are in the
making. They will be announced as soon
as circumstances may permit,

NO MAGIC CURE FOR OLYMPIC DIFFICULTY

But let this fact be clear: As the Pres-
ident, the Attorney General, and Mem-
bers of the Congress have indicated, we,
in Washington, D.C., cannot wave any
magic wand, so as to improve America's
Olympic prospects.

An Olympic star is not made over-
night; it takes years of personal training
and development. The United States
cannot expect to accomplish the impos-
sible in the next 16 months. But we can
and should expect that everything which
can be done will be done. And, in the
final analysis, it has to be done by ama-
teur sports groups themselves through-
out the 50 States of the Union and by
the dedication of individual athletes—
both men and women.

THE FAMILY QUARREL BETWEEN AAU AND NCAA

Meanwhile, no informed American
need be reminded that a family quarrel
continues, unfortunately, to mar the
American sports scene.

I believe Members of the Senate are
familiar with the latest decisive actions
by Gen. Douglas MacArthur, in arbitrat-
ing differences between the Amateur
Athletic Union and the National Colle-
giate Athletic Association.

As the President’s chosen instrument
in maintaining an at least temporary
peace on the sports scene, General Mac-
Arthur has added further to the laurels
which he has won in war and peace.

Somehow, before or after October
1964, a more permanent solution will
have to be worked out equitably and
democratically among all concerned.

But, now, let us survey other aspects
of the problem.

BEVEN VARIED MATERIALS ON THE SPORTS-

FITNESS FRONTS

To do so, I have assembled a series of
seven materials which I believe tell a
story, each in its own way.

First. The first item is an address
which I recently delivered in Minneapolis
before one of the great organizations of
our land, serving the well-being of our
people. I refer to the Association of
Health, Physical Education, and Recre-
ation. Speaking to the national conven-
tion of AHPER, 1 presented what I
called a “charter for American youth,”
including a charter for fitness and for
sports participation.

ARTICLE BY SENATOR RIBICOFF

Second. The second item is an excel-
lent article in the magazine Sports, by
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our distinguished colleague from Con-
necticut, Mr. RisicorF, the able former
Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare. The article is entitled “We
Need a National Olympics.” It reiterates
many sound points which Senator Risi-
coFF has submitted to our Nation and
which I, personally, have strongly
endorsed.

Senator Rieicorr’s State of Connecti-
cut has been, I am glad to add, a pace-
setter for sports interest among the
States, just as my own State of Minne-
sota has been a leader.

THE MOOT ISSUE OF A POSSIBELE FEDERAL

APPROFPRIATION

The third survey item concerns the
problem of what, if anything, at this
relatively late hour, the U.S. Govern-
ment should do about the shortage of
money for Olympic development. In my
Minneapolis address, I pointed to the
possibility of trying to secure a one-time
U.S. Government grant of $1 million.
The purpose would be to backstop a
comprehensive Olympic development
program.

Item 3, therefore, is an article from
the magazine Amateur Athlete, by the
president of the Amateur Athletic Union,
Louis J. Fisher, urging precisely this
objective.

Thereafter appear two letters from
Col. Donald F. Hull, U.S. Army, retired,
secretary of the AAU, elaborating on the
desirability of immediate U.S. financial
support.

Item 6, however, presents an opposite
viewpoint from another great sports or-
ganization. This is a message to the
subcommittee by Walter Byers, executive
secretary of the National Collegiate
Athletic Association, conveying a resolu-
tion adopted by the NCAA executive
committee and council at their April
24-27, 1963, sessions.

Mr. Byers had helpfully visited the
subcommittee prior to these meetings.
In addition, another welcome visitor has
been Al Duer, secretary-treasurer of the
National Athletic Intercollegiate Asso-
ciation. Mr. Duer has been in very
close touch with us on the problems of
amateur sports as a whole.

Mr. Lyman Bingham, executive di-
rector, U.S. Olympic Committee, has
also been in close contact relative to our
interest in a possible new look at Public
Law 805, 81st Congress. This law, en-
acted on September 21, 1950, chartered
the “U.S. Olympic Association.”

A NEW GIRLS® ATHLETIC MEET AT THE GRASSROOTS

In item 7, I turn to the grassroots
of America. This item consists of one
of the many encouraging responses to
my article in the January 6, 1963, issue
of Parade. The county supervisor of
White County, Ark., wrote that, as a re-
sult both of my interest and of local
recognition, county leaders have staged
the first girls’ track meet since 1951.
Let me add that increased participation
by our young ladies in sports is, indeed,
a must.

This is a point of deep interest to the
President’s Council on Fitness, spear-
headed by the great coach and outstand-
ing American, Bud Wilkinson.

I ask unanimous consent that these
seven items be printed at this point in
the RECORD.
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It is my hope and expectation that
they may serve as a cross-section guide
to past, present, and future U.S. policy.

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

A CHARTER FOR AMERICAN YoUTH, INCLUDING
A Bix-PoINT FEDERAL PROGRAM FOR YOUTH
FITNESS AND ACHIEVEMENT

(Excerpts of statement prepared for delivery
by Senator HuBerT H. HUMPHREY, Demo-
crat, of Minnesota, before opening general
session 78th anniversary convention Amer-
ican Association of Health, Physical Edu-
cation, and Recreation, Leamington Hotel,
Minneapolis, Minn., Friday night, May 3)
(1) Financial assistarce to the States for

school facilities for physical education.

(2) Enactment of SBenate-approved youth
employment bill.

(8) Follow-through on report by Outdoor
Recreation Resources Review Commission.

(4) Strengthen fitness coordination in
Health, Education, and Welfare Department.

{6) Give mandate to President's Fitness
Couneil.

(6) Approve adequate finances for Olym-
ples.

It is a great honor to address this great
convention.

I join with your devoted members
throughout Minnesota in reiterating their
warm welcome to associates from all over
the Nation. It's grand to have you with us.

You meet at a time of the year when
nature, itself, speaks a message of health
and fitness, and recreation.

No season reminds us more clearly of the
unguenchable forces of life, thrusting up-
ward, reaching outward.

Actually, springtime speaks a universal
lesson of rebirth and of growth. It speaks
of energy and vitality to all who see and
hear nature's wonders.

This is a part of the basic theme of my
remarks tonight,

For I am going to speak of another vital
force, a force which is also filled with un-
quenchable energy, a force which also seeks
the greatest fulfillment in life, the force of
America’s youth.

You of this audience are privileged to help
serve, to bulld and mould this mighty force.

We, who represent you in public office,
are privileged to work with you. ©Our joint
mission is to help the coming generation real-
ize its greatest potential.

America’s youth are, of course, America's
future, our greatest resource. Every young
mind and body you traln today is a mind
and body which will protect and advance
this Nation tomorrow.

Protect us from what?

A look at the headlines in this evening's
newspapers will remind all of us.

Look at the stories, datelined, “Salgon,”™
“Yemen,” “Berlin.”

It is springtime in Vietnam tonight, But
there are over 10,000 Americans in that be-
leaguered country who have little time to
enjoy it. Their minds and bodles are being
tested, in or close to combat, ferrying troops
in helicopter operations, advising infantry
while it is battling in the jungles and rice
paddies.

The physical fitness of these American
forces is a matter of life and death necessity.

But there are other operations in the four
corners of the globe, less dramatic, less in
the news, but where fitness is just as crucial.

There are, for example, thousand of selfless
Peace Corps members, working under the
most grueling climatic and other conditions
throughout the world. I've seen them-—
Venezuela, Colombia, Chile, Bragil.

And so, the question may rightly be asked:

In view of these and other illustrations,
where may the youth, who are now in your
gymnasiums, in our neighborhoods, be called
upon to serve 5 or 10 or 15 years from now?
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No one in this audience can predict the
answer.

But this we do know.

(1) The generation in your care must be
prepared to serve anywhere, and to be effec-
tive everywhere, if this country is to endure.

(2) The opposite numbers of our Ameri-
can youngsters, the young men and women
of the Soviet Union, Eastern Europe, main-
land China, North Korea, Vietr.am, and Cuba,
are being trained to fulfill the goals of their
society.

(3) A crucial test has long been shaping
up. It is the test between: (a) the train-
ing democracy gives; and (b) the training
communism demands.

It is the test between their imposed dis-
cipline and our self discipline.

It is a test between their educators and
their educated and ours.

The outcome of this test may not be seen
quickly or even dramatically, But the out-
come will be a wvital factor in deciding the
future of mankind everywhere, and “every-
where” means just that. It means the home
front and foreign fronts.

Only a relatively small proportion of our
youngsters may ultimately have to serve
abroad, either in uniform or as civillans.
The largest proportion may never be called
to the national colors. And in the case of
our young women, relatively few may enter
the Federal service, as such.

But a strong home front is every bit as
important as a strong foreign front. Phys-
ieally fit mothers are just as important, if
not more so, as physically fit fathers.

And the idea of anywhere in this world
has now come to mean anywhere out of
this world, as well. In the vast reaches of
outer space, the young astronauts of the
United States are still in the early stages
of competition with the young cosmonauts
of the US.S.R.

Meanwhile, there is a universal test in
“inner space,” the crucial space in our own
minds. You and I know that a nation
cannot be strong unless it is strong in mind,
in character and in body.

Strong convictions, strong ideas, strong
will, strong muscles—we need them all.

We need whole men and women—well-
rounded, emotionally balanced, fulfilling
their highest potentlal in every aspect of
life. The physical educator joins therefore
with the educators for all of life’s disciplines,
for the arts, humanities, sclence and tech-
nology, in tralning tomorrow’s citizens.

And so, I am here tonight to pledge to
you that this Senator is dedicated to our
goal of victory in this contest with our foe;
to let you know that even if there were not
a Communist adversary in this world, there
is definitely a larger test in which we are
eternally engaged. It is the test of self-
improvement, helping mankind, including
our own countrymen, to realize its birth-
right. I mean a world of peace and plenty, a
world where man vanguishes his ancient
external enemies—poverty, disease, illiteracy,
hunger—and his internal enemies—sloth, in-
difference, selfishness, and ignorance.

And I am here to let you know that I,
for one, feel that you, your profession, your
membership, stand high in the ranks of
those responsible for the very future of our
Nation; that your calling is a noble one; and
that your success is urgent.

And, then, most important, perhaps, I am
here to share with you a view from Washing-
ton as to the Federal Government's role in
enabling you to do your worthy job.

As a U.S. Senator, I am naturally interested
in what the U.S. Government should or
should not do.

But you and I know, that over and above
what the Federal Government does or does
not do, the real challenge is the one con-
fronting State, county, and local govern-
ments.

With but perhaps one or two exceptions,
for example, Teddy Roosevelt, there has never
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been a Chief Executive in the White House,
more deeply or more continually interested
in physical education-physical fitness than
President John F. Kennedy.

The President, his personal family, and his
entire Cabinet family have lived, breathed,
talked, and acted for fitness. And the Pres-
ident will be working with you and the Con-
gress for a comprehensive fitness program
for our country.

Many of the elements of that program
are already beginning to emerge. We should
view these elements as a total program for
the total well-being of our country.

It is not enough that we set up mere seg-
ments of a youth program, the parts should
fit together in a harmonious whole. They
should be balanced, one with the other, so
that we do not *go overboard" along any one
line at the expense of other key elements.

Therefore, I propose what might be called
a "Charter for American Youth.”

It is a charter for their freedom—{reedom
from fear, from want, from deprivation—
physical, mental, economic, or social.

It is a charter to embrace the needs of city
and country, of individual and group, of pri-
vate life and Government.

Few, if any, of the elements of this char-
ter will come as a surprise to members of
this association,

The charter would note that American
youth is entitled to the fullest opportunities
that American society can provide, oppor-
tunities for individual intellectual growth,
for achievement, for productive work, yes
for fitness, mentally and physically, voca-
tionally and avocationally.

Every American youth is entitled to the
dignity which comes from being recognized
as an individual who has something unique
to contribute personally to the world.

But now, let's get specific on the fitness
front.

Every American youth is entitled to a body
as healthy and fit as heredity, medical seci-
ence, physical training, and facilitles can
help make possible.

Every American youth should be encour-

to reach and remain at the highest
level of physical proficiency he or she can
attain and retain.

‘What does this really mean?

It means that in every school the child
must be enabled to meet standards of the
highest physical well-being of which he or
she is capable.

It means that we need more varsity ath-
letes. But far more important, we need to
have a whole youth population which enjoys
physical achievement in Iindividual and
group sports.

The joy of achievement, of cracking one’s
own former record, the thrill of winning
fairly and squarely, or if losing, to do so,
with honor and no regrets—this is what we
want and need.

We need a Nation which is tough, but in
the finest sense of that word; tough, not in
the sense of cruelty or callousness, but tough
in that we do not cringe or whimper before
test, challenge, and adversity.

If the Battle of Waterloo was won on the
playing fields of Eton, the cold war or the
hot brushfire wars, or worse, of the future
can be won in the schools, the gymnasia
and playgrounds of this Nation.

If there is one thing which is fairly cer-
tain, it is that for the rest of our lives, we
are going to face crisis after crisis, challenge
after challenge from international commu-
nism, We are also going to face an almost
unending series of challenges to help the
hundreds of millions of people in the less
fortunate areas of the world.

And we are going to face the challenges of
a home scene which is changing in incredible
ways, some welcome, some unwelcome, but
nonetheless, often unavoidable., Owur schools
are bursting at the seams; so are our play-
grounds, our seashores, our national parks
and other facilities are already overburdened.
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The President’s committee headed by Sec-
retary of Labor Wirtz has warned of the
critical needs for youth employment and
upgrading of youth skills,

Each day, automation is changing and
eliminating jobs. The very locale in which
we live is changing. The central core of
many cities is decaying, the suburbs are
sprawling in every direction.

Existing services for youth are groaning
under rising burdens. But, in our search
to deal with mass problems, we must never
lose sight of the individual.

It was the poet, Edwin Markham, who
wrote: “Why build these cities glorious if
man unbuilded goes? In vain, we build
the world, unless the builder also grows.”

Throughout this entire country, there is,
as you know, a great ferment in primary,
secondary and higher education. There is a
battle to reshape the school curriculum along
many lines, many of which are conflicting
with one another. Vocational, technical
education and training are receiving renewed
attention.

Somehow, weé must find the way and the
means to provide for a better allotment of
resources to the twin goals of mental and
physical fitness. Brain power is our most
valuable resource,

Somehow, we must reshape the essential
values of youth as well as of some elders.

A youngster is certainly not a square (as
he is sometimes called) if he zealously dis-
ciplines his body to peak performance.

And a teacher who devotes his or her life
to physical education is not just a so-called
gym teacher, something different or apart
from or lower than all other types of teacher,
Far from it, you who work to develop the
bodies of our youngsters, and simultaneously,
their minds’ attitudes toward their bodies
have as important a role to play as any in
American education.

It was Ralph Waldo Emerson who said:
“Qur chief want in life s somebody who shall
make us do what we can.”

It is you who help youngsters do what
they can, as much or more, as any other
educator. But now, what of our Federal
obligations? What can the U.S. Government
do? Let me offer a few specific points on fit-
ness, designed to help fulfill the general
points in the charter for youth.

(1) The Congress should provide a new
program on physical fitness, when it ex-
tends and broadens the present national
defense education law. This new title
should provide long-needed financial as-
slstance to the States for the program of
physical education throughout the Nation’s
school system. It takes hard money to en-
able our less advantaged States to come to
grips with physical education needs. There
is no wuse lecturing States to meet the
highest national standards if many of these
States simply do not have the means to do
BO.

Funds are urgently needed for in-service
education of health and physical education
teachers through leadership institutes com-
parable to those conducted for science and
mathematics teachers. Programs of this
type would be the most certain way to im-
prove the fitness efforts of the Nation’s
schools and colleges. Such a plan of insti-
tutes would provide the leadership to improve
programs in physical education, swimming,
recreation, youth conservation camps, and
community schools.

(2) Congress should enact the youth em-
ployment bill. This bill will deal directly
with the twin needs to channel youths’ ener-
gles creatively Into conservation work, in
the great outdoors—on behalf of all of us—
and, urban service projects, on behalf of
other youths.

(3) Both the Federal Government and the
States should move rapidly ahead for the
fullest implementation of the historic re-
port by the Outdoor Recreation Resources
Review Commission. As you know, a Bureau
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of Outdoor Recreation and a Cabinet-level
Recreation Advisory Council have been set
up for the important task of conducting
Federal programs and assisting the States.
There is still immense work to be done in,
by and for the States, as regards fish and
game, park, recreation, and conservation
agencies at all levels of government.

Fortunately, a Citizens Committee for the
Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Com-
mission Report has been formed.

Organizations such as the American Asso-
ciation for Health, Physical Education, and
Recreation should be encouraged to expand
their efforts in outdoor education through
leadership preparation and program develop-
ment. As you and I know, vigorous outdoor
activities having lifelong values contribute
greatly to the sustaining of fitness and
should be included in the curriculums and
programs of schools, colleges, and communi-
ty agencies.

4, Our able new Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, Anthony Celebrezze,
should proceed with his vigorous program of
greater coordination within that vast De-
partment,

Several years of review of the individual
activities of major HEW units has confirmed,
in my judgment, that, unfortunately, in
none of these units is there as strong a focus
for physical fitness as there should be. That
means in the U.S. Office of Education, in the
Public Health Service, and in the Children’'s
Bureau.

The Public Health Service has an impor-
tant role in working with the Nation’s phy-
siclans toward improved physical fitness.
The Natlonal Institutes of Health need to
provide the research leadership which is so
necessary. There must be a focus for fitness
research responsibility.

One meritorious approach would be to
locate a UNESCO Fitness Research Institute
in the United States. No such UNESCO in-
stitutes have as yet been established in our
country. A UNESCO Fitness Research In-
stitute could cooperate with needed research
on a worldwide basis.

(5) The President's Council on Fitness
should be given a permanent statutory man-
date. The council has done an outstanding
job with relatively limited reszources. And
those resources have been doled out in bits
and pieces by other Federal agencies rather
than being requested formally in the Presi-
dent's budget and allocated directly by the
Congress, as should be the case. An annual
process of congressional appropriations di-
rectly to the council would provide a much
needed national dialog on exactly where we
stand, and where we are heading in federally
encouraged physical fitness efforts.

(6) The Federal Government, in coopera-
tion with amateur sports, should take a new
look at our international sports efforts. We,
as a nation, are seriously lagging in these
efforts.

It is 13 years since Congress chartered what
was called the U.S. Olympic Association.
This private organization has done a fine
job in many respects. But our modest U.S.
showing in the Rome Olympics in 1960 and
the poor prospects for Tokyo in 1964, speak
eloquently of the need to reappraise the or-
ganization’s role.

Meanwhile, we need a focus of sports in-
terest in the executive branch. The Presi-
dent's council should be given a broadened
mandate for such a sports focus.

For a number of years, the State Depart-
ment has been in charge of our interna-
tional—I emphasize—international cultural
exchange program. This program includes
funds for exchange of coaches and sports
teams. The Department does so under a
law which I personally sponsored. The ad-
ministration of the law has, by and large,
been competent. TUnfortunately, however,
the funds available for the overall program
have never been increased above the level
they started at; namely, a mere §214 million.



1963

Athletic exchanges, for example, have been
supported by no more than $300,000 in Fed-
eral assistance in recent years. This is mere
pocket money compared to the enormous
sums, spent by foreign governments, on both
sides of the Iron Curtain.

The governing bodlies of American amateur
sports should, of course, continue to enjoy
complete independence and freedom of ac-
tion and should continue to bear funda-
mental responsibility, financial, and other-
wise. The Department of State, as the
spearhead of American foreign policy, should
continue to have responsibility for actual
oversea arrangements. But a relative hand-
ful of experts in the President’s council, such
as its great executive, Coach Bud Wilkinson,
could, if authorized to do so, do a tremendous
job as the center of specialized interest in
amateur sports in the Federal Government,
Right now, no such center exists in a single
domestlc department or agency.

The 1ssue of shortage of funds remains
critical. The U.S. Olympic Committee has
never had a fraction of the financial re-
gources which some countries one-tenth of
our population have made available, on a
continuous, not a once-every-4-year basis.

Now, we are coming close to the 1964
Tokyo Olympics. Once more, we Americans
face the dismal prospect of an 11th hour
crisis in fundralsing by passing the hat.

Recently, I have explored the issue of
whether or not a direct, one-time appro-
priation of $1 million might or should be
made for pre-Olympic purposes. The Ama-
teur Athletic Union has urged a specific
Federal grant. Other observers have em-
phasized that it is inconsistent for Uncle
Sam to pay the expenses of an American
coach or of a small team going overseas for
a binatlonal or regional meet, while ignoring
the most crucial international contest of all,
the Olympics.

But very frankly, there is strong appre-
henslon in some quarters over a possible
Federal grant for the Olympics. There is a
feeling that even with the best of inten-
tions, even with, as envisioned, independent
administration of the funds by the U.S.
Olympic Committee in cooperation with
other amateur bodles, a Federal grant might
be undesirable. Traditionally, the National
Collegiate Athletlic Assoclation has felt this
way, against Federal assistance for our U.S.
Olympic effort.

The Congress respects, and rightfully so,
the judgment of the U.S. Olympic Commit-
tee, the AAU, the NCAA, the National
Athletic Intercollegiate Association, the U.S.
Track and Field Federation and other groups.

I know of no one in the Congress who
presumes to tell these expert groups about
detalled lssues to which they and their dedi-
cated sports personnel have devoted entire
lifetimes.

But the Congress does have an inferest in
and responsibility to all 180 million of us.
Like the President, the Congress has watched
with concern the long family quarrel in ama-
teur sports. It applauded the President's
sound decision, designating General Mac-
Arthur to serve as impartial arbitrator of
the quarrel.

Now that there has at least been agree-
ment on a moratorium in the dispute, Mem-
bers of the Congress turn to the cruclal issue:
What will amateur sports now do affirm-
atively? What will it do about broadening
the base for American sports talent in every
hamlet of our land? What will amateur
sports do about the persistent financial
problem? Will sports leaders set up, as I
have urged, the equivalent of a national fit-
ness foundation? WIill amateur sports set
up a real, continuing, Olymplc development
program which is adequately financed? Yes,
amateur sports has the ball. No one outside
amateur sports wants to or expects to take
the ball from it.
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But this Nation must not sit idly by while
we proceed to take another beating in the
Olympiecs in 1964 or in 1968.

The time has come for deflnitive action.
The hour is already desperately late as re-
gards preparing athletes for the competition
in Tokyo. The time to begin with a broad-
gauged long-range Olympic program is now.

Our international athletic showing is but
one phase of our country's fitness interest.
But it i1s an important phase.

The charter for youth should be a blue-
print for victory—victory at home and
abroad.

The victory will be forged in every gym-
nasium and playground of our land, or it
will not be fully achieved.

You and I will be hearing further from
the President of the United States, both on
the fitness and sports fronts. I will not pre-
sume to predict what the President will do
or say and when. Issues relating to the
Olympics have received and are recelving his
personal attention. It can be stated with
certainty that the President intends to work
with amateur sports for a strengthened 1964
and a longer-range Olympic effort.

Your President regards the great Tokyo
and other sports events as a real frontier in
their own right. He wants America to
achieve excellence in that frontier.

Athletic excellence in every school in the
land is a worthy goal, and we can achieve
it.

As I stated at the outset springtime is
the herald of life’s fulfillment. Springtime
is a charter of nature's excellence.

Let us by our deeds write a charter for our
boys and girls, of which we and all those who
follow after us, will everlastingly be proud.

[From Sports magazine, June 1963]
THE U.S. ATHLETIC PRESTIGE Is SLUMPING, SAYS

THE SENATOR—IN AN ATTEMPT To BOLSTER

It, HE OFrFERS A UNIQUE PROPOSAL: WE NEED

A Nationar OLYMPICS

(By Senator AerAnaM A, RisicorF with Harry
Paxton)

Every 4 years the United States sends
squads of fine athletes to the Olympic games,
Many of these athletes win important gold
medals, and people at home, scanning the
sports headlines, often assume the United
States is scoring a sizable overall victory.
When the results of all Olympic events are
added up, however, they tell another story
to the world at large. An unhappy story for
us. In the last two Olympic games—1956
and 1960—we finished a distant second to
Russia in the unofficial team point stand-
ings.

The reason, of course, is that our victories
are concentrated in only a few of the 20
sports on the Olympic program—sports with
big followings in this country, sports such
as track and field, swimming, and basket-
ball. But the other events count just as
much, It adds as many points to the team
score to place first—or second, third, fourth,
fifth, or sixth—in a bicycle or canoe race as
in the 100-meter dash. A victory on the par-
allel bars or with the saber is as important as
a diving championship. A men'’s fleld hockey
championship scores the same as a basketball
championship.

Many of the other natlons excel at sports
that are little known in the United States.
The Russians show strength in almost every
form of Olympic competition. They have
been turning out Olympic squads of much
greater balance and depth than ours, which
is why they now can boast that they are
the No. 1 country in world athletics.

Some people say it couldn't matter less.
They say there are much graver questions for
us to worry about than whether we succeed
in winning at games. I say that in the
troubled state of the world, today, our inter-
national prestige is important. Anything
that enhances the stature of the United
States in the eyes of other nations is worth
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supporting. I think it is vital for us to put
the first man on the moon. I think it is also
important for us to be first again in the
Olympic games,

We must get more American boys and
girls interested in the so-called minor sports.
To bring this about I propose we have a Na-
tional Olympics every year. It would attract
thousands of new participants in the minor
sports and from them would come future
Olympic champlons.

At the same time, such a program would
serve to promote physical fithess among our
young people. This is a critical need, as I
can testify from firsthand knowledge. Until
I resigned last year to run for the Senate,
I was Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare in President Kennedy's Cabinet.
One of my assignments was to head the
President’s Council on Youth Fitness. In
this role I soon learned that we have a seri-
ous problem. Very few of our young people
engage regularly in sports, Many get no
exercise at all, A shocking percentage can't
even pass simple tests of fitness.

No country does more than we do for its
star athletes in the major sports. They
receive excellent conditioning and coaching
and equipment. They are applauded and
publicized. But these advantages come to
only a fraction of our youth. For the ma-
Jjority who don’t make varsity teams, there
is little incentive to look for healthy exercise
in other sports activity.

To be sure, anybody who is absolutely
determined to keep himself in good physical
condition can manage it on his own, He can
do it through systematic home calisthenics,
for example, or by taking long walks daily.
But most Americans, unfortunately, are
allergic to exerclse for exercise’s sake. Body-
bullding activity becomes more palatable if
it can be made fun. There is extra zest if
it takes the form of a competitive sport.
The average athlete, however, wants to com-
pete in a sport that has prestige. This is
what s0 many of the Olympic events lack in
this country. We can build prestige for
them by promoting them every year as part
of a U.S. Olympics.

This would bring out many young men—
and women, too—who would like to get
into athletic competition but never had the
opportunity in high school or college. We
could say to the lean, agile 150-pounder who
was cut from the football squad: “You have
a chance to represent your country in gym-
nastlcs, to win points that will help make
your country first in the Olympics.” The
boy who wasn't fast enough to run the mile
might develop the stamina to win walking
races, The kid who wasn't rugged enough
to box or wrestle might have a natural talent
for fencing.

I'm sure there are thousands of athletes
sitting idle who would be outstanding per-
formers In these unfamiliar sports If they
could be encouraged to try them. As it is,
they probably don't even know that the op-
portunities exist. This goes back to the fact
that these sports get almost no recognition
or publicity.

As a result, each has only a comparative
handful of devotees in the United States.
Did you realize that although almost every
American rides a bike at one time or an-
other, there are barely 2,000 who compete
in cycling races? It's thé fame in water
polo, an exciting aquatic blend of basket-
ball and football. In canoe racing, which
is just as challenging and demanding as the
better known sport of rowing, there are less
than 200 active contestants. In field hockey,
which is primarily a girls’ sport in this
country but a male event at the Olympies,
our manpower is virtually nonexistent. The
type of boy who enjoys football or ice hockey
could do well at this game. And he would
find there is nothing sissy about it.

In fencing, gymnastics, volleyball, weight-
lifting and other minor sports our talent
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supply 1s numbered in mere hundreds or
thousands. We must make them all more
popular, and we need an annual Olympics
to do it.

I don't mean to imply that establishing a
U.S. Olympics would solve the problem all
by itself, or that nothing else is being done
to improve the situation. Each of these un-
sung sports has its dedicated leaders who
are doing thelr best to keep their game alive
and to expand it. The Olympic Develop-
ment Committee has been striving to arouse
interest at the school and college levels,
The Amateur Athletic Union is doing mis-
slonary work in this field.

All these efforts are valuable, and there
will be a continuing mneed for this sort of
grassroots promotional work—the more of it
the better. But these worthy people can
accomplish only a limited amount because
they are operating under a blanket of obscu-
rity. It's very hard to interest youngsters
in sports they never hear about. What
better way could there be to focus attention
on the obscure sports than to attach the
glamor of the Olympie label to them—not
just once in 4 years, as at present, but every
year?

There are already annual national cham-
pionships being held in each of these sports.
But hardly anybody knows the competition
is taking place. The winners get brief
mention at best on the Nation's sports pages
and In sportcasts. Often they are lgnored
completely.

Although sports editors may not feel these
events have individual news value, it would
be different if they were all brought to-
gether in one big and distinctive package.
Considerable coverage could be expected of
such an unusual and diversified athletic
spectacle.

The U.S. Olympics could either supplement
or replace the existing national competition
in the various sports. In any case, it should
be the climactic event. First there would be
& series of State and regional eliminations.
Public interest over the participants would
gradually build up. Then at the end of the
summer, perhaps during Labor Day week,
would come the finals. A different city
would play host each year.

The list of Olympic events runs as follows
for the 1964 summer in Tokyo: basket-
ball, boxing, canoeing (men’s and women’s),
cycling, equestrian, fencing (men's and
women's), fleld hockey (men), gymnastics
(men's and women's), judo, modern pentath-
lon, rowing, shooting, soccer, swimming
(men's and women's), track and field (men's
and women's), volleyball, water polo, weight-
lifting, wrestling (freestyle and Greco-Ro-
man), yachting.

Two of these events probably couldn't be
included each year in a national Olympics:
yachting, which calls for a large expanse of
water sultable for sailboat racing; or the mod-
ern pentathlon, which includes among its
requirements a b5,000-meter steeplechase
riding course with 30 jumps. But that
wouldn't hurt our chances in the worldwide
Olympic games in these events because there
is considerable sailboat enthusiasm in this
country and a special pentathlon training
program is being conducted with the help of
the Armed Forces.

Other events, I suggest, should also be left
out of a U.S. Olympics. They would be the
sports that » are already major—notably
basketball, swimming, and track and field
(with the possible exception of certain track
and field events that are in the stepchild
category—the marathon, the hop-step-and-
Jump, and race-walking). The major sports
should continue holding their own separate,
well-publicized championships. If you bring

-them into the national Olympics every year,
then it will be the same old story again.
They will hog the headlines and the glory.
This would defeat the whole purpose, for the
idea is to bring the obscure sports out of the
shadow.
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Who would run these annual U.S. Olympile
games? Who would pay for them? I do not
belleve that all the answers must come from
the Government. That's the Russian way in
athletics, but it isn’t our way. I believe the
National Olympics should be organized and
conducted by the existing amateur athletic
groups in this country. Any differences be-
tween them, such as the recent friction be-
tween the National Collegiate Athletic Asso-
clation and the Amateur Athletic Union,
should be subordinated to this vital effort.
A logical coordinating body for the program
would be the U.S. Olympic Committee.

These private groups, working in harmony,
could do every year what they now do only
in Olympic years. It would mean a lot of
extra work, They would need extra help.
I would hope that enough public-spirited
citizens would volunteer thelr services in
order to get the important job done.

As for financing, the money should come
from private donations, as it does when we
send a squad to the world Olympics. There
would then be an annual need for this sort
of giving. Again, I would expect enough
people to respond.

One possible source of funds would be
the many private foundations that have been
established to finance projects that will pro-
mote the national well-being. Some of these
foundations have been running out of
worthy causes to sponsor. They might be
persuaded that a U.S. Olymplcs was a mat-
ter of urgent public interest—which I sin-
cerely believe it to be.

I hope it Isn't too late to go ahead and
stage the first National Olympies in 1963.
This would give us a better chance of re-
capturing world Olympic supremacy from
Russia at Tokyo in 1964. If the detalls can't
be worked out in time this year, then no
effort should be spared to launch the pro-
gram in 19656—and continue it every year
thereafter. This is a must if we are to create
sustained interest in the many international
sports that the average American hears about
only during the regular Olympic years—if
then.

As I said earlier, the program will pay
off in terms of national physical fitness, too.
If our champlon bicycle sprinters and fenc-
ers and gymnasts begin to get Olymple-style
recognition, then many youngsters who are
not now in athletics will be inspired to take
part in these sports and others of similar
minor stature. Only a few will ever win
Olympic medals, of course, but all will
benefit in bodily well-being. The Nation
will benefit too, for stronger citizens mean
a stronger America.

[From Amateur Athlete magazine, April
1963]

SPORTS APPROPRIATION SOUGHT TO MEET THE
GROWING CHALLENGE IN INTERNATIONAL
ATHLETICS, THE AMATEUR SPORTS GOVERNING
Bopies MusT HAVE FINANCIAL AID

(By Louis J. Fisher, president of the AAU)
The Fourth Pan American Games are

scheduled for Sao Paulo, Brazil, April 20-

May 5. In these important athletic contests

for the Western Hemisphere we can expect

a preview of the 1964 Olympic games at

Tokyo.

Your Amateur Athletic Union is proud to
be the U8, governing body for the following
teams which will represent our country: bas-
ketball, boxing, gymnastics, judo, swimming,
synchronized swimming, track and field, wa-
ter polo, weight lifting, and wrestling.

GET THE JOB DONE

Never has the importance of international
sports competition been more succintly
stated than by the President of the United
States in his personal message to the mem-
bers of the AAU at the time of the dedication
of AAU House. President Eennedy pointed
out: “The United States faces a stern chal-
lenge in its international prestige in the years
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ahead, and one of the tests by which we
shall be judged will be the performance of
our men and women in the demanding
arenas of athletic competition. You have
a real responsibllity for meeting this chal-
lenge.”

The words of the President of the United
States represent a mandate to the AAU and
other organizations to get the job done, and
to get it done successfully.

Although this challenge may appear fright-
ening to many persons in the United States,
I have confidence in our union that we will
be successful. The presidential statement
should go far in shocking many people in
this country out of their lethargy and smug-
ness.

No longer is it possible for an American
to walk out on the track, step into the box-
ing ring, take his mark at the starting line
of a swimming race, dribble a basketball
onto the court, ete., and expect to win with
anything less than his finest effort.

A SEVERE CHALLENGE ABROAD

To maintain our prestige in international
competitions—starting with the important
Pan American Games—we begin what I like
to term “a new era In world sports.”

From what I have seen of the track and
field athletes at the European championships
and in our recent indoor track meets, the
wrestlers competing in the world champion-
ships in Toledo, the West German and Jap-
anese swimmers in our national champion-
ships, and the impressive Soviet basketball
team, I know how severe is the challenge
that faces us.

Furthermore, I am convinced that we have
the greatest reservoir of raw, unharnessed
athletic manpower and womanpower of any
natlon in the world. The problem facing
this country today is how to get the greatest
use out of our raw material,

It bears repeating again and again that
the amateur sports in the United States are
conducted by recognized sports governing
bodies affiliated to international or world
governing bodies. There are 18 separate
and distinct amateur organizations affiliated
with world bodles comprising the Olympic
games program. The AAU is a member
of nine different bodles; the others represent
a single sport.

AMERICA VERSUS THE WORLD

The success of the United States in in-
ternational competitions, world champion-
ships, and "the pan-American and Olympic
games depends on how well these amateur
sports organizations can carry out the man-
date of the President of the United States.

We all recognize that world conditions
are changing. All nations are emphasizing
amateur athletics more than at any previous
time in history. The prowess of foreign
athletes continues to improve by leaps and
bounds. Frankly, the Unlted States must
be ready to assume a challenge from the
entire rest of the world.

How prepared are we for the challenge?

The answer cannot be stated simply in
terms of raw materials, desire, know-how,
and the past history of our athletes “com-
ing through when the chips are down.”

As I see it, this is a program which faces
187 million Americans.

There is no doubt in my mind that the
United States is well prepared physically and
mentally to face the challenge.

I am equally aware that the United States,
the richest Nation of all, is not equipped to
handle the financial burden of prosecuting
the case which has been turned over to the
amateur sports tions of the United
States by our President in Washington.

This can be a shocking statement that the
United States is not prepared financially to
meet the challenge.

Senator Huserr HumPHREY, of Minnesota,
in recent speeches on the floor of the U.S.
Senate has made frequent references to this
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challenge which our great Nation faces. And
it is with this thought in mind that the
AAU recently presented a plan for the con-
sideration of the gentleman from Minnesota
(to be passed on to the other Senators and
Congressmen in Washington) to give finan-
cial aid to the existing sports governing
bodies in the United States.

APPROFRIATION ASKED

Our plan is a simple one. We pointed out
that the Canadian Government annually ap-
propriates $5 million for the promotion of
physical fitness and organized sport in their
country. These funds are used to help send
additlonal logical contenders to national
championships, as well as to finance Canadian
representatives to world championships.

In the plan we presented to the Senator
we ask that $500,000 be appropriated im-
mediately to help the existing sports govern-
ing bodies carry on a broader program in
order to accomplish the mission entrusted to
us by the President.

The AAU pointed out that with $500,000,
the 18 sports governing bodies would be able
to financially assist with travel expenses
more than double the number of men and
women now aided in appearing in our various
national championships. Also, the govern-
ing bodies would have ready funds to send
their strongest teams to the world champion-
ships scheduled for this year.

We shall awalt developments in the Na-
tlon’s Capital.

Another fact that bears frequent repeat-
ing is this one: “The amateur sports govern-
ing bodies in our country use amateur sports-
men to administer and develop our athletes
and athletic teams for international competi-
tion. It is a matter of record that these
amateur sportsmen who carry on thelr work
as an avocation also have been responsible
for financing the sports without any out-
side ald and assistance.”

Never let it be thought that the AAU and
17 other sports bodies are looking for a Gov-
ernment handout or a Government subsidy.
However, your president of the AAU feels
that now is the time that we must recognize
the challenge facing this country and that
positive action must be taken at the highest
levels to assure that America shall be rep-
resented in the coming international com-
petitions with our strongest representatives.

The challenge has been issued by our
President.

The challenge has been accepted by the
recognized sports governing bodies, hope-
fully with the backing of the U.S. Govern-
ment.

The challenge is everybody’s business.

AMATEUR ATHLETIC UNION
OF THE UNITED STATES,
OFFICE OF EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
New York, N.Y., February 28, 1963.
Hon. HUuserT H. HUMPHREY,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SeEnATOR HUMPHREY: I have enjoyed
reading your article in the Parade magazine
entitled “Why We Must Win the Olympics,”
and I persue carefully your presentations in
the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD. Your leadership
in the Congress for physical fitness and
amateur athletics is a service of far greater
value to our country than most people real-
ize. A combination of greatly increased
numbers of amateur athletic competitions
and physical fitness practices will do more
for this great Nation of ours and for the
soclety In which we live than any other
government project or even a combination
of projects. This can be accomplished for
a very small amount of money. I believe
the other leaders in the Congress will quickly
support a sound plan to help the U.S.
amateur athletes do a service for their
country.

Mr. Senator, you may know that the Gov-
ernment of Canada appropriated $5 million
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for physical fitness and amateur athletics
for Canadians. This appropriation is ad-
ministered by special grants for physical
fitness projects and amateur athletic com-
petitions conducted by the various govern-
ing bodies of amateur sport in Canada. Some
practical ground rules in the use of this
money are that the governing bodies of each
sport on the Olympic and Pan American
agenda are allocated a sufficient sum to pay
one-half of the expenses of leading amateur
contenders to participate in the national
championships. Each sports governing body
in Canada Is also provided with a sufficient
amount of money to send a national team
to world championships and to selected U.S,
champlionships. This procedure is only a
step in the right direction but it has pro-
vided a tremendous incentive for the youth
of Canada. Today we see Canadian run-
ners like Bruce Kidd and Bill Crothers lead-
ing our American champlons to the tape.

Mr., Senator, the President of the United
States as well as yourself and many other
great leaders of our country have been talk-
ing about doing something to assure that
the United States will remain among the
world leaders in amateur athletics including
the Olympic games. We have heard the
valid statement that amateur athletics is the
greatest common denominator of the youth
of the world. It has been sald that to be
second in the Olympic games has a more
disastrous efiect on our U.S. international
image than to be second in the space race.
I do believe this is true because international
sports is a day by day, year after year ac-
tivity; whereas the space race only hilts the
highlights on special occasions.

There has been some thought given to a
future master solution to improve the op-
portunities for physical fitness programs and
competitive amateur athletics for our youth.
But, Mr. Senator, help is needed now. Our
country cannot wait., If our great athletes
and the volunteer sports organizations that
supervise and conduct amateur athletics are
not given the help which they richly deserve,
the Russians will reign supreme in the 1964
Olympic games. I submit, Mr. Senator, that
you must not wait for a great super organiza-
tion—a utopia. Right now there are es-
tablished organizations in the United States
in every sport with years of experience who
are set up for doing the job. They have been
doing it for years on a shoestring. You have
a fencing league, a skiing assoclation, a
cycling union, and other groups as well as
our Amateur Athletic Union which has the
responsibility in several sports.

All of these groups have everything but
enough money.

In the Athletle Projects Branch of our
State Department you already have the ve-
hicle to provide limited help to our sports
governing bodies to send U.S. teams into
international competition. Our U.S. Olym-
pic executive director can give the Athletic
Projects Branch of our State Department the
exact number and kind of athlete that will
comprise our Olympic team. I believe it im-
perative that something immediately be done
besides talk. I suggest that we emulate 'to
a degree our good neighbor to the north and
provide one-half the cost for a limited num-
ber of U.S. competitors to participate in na-
tional championships. I suggest that you
propose funds for national champions in
Olympic sports to enter each annual world
championship or selected international com-
petition. This procedure greatly enhances
the U.S. international image and would pro-
vide us with a base of experienced interna-
tional competitors for our quadrennial Pan
American and Olympic games.

Our athletes will do thelr share. They
need assurance that if they work hard and
make the necessary personal sacrifices to
prepare themselves, they will definitely then
have the opportunity to prove themselves in
national and world champlonships. This can
be done for less than $500,000 a year. Please
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don’t walt to take the chance of our great
country being humiliated in the 1964
Olympics with the idea that after the 1964
games we may have a better plan. Let us
do something now to keep us on top in 1964
even as we study for Improvements after
1964,

I can assure you that the devoted volun-
teer workers of the U.S. sports governing
bodies will do far more than their part. I
well know the personnel of the Amateur
Athletic TUnion of the TUnited States,
and also I know from personal experience
and contact that the other major sports gov-
erning bodies have the same dedicated lead-
ership as the AAU. As an individual edu-
cated for the service of my country at West
Point, I had always thought that no group
of individuals could even come close to the
dedication of West Point graduates. I was
wrong. The volunteer leaders across the
country of our sports-governing bodies be-
long in the same category. Year after year
they give their time, money, and strenuous
efforts to help young amateurs in physical
fitness and competitive amateur athletic pro-
grams. This is done with little or no recog-
nition but with the thought that this is
something they can do for our country. They
are not walting “to see what the country can
do for them", they are doing what they can
every day.

Mr. Senator, the citizens of our great
country and our dedicated amateur athletes
will do their part. Will you help the Con-
gress to do its part and propose something
similar to the help that the Canadian Con-
gress gives Its amateur athletes? We need
action now—not just more talk of what is
needed in the future,

Respectfully,
Downawp F. Huir, Executive Director.
A MmnimuM Pran To Keer THE UNITED STATES
IN CONTENTION FOR THE 1964 OLympic
GAMES

(Enclosure to letter to Senator HUMPHREY)

1. a, Thousands of capable U.S. athletes
would train diligently if they had the assur-
ance of some help when they prove them-
selves to be worthy contenders. A large
number of dedicated U.S. amateurs who have
the ability to be a winner for the United
States in international competition never
achieve their potential because they cannot
afford to spend their own money to travel to
the site of the U.S. championships. Many
other U.S. athletes of great potential never
even make the effort to train because they
know that even if they did their part in pre-
paring themselves, there is no provision for
the expenses incident to parteipating in
national championships.

b. Clubs, schools, industry and individuals
can be motivated to help if there is assurance
of some positive assistance, The average cost
of transportation, room and meals for a
contender to participate in the national
championships is $200. If our top contend-
ers could be assured that $100 of this cost
was deflnitely avallable to assist In their
participation in the national championships,
local friends and organizations would pitch
in and do their share. This counterpart
type of assistance would have a healthy
result. It would stimulate great interest
and increase amateur athletic competitions
100-fold. We should assure the participation
of at least two worthy contenders in U.S.
national championships for each place on
the Olympic team. In other words, if we
were authorized to enter three U.S. athletes
in an event on the Olympic agenda, we
should assist six potential Olympians to the
national championship of their event each
year. There are about 450 places for U.S.
winter and summer Olympic team members.
'To guarantee that 900 worthy contenders for
these positions were provided one-half their
expenses to their respective national cham-
pionship would require $90,000 annually.
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2. The U.S. champlons in every event on
the Olympic agenda should be sent into
world championships each year to represent
our great country. The average cost to equip
U.S. champlons with identifying travel and
competitive uniforms, transportation, and
rooms and meals at the site of the world
championships would be approximately $850
per man. An annual expenditure of 382,500
would send our U.S. champions in the 450
positions on the U.S. Olympic teams to world
championships where they would not only
reflect credit to the United States in such
annual competitions, but would provide us
with the base of experienced international
competitors for our quadrennial Olympic
teams. This totals $472,600 annual expendi-
ture for actual athletes expenses. You
should perhaps add 10 percent for adminis-
trative and managerial costs. This oppor-
tunity would motivate so much increased
competition amrong our athletes that the ex-
penditure would be returned 100 times in
value. For this small amount in 1963 and
1964 this country can be of first-class
representation in world competition, in the
1963. pan-American games, and the Olympic
games of 1964.

8. The U.S. State Department already has
its Athletic Projects Branch as an agency
whereby these funds could be dispensed to
the respective sports-governing bodles for
the use of the athletes as indicated. A spe-
cial appropriation for the above amount
should be Iimmediately made avallable
through the State Department to utilize in
accordance with the above plan.

4. It must be realized that this action is
only a provisional stopgap to carry the United
States through the 1964 Olympics. Between
now and November 1864, a plan should be de-
veloped to do a more thorough job following
the 1964 games. It is time that we in the
United States stop making excuses as the
athletes of other nations defeat—not our
best, but the few who can afford to com-
pete. We should not make the unproven
claims that foreign countries fully subsi-
dize their athletes. If the Government, in-
dustry, and the people of the United States
would glve our athletes the recognition and
provide the opportunities that are provided
in other nations, our great U.S. amateur
athletes would surpass any nation and ex-
cuses would not be necessary. Plans for the
future should be big to match the size of
the hearts of our great competitors and the
image of our great country. The $5 million
that Canada appropriated could well be made
avallable by our Government annually. In-
dustry and individual contributors should
duplicate this or more. With an annual
plan of sizable appropriations beginning in
1965 we can maintain U.S. supremacy in
amateur athletics without fear of any of
the challenges with which we are faced.
However, if we do not do something now
even to the small degree indicated in para-
graphs 1 and 2 above, we may be so far
behind in 1964 that we can never catch up.

AMATEUR ATHLETIC TUNION OF
THE UNITED STATES, OFFICE OF
ExEcUTIVE DIRECTOR,

New York, N.Y., March 17, 1963,
Hon. HuperT H. HUMPHREY,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SEnaTOR HUuMPHREY: Thank you for
your nice letter of March 7 and your kind
remarks therein. I would always do every-
thing humanly possible for amateur athlet-
les. I sincerely believe that participation
in amateur athletics is most important to
the welfare of the Natlon. I am further
convinced that our standing in the interna-
tional sports arena is very important to our
world prestige.

Your observation concerning objection to
-the idea of the direct financing of our Olym-
pic effort is absolutely right. The U.S, Olym-
plc Committee will have to mobilize strong
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private support to finance our team's entry
into the Pan-American and Olympic games.
I believe that the American public will
answer their call.

However, the suggestions that I have pro-
posed to you in no way duplicate the U.S.
Olympic effort but will enhance the U.S.
national and international sports plcture
in the period between the Olympic games.
This will indirectly strengthen our Olympic
team and could prevent us from being hu-
miliated by the Russians in Tokyo in 1964.
I do not suggest any major new sports leg-
islation. My suggestion Is to take whatever
action may be necessary to increase the State
Department’s very modest program by ap-
proximately $500,000 this year and next year
for the specific purpose listed.

Believe me, sir, the governments of Japan,
Russia, Italy, Canada and many others are
providing millions to their amateur sports'
governing bodies to improve the health of
their nation and to prepare for a first-class
effort in the 1964 Olympics. I would not
want our great country to be left behind.
I believe that our youth, our present leaders
and the heritage of our forefathers deserve
no less an opportunity.

I should make myself available for any
study or discussion that you suggest as U.S.
amateur athletes deserve concrete assurance
now that the leaders of the country are
behind them.

Sincerely,
Dowarp F. HuLL,
Ezecutive Director.
EXCERPTS OF LETTER OF MAY 16, 1963, OF THE
NaTIONAL COLLEGIATE ATHLETIC TION

The members of our executive committee
and council are listed on this letterhead and
in session, April 24-27, 1963, they unani-
mously voted to oppose Federal financial
aid for the purposes of subsidizing the ad-
ministration or conduct of amateur ath-
letics in the United States. The reasons set
forth by the executive committee and coun-
cil follow:

1. Historically and traditionally our coun-
try has maintained a separation of sports and
government.

2. Private enterprise and initiative are
avallable to finance amateur sports; Federal
subsidy will dampen and deter this vital and
all-important element.

3. The U.S. Olymplc Committee tradition-
ally has opposed Federal financial assistance
and, in recent years, specifically asked that a
bill be withdrawn which would have granted
Federal aid to the Olympic movement.

4. The MacArthur plan has been deemed
a satisfactory solution to the current unrest
in track and fleld until after the 1964 Olym-
pic games; the introduction of the gquestion
of government-in-sports might well raise
other issues which would disrupt the cur-
rent peace achieved by General MacArthur.

The record of the contribution made by
NCAA member institutions to amateur ath-
letics in this Natlion is unmistakably clear.
I speak of the construction and maintenance
of facilities; the development and the em-
ployment of coaches; research for the ad-
vancement of training and coaching tech-
niques; the management of local, conference,
regional, and national meets and tourna-
ments for the development of the most
highly skilled competitors; and the training
and qualification of many of our finest
athletes for international competition, In-
cluding the Olympic games.

‘WALTER BYERS,
Ezecutive Director.
WHITE COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
Searcy, Ark., April 18, 1963.
Hon. Huseer H. HUMPHREY,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

My Dear SewaTror HumpHREY: You will

probably be interested in two clippings which
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reflect the impact in this section of your
Parade magazine article (Jan. 6, 1963), en-
titled “Why We Must Win the Olympics.”
The tear sheet from the White County
girls’ basketball tournament program book-
let contalns an editorial concerned with
some of the problems and questions your
article raised. The clipping is from the April
18 issue of the Arkansas Gagzette, and glves
further evidence of our recognition of the
truth contained in your Parade story.
We greatly appreciate your Interest in this
very important situation.
Yours very truly,
W. E. Orr,
County Supervisor.

[From the Arkansas Gazette]
EDITORIAL

The January 6, 1963, issue of Parade mag-
azine carried an article by Husert H. HoM~
PHREY, U.S, Senator from Minnesota, entitled
“Why We Must Win the Olympics.” The
Senator had the word "must” underlined.

Senator HuMPHREY'S two lead paragraphs
read as follows:

“The Russians are feverishly building to-
ward what they expect to be a major cold
war victory in 1864: a massive triumph in
the Tokyo Olympics. They plan not only to
beat us, but do it decisively, while the whole
world watches.

“You may ask what the Olympiles have to
do with international politics. Make no mis-
take about it, the relentless struggle between
freedom and communism embraces almost
every level of life from spacemen to sprinters.
Because the Russians understand this, they
have converted the once-idealistic Olympic
games into an idealogical battlefield.”

Senator HuMPHREY goes on to give some
concrete advice as to how the prospects for
the United States can be improved. We are
particularly interested in point No, 6: “We
should encourage our girls and young women
to participate in sports. They have been
taking a drubbing in the Olympics from
Soviet women."

The Senator's phrase “taking a drubbing"
is putting it mildly. They have been taking
an unmerciful beating—and the women's
events count in the total scores, It hasn't
even stopped with the last Olympics. Re-
cently a Russian girls’ basketball team in-
vaded the United States to play some of our
best clubs, They won every game. Even
Wayland College and other AAU standouts
were smothered.

Once Arkansas was a leader in girls’ sports.
Our AAU basketball sextets won national
championships, Every school had a sextet
and every county had a girls' track meet.

Now, at a time when it is important to our
world prestige, we give up girls' track
entirely and our girls' teams become fewer
and fewer.

We belleve the Senator from Minnesota
has given us a definite goal, one far more to
the point than much of our anti-commu-
nistic mounting. This is a thing we can do,
and the ball might as well start rolling right
here in White County as any other place in
the country.

W. E. Orr.
[From the White County girls basketball
program |
WHITE COUNTY SCHOOLS REVIVE GIRLS' TRACK

WesT Point, April 17—White County, long
a girls’ basketball stronghold, will stage its
first girls’ track meet since 1951, here Friday.
Seven squads have announced their intention
of participating. Both junlor and senlor
divisions will be sponsored,

Those in charge of the meet say that their
decision to revive girls’ track is an outgrowth
of the concern over the poor showing made
by United States women during recent years
in the Olympic games,
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EMMET JOHN HUGHES AND “THE
FRENCH RECIPE FOR FOLLY":
HOW TO SPIKE THE WHEELS OF
U.S. FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, un-
der the unhappy title of “The French
Recipe for Folly,” the noted writer Em-
met John Hughes has just written an
article which demonstrates the power of
the press—for better or for worse—in
international affairs. Mr. Hughes' essay
appears in the current issue of Newsweek.
It is a gratuitous, and unfortunate slap
at a great nation which is one of our
strongest allies and partners. Accord-
ing to Mr. Waverley Root, the article
has accomplished the miracle of rally-
ing the French press wholeheartedly be-
hind the regime of Gen. Charles de
Gaullee. Why? Because in the words of
the normally anti-Gaullist Combat, Mr.
Hughes' article not only “attacks General
de Gaulle most violently but, what is
worse, France.”

Mr. President, I deplore this kind of
journalism. I am saddened and de-
pressed by the whole climate of Franco-
American relations as it is portrayed in
the American press. Nothing could be
less helpful, in my opinion, than the
kind of reporting which feels it has to
pit President Kennedy in a personal duel
against General de Gaulle or which mag-
nifies out of proportion every tactical
difference between French and American
policies. As one American citizen who
entertains an abiding respect for France
and the French Government, I want to
register my protest against the argu-
ments of Mr. Hughes. I do not wonder
that his article rallied the French news-
papers behind their national leader. I
share their dismay over words which
have dealt a setback to fransatlantic
partnership. Let us hope that diplomacy
can repair the damage caused by jour-
nalistic petulance.

It is inconceivable, Mr. President, that
the Newsweek article represents the con-
sensus of American thinking about
France or French leadership in Europe.
Not long ago I was asked by Mr. Jean-
Jacques Servan-Schreiber, the distin-
guished publisher of L'Express in Paris,
to answer a number of questions con-
cerning France, Europe, and the pro-
spective course of world affairs. In my
replies I took a position which differs
both in tone and content from Mr.
Hughes' article. A substantial portion
of my answers appeared in L'Express of
June 27. I ask unanimous consent that
the full text of my replies be printed at
this point in the Recorn. It would be
most encouraging to feel that my posi-
tion, rather than that of Mr. Hughes, was
closer to the thought of most Americans.

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

ANSWERS TO M. SERVAN-SCHREIBER, L'EXPRESS,
Par1s, BY HuBerT H. HUMPHREY

Question. What do you expect from France
in the next 10 years?

Answer. I expect France to reassert her
leadership In world affairs. She has already
asserted it in the postwar economiec and
technical renaissance of Europe. Her politi-

cal genius, which has survived all domestic
and foreign difficulties, is indispensable to
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the development of a modern democratic so-
ciety. Through her ideals of liberty, equality,
and fraternity, revolutionary France changed
the face of autocratic Europe in the 18th and
19th centuries. We, too, profited from the
best in the French revolutionary heritage.
In the same way I expect that the republican
idealism of modern France will leave its im-
print on every corner of the world.

In the postwar era, Europe experienced the
unifying influences of men like Monnet and
Schuman. France was the fountainhead of
the movement toward European unity—unity
in both the economic and political dimen-
sions. France made unforgettable contri-
butions to European reconstruction after the
most damaging war in human history.
Throughout the 1950's, however, the prestige
of France declined. Internal confusion at
home was one of the products of incessant
warfare in the Far East and North Africa.
General de Gaulle made his outstanding con-
tribution by ending the Algerian war and
grappling effectively with economic and po-
litical instability at home. Some of his
positive achievements, however, have been
partially offset by a resurgence of French
nationalism, an apparent reluctance to em-
brace supranationalism in Europe, and a
marked coolness toward the existing organi-
zation of NATO.

But now France has caught her breath
and regained her strength. She has an op-
portunity to devote this newfound strength
to the political union of Europe, to the con-
solidation of the Atlantic Community, to the
development of a strong and free democracy
at home, and to an open and constructive
attitude toward the underdeveloped world.
As a friend and admirer of France, without
whose help our own country could not have
gained her independence, I cherish the hope
that she will match her economic and tech-
nical progress by creative political leader-
ship In the international sphere.

Question. What in your view will be the
principal difference between the last decade
and the next?

Answer. The Second World War left a
world dominated by two great powers: the
United States and the Sovlet Union. The
decade of the 1950's saw the gradual diffusion
of two-power control. The next decade will
be characterized, I believe, by a plurality of
power centers. For Instance, I see no pros-
pect of an early rapprochement between
Moscow and Peiping. The “monolithic
unity” of the Communist bloc Is an archaic
myth to which no one even bothers to pay
lipservice any more. As colonial issues re-
cede in importance, the uncommitted na-
tions will respond more and more to di-
vergent national and regional interests. In
the more developed world, a revived Europe
will come into its own as an equal partner
of the United States. The challenge to
democratic statesmanship will be to show
that the fundamental unity of the demo-
cratic nations.will be strengthened, rather
than weakened, by the broadening of inde-
pendent strength in the West.

There is no question that the next decade
must see a rise in the standard of llving of
the underdeveloped areas, France, Europe,
and North America have an unprecedented
opportunity to expand the distribution of
goods and services throughout the world.
The 1960's must become the worldwide
“decade of development” which President
Eennedy called for in his historic address
to the United Nations. Without a funda-
mental improvement in trade relationships,
the decade of development may never get
off the ground. Such an improvement must
be our common goal in the years ahead.

Question. In what domain do you think
that France will have an essential role to
play in this next decade?

Answer. The answer to this question will
depend on the kind of France we have. My
hope would be that France will promote the
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movement toward a united Europe which
will live in intimate political and economic
partnership with the United States, the
Western here, and other democratic
nations. I would hope that France will con-
tinue its splendid record of assistance to the
new nations of Africa and that it will make
an increasing contribution to the success of
the Alliance for Progress in Latin America.

Question. Should a united Europe be the
top priority, or is another task more urgent?

Answer. The creation of a united Europe
is certainly a matter of top priority, but a
united Europe cannot exist in a vacuum.
If the dream of European unity is to have
meaning, a united Europe must have fruit-
ful relationships with the rest of the world—
especially with the United States and the
awakening nations of Asia, Africa, and Latin
America. This is an essential element of
Europe's resumption of international leader-
ship, and it is essential to the emerging na-
tions in their struggle to compete successfully
and peacefully in the 20th century. So I
would hope that the new Europe will be
outward looking, not inward looking, and
that 1t will struggle to meet the problems
and needs of the presently underdeveloped
areas. I wish to emphasize this point because
Europe, In many Instances, understands the
concerns of its former colonles far better
than does the United States. That is why
the European contribution to our joint efforts
for world betterment is of such transcendant
importance in the years ahead. I believe the
task can be performed more effectively by a
United Europe than by a Europe whose pow-
ers are dissipated by superfluous nationalism.

Question. Do you think that Prance can
influence the policies of the U.S.S.R. and of
the United States of America and, if so, how?

Answer. As a general proposition, the best
way for a nation to exert influence is to ad-
vocate ideas and policles which offer the
promise of solving problems and meeting
needs. France is In a unigue position to
perform this task. She is a large and dy-
namic nation. Her proposals command in-
stant attention in the world. Since there
is no major problem involving the United
States and the U.S.S.R. which does not at
the same tlme involve the Interests of
France, I cannot conceive of any movement
in these areas which would not be signifi-
cantly influenced by France's position.

History is a helpful, if not Infallible, guide.
Throughout modern history the French Na-
tion has had an extraordinarily close rela-
tionship with Russia and Eastern Europe. I
recall that Czar Alexander III, of Russia, the
most powerful despot of his time, once stood
bareheaded while a band played the “"Mar-
seillaise.” This was part of the price he pald
for the Franco-Russian alllance prior to
World War I.

Is it too much to hope that France can
reassert her special influence in Eastern
Europe? I think not. France has demon-
strated her renewed vitality. General de
Gaulle has shown that he is impervious to
the rocket rattling of the Kremlin leader-
ship. He was a staunch ally of the United
States during the Cuban crisis of last Oc-
tober. The Communist leaders have reason
to respect French influence and to profit
from French civilization; by the same token
they have no good reason to fear France as
they profess to fear West Germany. France,
in short, has a continuing opportunity, under
General de Gaulle's direction, to play a con-
structive role in the settlement of East-West
differences. His concept of the Soviet Union
as a European power with interests peculiar
to Europe could be an extremely helpful one
in both the economic and political fields.

I for one would welcome France as a part-
ner in the dialog between the United States
and the Soviet Union.

Question. Do you think that France will be
one of the nations in the next 10 years to
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invent a system which will be neither cap-
italist nor Communist and, if so, what will
it be?

Answer. I doubt that the word *capital-
ism” has any clearcut meaning today except
through the distorted lenses of Communist
dogma, Certainly France today has an eco-
nomie system which is neither capitalist nor
Soclalist, let alone Communist. The en-
lightened French system combines state
planning with a wide area reserved for pri-
vate initiative. This system has been largely
responsible for France's dramatic economic

gress in the last decade. It has many
similarities with the regulated free enter-
prise which prevails in the United States,
but there are important differences as well.
I would say that the organization of the
French economy reflects your country’s age-
old experience with centralism. It is organi-
cally linked with a tradition that has been
passed on from generation to generation
since the days of Louis XIV.

In the United States, Franklin Roosevelt
and the New Deal created a new form of
society which also 1s nelther capitalist in
18th century sense nor Soclalist nor in be-
tween. It is a sul generis—certain to evolve
in the future but equally certain to differ
from the French, the European, or the Com-
munist models. I hope for a high degree of
cross-fertilization between your country and
mine. The experiments of France in demo-
cratic planning have supplied the mixed
soclety with new technigues and wvaluable
new tools. With their help, we can build
further on the foundations of that mixed
soclety which were developed a generation
ago In the agonies of the depression.

Question. What in your view would be the
best nuclear policy for France to follow?

Answer. Although I understand the argu-
ments which have led the French Govern-
ment to develop a national nuclear deter-
rent, I continue to believe that the policy
of separate national deterrents is a tragic
mistake. The proliferation of nuclear weap-
ons among a multiplicity of states can only
increase the chances of world catastrophe.
The development of nuclear weapons and
means of dellvery consumes vital resources
like a ravenous and vicious animal. These
resources are needed for the soclal and eco-
nomic development of all mankind. It is
illusory to argue, as some have argued, that
an effective independent nuclear force can
be developed cheaply. My hope would be
that further experience with nuclear mat-
ters—with the monetary, human, and social
implications of these terrible weapons—will
convince France that the best hope for secu-
rity and peace lies in a unified Atlantic
deterrent.

My own country has made proposals as to
the form this unified deterrent might take.
I do not argue that these proposals consti-
tute a perfect or final solution. What is
needed now is the contribution of the French
political mind to the harmonization of the
Western nuclear deterrent with the legiti-
mate security requirements of each mem-
ber of NATO. NATO cannot afford to see its
members “go it alone” in the nuclear sphere.
Neither can it afford hastily concocted and
dublous compromises. I continue to hope
that a way can be found which will earn the
confidence of our allies and sustain the
credibility of the deterrent.

Question. If you were invited to speak to
the youth of France, what would you like
to tell them?

Answer. I would say that we are all living
in one of the most perilous, most exciting,
and potentially most creative epochs of hu-
man history. I would tell them that, in my
judgment, the movement of history is toward
a pluralistic and democratic world; that
Chairman Ehrushchev’s dream of a world of
“monolithic ideological and political unity,”
as he put it in his speech of March 8 to the
Bovlet intellectuals, is both narrow and obhso-
lete; that the forces of pluralism are already

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

so strong that within the Communist em-
pire itself they are shattering the universal-
ism of Communist dogma and Communist
discipline; that the future belongs to men
who are modern enough to control and de-
velop science and technology, who are strong
enough to defend the institutions of the
open society, who are mature enough to
acknowledge the legitimate diversity of a
pluralistic world, who are courageous enough
to advance boldly toward the challenges of
the future, and who are free enough to think,
talk, write, and speak according to the dic-
tates of their intelligence and their con-
sclence. This would be my message to the
youthful citizens of a country whose best
days are still ahead of it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. In closing, Mr.
President, let me repeat something I
said in connection with President Ken-
nedy’s visit to Germany last month. On
June 26, I made the following remarks
in this Chamber:

Mr. President, let us not be juvenile. Let
us not sow discord where harmony of pur-
pose should prevall. Let us bring into the
open the problems which beset the Atlantic
Alliance * * * but let us beware of chipping
away the mortar of the world’s greatest al-
liance through sensationalist reporting. In
other words, what is needed is a discourse
* * * among the leaders of the free world
on how best to perfect the Atlantic Alliance
and how to make it stronger politically,
militarily, economically, and ideologically.

These words still hold, Mr. President.
I trust that the opinion molders in this
country will emphasize a more positive
approach than is exemplified by the
Newsweek article. The whole tone of
the Franco-American discourse has to
be raised several notches before we can
anticipate a substantial improvement in
this vital aspect of U.S. foreign relations.

The tone of some of the comments
which have come from some commen-
tators and political officers in the Re-
public of France also need a much more
affirmative and positive tone than they
have had to date. It is the only way I
can see in which we can improve the
situation and come to a better under-
standing between our two great coun-
tries.

FOREIGN AID—INADEQUATE EXE-
CUTION OF MANSFIELD AMEND-
MENT

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the
third subject I wish to discuss this after-
noon, during my daily comment on my
opposition to the foreign-aid bill in its
present form—although I hope it will be
possible to vote for a suitable foreign-
aid bill when the measure comes to the
floor of the Senate—is the inadequate
execution of the Mansfield amendment.
It is only out of my desire to continue to
make a record of suggestions for improv-
ing the bill that I make these daily
speeches.

It should be evident from my remarks
about the foreign-aid bill over the past
weeks that I no longer have any belief
in the tinkering, trimming approach to
the fat boy. Clearly, the time has passed
for the plastic surgery which used to help
blur the unlovely contours of the awk-
ward creature. Surgery of a more dras-
tic nature is obviously required.

Today I want to give another concrete
reason for my loss of faith in the ability
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of the executive branch to recast its
anachronistie foreign-aid structure.

Senators know that we who are mem-
bers of the Foreign Relations Committee
have made many attempts to compel the
executive branch to recast the foreign-
aid program into a manageable one, with
specific goals and objectives. We have
tried to promote an examination of basic
philosophical premises about foreign aid,
and indeed, to find out whether such
fundamental tenets actually exist.
Prominent among such efforts has been
the Mansfield amendment.

The distinguished senior Senator from
Montana [Mr. MaNSFIELD], our majority
leader, in 1959 took the fine initiative
of securing the acceptance of section
503(c) in the Mutual Security Act of
1954, as amended. This section directed
the executive branch to present concrete
plans for reducing and terminating bi-
lateral grants of economic aid in the de-
fense support and special assistance
categories.

For those who have lost their way in
our decade-long game of semantics, I
s_hould note that these categories have
since joined together under the title of
supporting assistance; when the latter
is combined with military aid the two
are entitled strategic assistance. Per-
haps I should also say that a ginkgo
blossom “by any other name would smell
as sweet.”

Now just where do we stand 4 years
after the notable initiative of our re-
spected majority leader? I fear the an-
swer is: In pretty much the same old
place.

CHANGES SINCE 1960

Both reports delivered in response to
section 503(c) are depressing reading,
and I shall spare Senators the pain and
boredom of having to hear lengthy
quotations from the unclassified version.
Suffice it to say that much of the latter
is devoted to a pedestrian defense of
grant aid—although the Mansfield
amendment contemplated no such eva-
sion in directing that a specific plan be
made for ending that aid in recipient
countries.

Thus we read, for example, that:

Against this background, the overall pur-
poses of the defense support and special
assistance programs are sound. * * * To
reduce or end the requirements for grant
ald by altering or abandoning the goals of
such aid is a concelvable but not an ac-
ceptable approach,

In other words, it is all right for Con-
gress to have conceptions, but the execu-
tive branch in its majesty and wisdom
does not have to pay any attention to
them.

The mistake we made in the Mansfield
amendment was putting in the words,
“insofar as practicable,” when we asked
that specific plans be worked out for
ending supporting grants.

In a blaze of honesty, the unclassified
report of 1960 revealed that the Agency
for International Development had no
real intention of eliminating the defense
support aid to the five countries which
received about 75 percent of that aid in
1960. It comes as something of a shock,
therefore, to discover that two of the five
are not receiving supporting assistance
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today. But I beg Senators to withhold
their tears for the plight of those two
countries—there are many other cate-
gories of assistance, and our two friends
together are scheduled to receive a total
approaching half a billion dollars in the
coming fiscal year, not including the
Public Law 480 program.

I wish I could name the two countries.
But the aid they are currently receiving
is designated “top secret.” It is classi-
fied material. However, in this classi-
fied material we have the story of the
subterfuge in the foreign aid bill. The
fact remains that those two countries
will continue to get about half a billion
dollars in the coming year, not including
Public Law 480 funds. Thus we see that
the Mansfield amendment was ineffective
in reducing aid to these two countries.

After virtually excluding 75 percent of
the economie grant program from serious
consideration, the executive branch re-
port of 1960 grudgingly saw a possibil-
ity of ending grant aid over a 5-year pe-
riod in 10 countries receiving something
over half the remaining 25 percent.
Here there has been some progress: nine
were on the list for this aid in fiscal
1962; this year only four are getting
these grants. I think there is some rea-
son gratefully to ascribe this progress to
the change of administrations downtown.

Next, we turn to the list of eight coun-
tries which the executive branch con-
sidered as being subject to reduections.
And we find that five of the eight are
still firmly entrenched in the supporting
assistance category. In short, we were
not promised much in 1960, and we have
not gotten much reduction today.

As for the remaining small grant pro-
grams, the executive branch scarcely
bothered to think about specific reduc-
tions. Despite its unwillingness to con-
template change, changes did occur, and
six of nine listed areas are not now on
the supporting assistance list. On the
other hand, new candidates have ap-
peared to vitiate the meaning of this de-
velopment. Indeed, the executive branch
E;:gclassiﬂed report forecast this in not-

Moreover, new needs for grant ald are likely
to arise. The grant method of economic
assistance * * * has been an essential in-
strument of forelgn policy and, in an uncer-
tain world, promises to remain so.

We were thus told that foreign aid
administrators expect to give grant aid
as long as the world situation remains
uncertain. Under such ecircumstances,
the American taxpayer might start look-
ing to the Almighty for relief, since he
would be unlikely to get it on this earth.

I do not want to minimize the impor-
tance of the Mansfield amendment.
Without it, I daresay we would have
made no progress at all. And we have
made some, but small, progress.

On the face of it, we seem to have re-
duced the total of that assistance quite
substantially. In fiscal year 1960 the
actual appropriation for defense support
and special assistance totaled $940 mil-
lion. In contrast, the appropriation for
supporting assistance in fiscal year 1963
mounted to only $395 million. That
looks like real, if slow, progress.
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CONGRESS MUST GO FURTHER

But stop a moment and consider the
end result. By the time the executive
branch completed its normal mystifica-
tions—including recoveries, carryovers,
transfers, and uses of contingency
funds—the total for supporting assist-
ance in the fiscal year 1963 had risen to
roughly $550 million. Moreover, the re-
quest for this supporting assistance cate-
gory for the forthcoming fiscal year has
gone up to $435 million. The book-
keepers give and they take away in a
dazzling display of paperwork.

But when the foreign aid hill is ana-
lyzed, the incontrovertible fact remains
that the administration is not carrying
out the spirit and the intent of the Mans-
field amendment. I answer again today
the question that is often put to me:
“Senator, where would you cut?” I
would cut here. In my judgment, this
proposal for the assistance program
should be cut drastically in the bill.

The central question is, Where are
we heading? My answer is that we do
not really know. To the degree that sup-
porting assistance has declined in
amounts, we have turned to the cate-
gories of development grants and loans
to fill up the kitty. The latter category
appears to fulfill the desire of the Con-
gress and the American people for a pro-
gram of recoverable loans. Yet all indi~
cations are that the loans in time will
turn out to be grants.

Meanwhile, the token interest
charges—three quarters of 1 percent
that Congress charged on many loans
of ten years, during which the recipient
country has not paid a single red
cent—almost uniformly less than the
cost of the money to us—do little to
satisfy my concern over the direction
the program is taking.

Mr. President, I frankly doubt that
the present means of distinguishing
categories in the foreign aid bill amount
to very much at all. The bill reminds
me of a half-inflated balloon: we
squeeze one spot, and another bulge ap-
pears. I am inclined to believe the time
has come to apply the needle to the
balloon, to collapse it, and to build a
better structure with better materials.

Our experience with foreign aid
makes it overwhelmingly clear that the
executive branch bureaucrats will al-
ways perform marvels in evading the
intent of Congress so long as they are
given any latitude whatsoever to do so.
Four years have passed since the Mans-
field amendment, and we still find our-
selves being asked to authorize close to
a half a billion dollars of a kind of aid
we had every right to believe would have
disappeared entirely by now. I submit
that the time seems to have come for
the Congress to flex its flabby muscles
and create the kind of program it be-
lieves the President should carry out.

Mr. President, on Friday, I shall dis-
cuss what I believe we should do after
the collapse of the balloon. I think we
should start all over in the foreign aid
program, and should grant foreign aid
only on the basis of merit and only on
the basis of a procedure which will pro-
tect the American taxpayers, for under
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this bill they are being taken for a ride,
and the time has come to stop the
runaway.

TRANSMISSION AND DISPOSITION
OF ELECTRIC ENERGY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the un-
finished business be temporarily laid
aside, and that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Calendar No. 238, Sen-
ate bill 851.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

There being no objection, the bill (S.
851) to amend the act authorizing the
transmission and disposition by the
Secretary of the Interior of electric en-
ergy generated at Falcon Dam on the
Rio Grande to authorize the Secretary of
the Interior fo also market power gen-
erated at Amistad Dam on the Rio
Grande was considered, ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, was 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 section
1 of the Act of June 18, 1954 (68 Stat. 255),
be amended as follows:

(a) In the first sentence of section 1
change the phrase “Falcon Dam, an interna-
tional storage reservoir project” to read
“Falcon Dam and Amistad Dam, interna-
tional storage reservoir projects”, and change
the word “project”, the second place it ap-
pears, to read “projects”.

(b) In the second sentence of section 1
change the word “project” to read "projects”.

{¢) In the fourth sentence of section 1 of
sald Act, strike the balance of the sentence
beginning with the phrase “in order to make
the power and energy generated at said proj-
ect” and substitute: “for the integration of
the Falcon and Amistad projects and in
order to make the power and energy gen-
erated at said projects available in wholesale
quantities for sale on fair and reasonable
terms and conditions to facilities owned by
the Federal Government, public bodles, co-
operatives, and privately owned companies.”

Mr., MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 257), explaining the purposes of
the bill.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of the bill is to authorize
the Secretary of the Interior to dispose of
the power to be generated at the Amistad
Dam as he now does with Falcon Dam power.
It further authorizes the construction of the
necessary transmission lines to integrate the
transmission of the two projects for a more
effective operation.

The bill was submitted and recommended
by the Secretary of the Interior.

The Amistad Dam was authorized for con-
struction and operation by the International
Boundary and Water Commission on July 7,
1960. The construction schedule calls for
completion of the dam and the first two
units of the powerplant early in 1968. These
two units will have a generating capacity of
82,000 kilowatts. When all five units are
completed the ultimate generating capacity
will be 80,000 kilowatts.

In the interest of efficlent operation and
disposition of the generation of these two
projects and in order to give the Bureau of
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Reclamation ample time to contract for the
disposition of the power, the committee rec-
ommends the enactment of 8. 851.

ADDITIONAL FACILITIES FOR RE-
SEARCH AT STATE AGRICUL-
TURAL EXPERIMENT STATIONS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous corisent that the pending
business be temporarily laid aside, and
that the Senate proceed to the consider-
ation of Calendar No. 268, House bill 40.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

There being no objection, the bill
(H.R. 40) to assist the States to provide
additional facilities for research at the
State agricultural experiment stations
was considered, ordered to a third read-
ing, was read the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 288), explaining the purposes of the
bill,

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

SHORT EXPLANATION

This bill provides for the appropriation of
funds to be apportioned among the States
for the construction of research facilities at
State agricultural experiment stations. Use
of Hatch Act funds for such construction is
now authorized by section 4 of that act; but
only very limited use of such authority has
been made, partly because such funds are
available only on an annual basis and States
have been unable to accumulate sufficient
funds for major capital outlays. Grants
under the bill would be available for 3 years.

Grant funds would be apportioned under
the act to States—

(1) One-third equally among the States;

(2) One-third on the basis of rural popu-
lation; and

(3) One-third on the basis of farm popula-
tion.

All Pederal grants would have to be
matched by at least equal sums from non-
Federal sources.

HEARINGS

In 1962 hearings were held on H.R. 12712,
which is identical to H.R. 40, by the sub-
committee in charge of this legislation. Fav-
orable testimony was presented on behalf of
the Department of Agriculture and the ex-
periment station section of the legislative
committee of the Association of State uUm-
versities and Land-Grant Colleges. There
was no opposition to the bill.

CONSIDERATION BY HOUSE COMMITTEE ON AGRI-
CULTURE AND DEPARTMENTAL APPROVAL
Attached are excerpts from the report of
the House Committee on Agriculture (H.
Rept. 271, 88th Cong.) further discussing
the need for this legislation.

A very substantial part of the tremendous
progress which has, in the past few decades,
made American agriculture the most efficient
in the world, is due to the research work
which has been carrled out jointly by the
U.S. Department of Agriculture and the vari-
ous States in the State agricultural experi-
ment stations. Since 1887, when the Hatch
Act was enacted, this work has been carried
out cooperatively between the States and the
Federal Government, with State funds at
least matching the funds made avallable by
the Federal Government. A very large part
of the Department’s agricultural research is
conducted in these State experiment stations.
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Since this cooperative research program
has been in operation for more than 70
years, and most of the experiment stations
were established early in the program, many
of the bulldings, laboratories, and other
facllities are far from modern. Many of
them, constructed primarily for research in
agricultural production, are not suitable for
research Iin the utilization of agricultural
commodities, for the basic research Increas-
ingly necessary to develop new wuses, nor
for employment of the advanced techniques,
equipment, and methods which have become
available in recent years.

In 1955, Congress recognized the urgent
need to improve and modernize the physical
facilities of the State experiment stations
and amended the Hatch Act (7 U.S.C. 361d)
to authorize the use of funds appropriated
thereunder “for the purchase and rental of
land and the construction, acquisition, al-
teration, or repair of buildings necessary for
conducting research.”

For several reasons this authority has not
been used. Traditionally, Hatch Act funds
have been used almost exclusively for re-
search operations and not for facilities.
There is no requirement in the existing law
of approval of facility construction in ad-
vance by the Secretary in order to avoid
duplication or unnecessary expenditures.
There is no authority in the existing law
for funds allotted to a State to be carried
over from one fiscal year to another, making
construction of a major facility with match-
ing funds virtually impossible. For these
reasons, among others, the Department of
Agriculture has not requested nor has the
Congress appropriated any funds specifically
for the purpose of research facllity construc-
tion and improvement, although Congress
has clearly recognized the need for such a
program,

This bill will provide the specific author-
ization and guidelines for cooperative Fed-
eral-State action in bringing about much
needed modernization and improvement of
the physlcal facilities for research at the
State experiment stations.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
NOON TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate concludes its session today, it ad-
journ to meet at 12 o'clock noon, to-
mMOrrow.

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

CIGARETTE ADVERTISING

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
yesterday, in response to the torrent of
critical commentary and in anticipation
of the forthcoming report of the Surgeon
General's Advisory Committee on Smok-
ing, senior representatives of the six ma-
jor cigarette manufacturers met under
the aegis of the Tobacco Institute, re-
portedly to institute far-reaching re-
forms of industry-advertising behavior.

At approximately 3:30 p.m. yesterday
afternoon, George V. Allen, president of
the Tobacco Institute, emerged from this
historic conference to issue a statement.

I regret to report that the tobacco in-
dustry lion labored and brought forth
a mouse.

The statement read as follows:

I wish to restate and reafirm the Tobacco
Institute’s position that smoking is a custom
for adults and that it is not the intent of
the industry to promote or encourage smok-
ing among youth.
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Because there has been some misunder-
standing and criticism of the industry on
this point, the institute has offered the fol-
lowing suggestions, applicable to cigarette
advertising in all media for the attentlon
of its members:

(1) Cigarette advertisements should be
characterized by good judgment and good
taste.

(2) In keepilng with the position of the
industry that smoking is a custom for adults,
cigarette advertisements should not give a
contrary impression.

(3) Persons featured In advertising should
be, and should appear to be adults.

(4) Television and radio programs and
other media whose intent is directed par-
ticularly to youthful audiences should not
bo sponsored or used.

(6) Good Judement in program content
rather than arbitrary restriction of sponsor-
ship to certain hours of the listening or
viewing day, should be the determining fac-
tor.

It will be recalled that on June 19, I
stated that a number of Individual com-
panies of the Institute had decided to dis-
continue college advertising and promotional
actlvities.

The detalls of implementing the insti-
tute's suggestions are of course matters for
the declslon of individual companies. The
institute itself does not moniltor or regu-
late the advertising of its members.

Mr. President, it is certainly a re-
markable occasion when the leaders of
six great American corporations convene
in Washington—not to consider smok-
ing as a health hazard, for no word
suggesting health or the absence thereof
intrudes upon the face of the state-
ment—but simply to preserve inviolate
a cherished national custom: adult
smoking.

What broad code of self-regulation
does the Tobacco Institute adopt to
achieve this end? The individual exer-
cise of “good judgment and good taste.”
None of us, I am sure, oppose the revolu-
tionary application to cigarette adver-
tising of “good judgment and good
taste.” I am, unhappily, confident,
however, that each company’s concept
of taste will be governed by its own eco-
nomic interest.

Let me cite an example: Several
months ago I addressed to President
Robert E. Kintner, of the National
Broadcasting Co., a letter in support of
the courageous attack by former Florida
Governor, Leroy F. Collins, now pres-
ident of the National Association of
Broadcasters, upon tobacco advertising
aimed at young people.

Mr. Kintner's reply to my letter was,
in part, as follows:

So far as the commercials themselves are
concerned, they neither appear in programs
designed specifically for children, nor in our
judgment do they make special appeals to
children. On the contrary, the typical ap-
proach of these commercials, we believe, is
general in theme and competitive in direc-
tion, depicting the pleasure of smoking and
emphasizing the particular virtues of the
advertised brand. We do not regard the
appearance of sports figures in cigarette com-
mercials—the only specific Governor Collins
mentloned—as representing a speclial appeal
to children, any more than their appearance
in commercials for various other products,
such as hair lotion; these personalities are
universally popular figures throughout the
population, particularly with men, and it
seems to us that their use in commerclals is
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normal and proper. We would ourselves re-
ject tobacco commercials that we felt were
designed to appeal directly and specifically
to children, but there has been no need
to do so, since no such commercials have
been proposed to us, nor do we think they
are likely to be.

Surely, Mr. Kintner’'s standards of
judgment and taste are no more debased
than those of his cigarette advertisers.
I, therefore, conclude that under the
standards set forth by George Allen there
will be no change whatsoever in the form
or content of cigarette advertising. And
I am reinforced in this conclusion by Mr.
Allen’s promise that the matter of adver-
tising reform should be left entirely to
“the decision of individual companies.”

What was the purpose of this much-
heralded convention of tobacco men?
What did they hope to accomplish by
this pallid pronouncement? I suspect
that it was motivated by a desire to head
off Government regulation by providing
a show of industry responsibility, In-
stead, it was a vivid demonstration of the
paralysis of industry responsibility.

It was, in addition, an ostrich-like
action. The American law courts are
moving inexorably toward cigarette
manufacturer liability to lung cancer
victims, and it is not at all unlikely that
the only course open to the industry, if
it is to avoid a torrent of future success-
ful lawsuits, is to issue frequent and ap-
propriate warnings to its customers.

More than that, it is apparent to vir-
tually all nonindustry observers that
radical changes must be forthcoming in
the marketing of cigarettes if cigarette
sales are to be permitted to continue.

We do not expect an industry to pre-
side at its own dissolution, but we expect
realistic answers to fundamental chal-
lenges.

Mr. President, for 13 years the tobacco
industry has defaulted its responsibili-
ties. If any further yardstick of the in-
dustry’s incapacity to order its own
house was needed, it was furnished by
yesterday’s exercise in futility.

RAILROAD LABOR DISPUTE

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
earlier today the distinguished senior
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse] de-
livered a very thoughtful and construc-
tive address on the current situation
pertaining to the labor-management dis-
pute on the American railroads. As one
other Senator who is deeply concerned
about the problem, I add only a few
words. Both management and labor—in
the present instance, the carriers and the
railroad brotherhoods—are on the verge
of jeopardizing a long-established policy
of negotiation and collective bargaining
under the Railway Labor Act which pro-
vides for responsible voluntary action
within the law. I cannot believe that
management and the brotherhoods de-
sire compulsory arbitration, thereby per-
mitting Government to impose its will
without the voluntary acceptance of the
interested parties, nor can I believe that
management would desire to see the
Government of the United States engage
in taking over the properties under an
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act of law to prevent a national emer-
gency.

Mr. President, I hope that these great
forces in our political, economic, and so-
cial life in relation to management and
labor will soberly reflect upon the situa-
tion that is before us. The issue that is
now being discussed and debated has
been before the parties for almost 4
years. It is more than an economic
issue. It reprecents jobs, but it also
represents the impact of automation up-
on an industry or an area of our econ-
omy. In a very graphic manner it
poses a problem of what we should do
to protect individuals, their job rights,
and their job opportunities when auto-
mation or a technological change and
development may very well adversely af-
fect the employment opportunities and
rights of the individual.

Regrettably, we as a country and
American industry and American labor
as factors or sectors in our economy have
not fully faced up to the challenge of
automation. I am sure that one of the
great needs today is for a White House
conference, for lack of a better descrip-
tion, on the economic and social impact
of technological change and automation
upon industry, the employees or workers,
and the national economy. Such a con-
ference is long overdue. Possibly the
current situation may precipitate more
thoughtful consideration of the overall
long-range aspects of the implications
of automation and technology upon the
American economic system.

I urge upon those who have the re-
sponsibility for the negotiations that
they take a careful look at what might
happen if a strike situation develops
and the public welfare of our Nation
is threatened. Management—the car-
riers—have a responsibility which goes
far beyond merely accepting the recom-
mendations of presidential boards and
commissions. We are dealing with hu-
man beings. We are dealing with local-
ized situations. We are dealing with a
great national industry, the transporta-
tion industry. We are also coming to
grips at the present time with patterns
of labor-management relations that have
been established for a half century or a
century.

Therefore great tolerance, a sense of
accommodation and adjustment to hu-
man needs is required on the part of
management, and management needs
clearly to understand that. Likewise
the workers must understand that there
have been changes that have come about
in the railroad industry and other aspeects
of transportation. Those changes can-
not be ignored.

It is inconceivable to me that men who
are capable of organizing a great trans-
portation industry, organizing workers
and managing the railroads—the great-
est railroad system in the world—should
find themselves incapable of negotiating
the differences that now exist between
the carriers and the brotherhoods. I
hope that they do not feel that there is
more wisdom on questions of intricate
industrial and human relations problems
in the Congress than there is in the pri-
vate sector of the economy. Therefore
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I would strongly urge that the workers,
the brotherhoods in the present instance,
fine, long-established, highly respected
organizations of railroad workers, recog-
nize the pitfalls that can be found in
seizure.

If seizure of the railroads should be
authorized by law, it could well mean
that the Government of the United
States would be placed in a situation of
compelling men to work against their
will and of imposing rules and regula-
tions by edict or fiat.

Seizure is no answer for the workers.
Seizure is surely no answer for industry.

We believe in respect for private prop-
erty, but private property must also have
respect for human rights.

I have said to those who have come to
see me, “If this dispute is forced into
these Chambers for settlement, you are
opening up a Pandora's box of trouble
for both industry and labor.”

The American system is on trial, and
we must prove to ourselves and to the
world that responsible management
and responsible trade unionism—in
this instance responsible carriers with
tremendous investments in vast facilities
and responsible brotherhoods with hun-
dreds of thousands of members—can
bring to bear upon a complex economic
as well as technological problem their
will and their intelligence. We must
prove we can make the necessary ad-
justments and compromises through ne-
gotiation, conciliation, and collective
bargaining to bring about a sensible
settlement.

I refuse to believe that the Congress
of the United States knows more about
operating railroads and about labor-
management relations within the rail-
road industry than the managers, the
carriers, and the workers.

I have the feeling that both sides in
this dispute think they will get a better
deal from the Congress. But both sides
cannot get a better deal,

I have the feeling that the carriers
think compulsory arbitration may be im-
posed upon the workers. I remind the
carriers that compulsory arbitration also
would apply to them. While compulsory
arbitration may well satisfy in this par-
ticular instance and in this particular
dispute, it would establish a precedent
which could literally erode away and
corrode the very base of collective bar-
gaining.

I remind the workers, in this instance
the brotherhoods, that if they are looking
to the Government to seize the railroads
and thereby to have a benevolent and
friendly Government do for the workers
what management was unwilling to do,
they may very well be sowing the seeds
of destruction of their trade unions, of
their brotherhoods. These words have
been expressed privately in conference.

I appeal now for good sense and good
judgment, because the American people
will not stand to have this Nation para-
lyzed by a transportation tieup.

I remind workers and industry that
compulsory arbitration could lead to the
elimination of all free collective bargain-
ing in key industries. It is not only the
railroads which are involved in this dis-
pute. While some people would like to
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confine the dispute to its narrow limits,
I say that every act of Congress estab-
lishes a precedent for another act.

Perhaps we shall be forced to make
these tough decisions. If we are, we
shall have to remain here to do the best
we can.

I remind the American people and the
participants in the disputes that hurried
or quick action on a subject as meaning-
ful, as involved, as far reaching as sei-
zure and compulsory arbitration will not
take place here in Congress. There will
be no quick action, because there are
men in this body and in the other body
of the Congress who feel strongly on
these matters.

If the situation comes to a strike—if
the dispute should end up with the car-
riers imposing new rules and the rail-
road brotherhoods refusing to work—
there will of course be only one alterna-
tive, that is, to come to the Congress for
new powers. If the dispute is brought
here for a quick and final resolution, I
say, “You are being misled. Do not ex-
pect such a quick and final solution.”
There are men of strong feelings and
conviction on these issues. They will de-
mand to be heard.

More importantly, for those who feel
that the Congress has a unique wisdom
in these matters, I say also, “take an-
other look at the problem.”

Mr. President, I have not read the
news clipping which has just been hand-
ed to me, but I have been aware of the
fact that there have been consultations
going on at the White House this after-
noon. Some of us were there earlier to-
day.

At 4 o'clock this afternoon labor and
management met with the President. I
am hopeful that the proposal which the
President put before the labor-manage-
ment group was accepted. It was a pro-
posal, as I understand it, which included
a special committee of labor, manage-
ment, and Government to investigate
into the facts of this situation once
again, and to report to the President
and the Congress. In the meantime, the
carriers would withhold the imposition
of new rules and the brotherhoods would
restrain from refusing to work.

Now let us see what this news clipping
says.

President Kennedy announced late today
that raill unions and management had ac-
cepted & new proposal that would prevent a
railroad strike until at least July 29.

I am delighted. I cannot say how
happy this news makes me.

Earlier today—at about 3 o'clock—I
was in consultation with the Secretary
of Labor. I had hoped that somehow
or other this might come about. I met
with some of the railroad brotherhood
representatives this afternoon. After
these meetings, it seemed to me that
good sense could prevail I am most
gratified that it did.

The date has been postponed at least
to July 29. This will give the American
people, the executive branch, the Con-
gress, management, and the brother-
hoods an opportunity to take a sober and
serious look at the implications of a
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breakdown in collective bargaining—a
breakdown that the counfry cannot af-
ford in terms of its economic growth, a
breakdown the country eannot afford in
terms of national security and national
well being.

I think my remarks are rather timely.
If I recall what we were discussing
earlier—and I may have to stand cor-
rected, since this is a very brief note I
have just read from the newsticker—it
was a committee of not less than six
representing Government, management,
and labor, to be called upon by the
President to reexamine all the facets of
this dispute and to report to the Presi-
dent and the Congress.

That committee would consist, I be-
lieve, of the Secretary of Labor, the Sec-
retary of Commerce, the President of the
American Federation of Labor-CIO, and
one of the officers of one of the brother-
hoods, probably Mr. Harrison, of the
railroad telegraphers, and two members
of management. This comes from the
Labor-Management advisory panel to
our Government.

Mr. President, I hope that is the sit-
uation. These details may be found to
be inaccurate, because we have been con-
sulting all day long, as have the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the majority
leader, the Senator from Alabama, and
other Senators and Members of the
House of Representatives.

My voice calls out for reason. I re-
member when the distinguished former
majority leader, and now Vice President,
LywpoN JouNsSON, used to say from this
very seat, in the words of the prophet
Isaiah, “Come, let us reason together.”

If there ever was a time to use these
words of the great prophet and teacher,
it is now.

Let the carriers, management, and
labor understand that we have come to
grips now, for the first time on a national
basis, with the impact of automation,
technological improvement, and ad-
vancement, and that what is happening
in the railroads can happen in a dozen
or more major industries.

It is not easy for men at age 50, or age
40, to see a machine or device or elec-
tronic instrument take their jobs. Is it
any wonder that they are concerned? Is
it any wonder that workers almost lost
the capacity to “Come, let us reason
together”? So in the days ahead perhaps
we not only may look at this dispute,
which has, of course priority, but also
prepare & way for looking at other dis-
putes which may come before us.

I have just been handed a ticker tape
which states that the Chief Executive
has named six members of the Labor-
Management Advisory Committee to in-
vestigate the dispute and, it states here,
to report by July 22. The report will
be transmitted with appropriate legisla-
tive recommendations by President Ken-
nedy to Congress. The President said
the postponement of work rules changes
by the railroads would be the last re-
quest by the administration in the 4-
year-old dispute.

There is a finality here, Mr. President.
The date is July 22. This represents a
12-day period from now. Within that
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period of time some solution will have
to be found.

I think those of us who have been in
conference on this matter have proven
that collective wisdom has advantages,
if not collective wisdom, at least collec-
tive consultation. Now let us hope that
the special committee of the labor-man-
agement advisory group to the President
will be able to bring some light and some
sense of vision to the carriers and to
the brotherhoods. We must not sacri-
fice something we have been very proud
of in America, our capacity to reconcile
our differences voluntarily, without the
imposition of Government dictation.
Here is a chance to prove whether or
not the firm pattern of labor-manage-
ment negotiations we have followed over
many years is right and sound, or
whether we are going to have to forego
it because men in responsible positions
are unable to adjust their differences,
and thereby fall back upon a Depart-
ment of Government, or an officer of
Government, to make their decisions for
them.

I hope every lover of, and believer in,
free enterprise will examine his own
conscience and speak out. It would be
much better for the carriers in this in-
stance to make certain concessions to
the requirements and the needs of hu-
man beings, who need jobs, and whose
jobs are at stake, than for management
or the carriers to rely upon the Govern-
ment. Once again, in the words of the
prophet Isaiah, “Come, let us reason to-
gether.” For reason and good-will are
the prinecipal weapons that will ultimate-
ly resolve this 4-year dispute.

The capriciousness of final decision by
political officers in economic matters such
as these ought to be fully realized, and
I believe it will be.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTION PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, July 10, 1963, he presented
to the President of the United States the
following enrolled bills and joint resolu-
tion:

So?). 292. An act for the relief of Yoo Chul
8.312. An act for the relief of Danusoa
Radochonski;

S.380. An act to amend the Act of June 29,
1960 (Private Law B6-354);

8.409. An act for the relief of Yeng Bur-
dick;

5.504. An act for the relief of Domenico
Martino;

8.535. An act to extend the principles of
equitable adjudication to sales under the
Alaska Public Sale Act; e,

S.581. An act to amend the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938 to extend for two
additional years the provisions permitting
the lease of tobacco acreage allotments;

5.686. An act for the relief of Millle Gail
Mesa;

S.735. An act for the relief of Peter Hope~
ton Maylor;

8.762. An act to provide for increased
wheat acreage allotments in the Tulelake
area of California;

S.787. An act for the relief of Zofia Mie-
clelica;
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S.866. An act for the relief of Enrico
Petrucct;

5.969. An act to provide medical care for
certain Coast and Geodetic Survey retired
ships’ officers and crew members and their de-
pendents, and for other purposes;

8. 1031. An act to repeal the Inland Water-
ways Corporation Act; and

8.J. Res. 60. Joint resolution providing for
acceptance by the United States of America
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an instrument for the amendment of the
constitution of the International Labor Or-

ganization.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I now move, in accord-
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ance with the previous order, that the
Senate stand in adjournment until 12
o'clock tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4
o’clock and 36 minutes p.m.), under the
previous order, the Senate adjourned
until tomorrow, Thursday, July 11, 1963,
at 12 o'clock meridian.

EXTENSIONS OF REMAR

Civil Rights: Peaceful Change or Social
Revolution?

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
HON. WILLIAM L. ST. ONGE

OF CONNECTICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, July 10, 1963

Mr, ST. ONGE. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks, I wish to
insert into the Recorp the text of an ad-
dress I delivered last Friday, July 5,
1963, at an installation of officers meet-
ing of Local 614, Boilermakers Union,
New London, Conn. My remarks were
devoted primarily to a discussion of the
civil rights problems, and my views in
dealing with this problem.

The address was as follows:

Civi. RIGHTS: PEACEFUL CHANGE OR SOCIAL
REVOLUTION ?

(Address by Congressman Wiiniam L. ST,
OwngE, of Connecticut, before the Boller-
makers Union, Local 614, Friday, July 5,
1963, 8t. Bernard's High School, New Lon-
don, Conn.)

If any of you think you have problems, I
suggest that you consider for a moment the
difficulties with which we are faced in Wash-
ington, problems on the international scene
involving world peace and the security of our
Nation, and problems at home which are no
less serious. We have a difficult unemploy-
ment problem, inadequate housing, an econ-
omy that is held back by an outmoded tax
structure, substandard educational facilities
in many areas, rising hospital costs that
worry our 18 million elderly citizens who
need the security of medical care, water
pollution and air pollution, and many others.
But the most difficult of all problems with
which we are confronted now is civil rights.
I shall come back to that subject in a mo-
ment.

We cannot close our eyes and say these
problems don't exist. We cannot ignore
them and wish they would somehow disap-
pear, We must meet them—and I think we
are making sincere efforts to deal with them.

Our Government is making basic efforts
to cut into the hard core of unemployment
which, as you well know, now totals around
4 million persons. Already our economy is
picking up, and I am hopeful that before
very long we shall succeed in reducing the
number of unemployed.

I would like to see early passage of a tax
reduction bill in Congress which should
be a great boon to our economy. It will en-
courage consumers to create new markets.
It will encourage business to expand. All of
this should help create more jobs.

I would like to see Congress approve the
medieare bill to provide a program of health
insurance under social security for our senior
citizens. They are for the most part people

of limited income, severely pressed by the
high cost of living and the high cost of
medical care. We must help them main-
taln a decent and dignified way of life in
their declining years.

I would like to see the adoption of legisla-
tion to eliminate the classroom shortage in
our schools, to pay our teachers more ade-
quate salaries, to assist our colleges in ac-
commodating the growing number of stu-
dents, and to boost the number of doctors
and dentists to provide better health care
for our population.

I would like to see the continuation and
expansion of our programs which make it
possible for more people to own homes, for
elderly people to have decent housing, for
employees who are displaced by automation
to be retrained for other skills, for workers
to have a higher minimum wage, for areas
eroded by poverty to receive help in rebuild-

their economles, for a concentrated
attack on air and water pollution, for protec-
tion of the American public against harm-
ful drugs, and other programs of direct
benefit to the people.

We must recognize that times change. We
must also recognize that new problems will
raise new challenges, and that new chal-
lenges demand new solutions. This great
Nation of ours has been characterized
throughout its history by its ability to ad-
just to changes and to meet whatever chal-
lenge arises. I am confident that we still
have that ability.

Right now we are faced with a tremendous
challenge in the field of civil rights. We
cannot ignore the fact that we are in the
throes of a great social change, some even
refer to it as a social revolution.

Just 100 years ago, in 1863, Abraham Lin-
coln issued his Emancipation Proclama-
tion assuring freedom and equality to all
Americans. Now, a century later, some of
our citizens are still deprived of these rights.
In the South, as well as in other parts of the
country, we have seen evidence in recent
months of the impatience of the Negro peo-
ple who are the victims of discrimination and
racism. This impatience is expressed in the
form of demonstrations, sitins, protests, ap-
peals. As yet it has been of a nonviolent
character, with a few exceptions. Let us
hope it will remain so, for it will indeed be
a dark and sad day for America if impatience
gives way to riots and bloodshed.

Negro leaders themselves are showing signs
of becoming serlously concerned over such
developments. Only a few days ago, James
Farmer, the national director of CORE—
Congress of Raclal Equality—one of the lead-
ing Negro organizations in the country, stated
at the annual convention of the organiza-
tion: “No one can stop the demonstrations.
The question is: Can we keep them orderly
and nonviolent?"

This is a matter to which Negro leaders
should give much thought. Demonstrations
can sometimes get out of control, and the
consequences would then be most tragic for
all concerned, Negro and white. Not only
could it lead to loss of life and destruction
of property, but it would alienate the sym-
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pathy of millions of white people throughout
the country who support civil rights; it
would bring much harm to the very cause
for which Negroes are fighting and would
set that cause back; and it would do irrepa-
rable harm to our Nation's prestige abroad.
These are factors which should be seriously
consldered by Negro leaders in their efforts
to keep the demonstrations from becoming
destructive and violent. This is a responsi-
bility which they must assume.

At the same time, the white people must
realize that the Negro is tired of excuses and
endless debates. He is alarmed, and even
angry at times, when he sees that 100 years
after the Emancipation Proclamation he is
still far from obtaining rights of citizenship.
He is still struggling for elemental justice,
for the right to vote, the right to give his
children an education, the right to decent
housing, and equal opportunities for ad-
vancement in employment. White people,
too, must assume their share of responsibility
under such circumstances by showing under-
standing, by avolding provocation, and by
cooperating in the effort to attain civil rights
for all Americans.

Let me make one point clear, however.
‘We must recognize the right of Negroes for
equal opportunities for obtaining a job, an
education, proper housing, and so forth.
Denying this right to them is indefensible.
But granting a man a job merely because he
is a Negro is also indefensible. Merit and
ability should be the determining factors, and
not the color of a man's skin, or his religious
beliefs, or his national origin. All that we
ask—and I am sure all that the Negroes
themselves ask—is that they be given an
equal opportunity, that the same yardstick
that is applied to whites in employment,
housing, education, public accommodations,
and the like, should also be applied to them.
That is a fair and just request.

At all levels of Government, Federal, State,
county and municipal, we must work to find
a peaceful solution to this problem which s
without a doubt the overriding moral issue
of our day. Americans must realize that the
time for excuses and explanations has passed,
and that the time for action is here. We
must reexamine our sense of moral values
and moral objectives. We cannot afford in
good consclence to let the struggle of the
Negro for true emancipation take place with-
in a nation that seems to have forgotten its
own moral values. President Eennedy, in his
recent program to Congress on civil rights,
has outlined the guidelines for a solution to
this problem. Failure to accept this program
will weaken the fabric of our Nation at a
crucial time in human events when we need
our full strength to cope with other domestic
and international problems.

As I reflect over the struggle for eivil
rights, the thought comes to mind: Why this
intolerance in this great country of ours to-
ward the member of a minority group, to-
ward the person who belongs to a different
race or faith? Did we not all contribute of
our brain and brawn to make the United
States what it is today? Do we not all seek
the security of our country, the welfare of
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our Nation? I think of the children born
in our country today, who in their forma-
tive years know mneither prejudice nor
hatred of their playmates. They are given
by Almighty God inalienable rights of free-
dom and equality, which neither man nor
law can take away from them or deny to
them.

A nation that lives up to these rights and
provides all of its citizens with the oppor-
tunity to enjoy them, is a happy and pros-
perous nation, A civilization or society that
assumes the responsibility that what is
granted to one will be granted to all, should
have no fear that it cannot survive the on-
slaught of communism. It cannot be
vanquished because its people have some-
thing to live by and to fight for.

To me, it stands to reason that in this
crucial era for all of humanity this is cer-
tainly a time for all men of good will to
unite, to set aside their petty bickering, to
rise above partisan and geographical lines,
and to go forward together in their efforts to
achieve security and peace. Unfortunately,
the clvil rights issue serves to divide us, to
weaken us, to arouse sectional strife, and to
detract our attention from the real problems
and facing our country today. This
is exactly what Ehrushchev and his com-
rades In Moscow want—division in our
ranks, chaos In our land, and our attention
diverted to other matters, while they go
about gobbling up nation after nation until
we are ready to fall prey to thelr schemes.
We fail to treat a deadly cancer, but worry
over a cut on our finger.

This is a time that calls for balanced
minds and clear vision to understand the
human values behind the struggle for civil
rights. It must be clearly understood that
second-class citizenship for any segment of
our population is no longer feasible or de-
sirable. We have outlived those concepts.
The world will no longer tolerate them. If
there are any among us who doubt it, I urge
you to look at developments in Asia and
Africa where many new and independent na-
tlons have recently arisen. Just as colonial-
ism is a thing of the past, so discrimination
and second-class citizenship status are
things of the past.

The sooner we realize this, the better for
us. The longer we cling to outmoded con-
cepts, the more we stand to lose,

It was one of your great labor leaders,
Samuel Gompers, the founder and first pres-
ident of the American Federation of Labor,
who sald:

“America 1s not merely a name. It is not
merely a land. It 1s not merely a country,
nor is it merely a continent. America is a
symbol; 1t is an ideal; the hopes of the world
can be expressed in the ideal—America.”

That has been true all through our his-
tory. That is the image in which mankind
has always regarded our Nation—the sym-
bol, the ideal, the hope of humanity. The
story of America over the past two centurles
is the story of a growing and expanding na-
tlon where new opportunities have been
opened up to more and more of its citizens,
s0 that they can participate as equal part-
ners in a free soclety—free also from dis-
crimination. Instead of freedom from dis-
crimination, some sections of our citizenry
are suffering from an infection of discrimina-
tion which is sapping our strength, stunting
our economic growth, and destroying our
national unity.

Consider, for example, what discrimination
in housing is doing to our cities, the decay
it 18 causing both in human lives and in
property. In a book by Howard Moody,
called “The City: Metropolis or New Jeru-
salem?” published just a few months ago—
we read as follows:

“A city Is dylng when it has an eye for real
estate value, but has lost its heart for per-
sonal values; when it has an understanding
of traffic flow, but little concern about the
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flow of human beings; when we have Increas-
ing competence in building, but less and less
time for housing and ethical codes; when
human values are absent at the heart of the
city's decisionmaking, planning, and the ex-
ecution of its plans * * * then the city
dies and all that is left, humanly, is decay.”

Unfortunately, this is the situation in
many of our cities today, large and small,
where Negroes and others are subject to dis-
crimination in housing and to other indig-
nities. I am opposed to such practices. I
am opposed to treating Americans as second-
class citlzens by denying them basic rights
enjoyed by all others. We must not recog-
nize any caste system in the United States
or the supremacy of one race over another,
Such practices can never be justified in the
light of our moral and democratic principles,
because there is no moral justification for
racial or religlous discrimination.

This country is comprised of people from
all corners of the earth, all races, religions,
and nationality groups. All of them have
made important contributions toward the
growth of our country and the shaping of
its destiny. To abuse our civil rights, to
continue discriminatory practices against
our fellow citizens, is most injurious to our
way of life and to everything that this Na-
tion has stood for and fought for in the
last 2 centuries. It is intolerable at all
times, it is morally wrong under any cir-
cumstances,

Somewhere recently I came across these
lines by an American poet:

“Give us wide walls to build our temple of
liberty, O God.

The North shall be built of love, to stand
against the winds of fate;

The South of tolerance, that we may, In
building, outreach hate;

The East our faith, that rises clear and

new each day;

The West our hope, that even dies a glori-
ous way.

The threshold ‘neath our feet will be
humility;

The roof—the very sky itself—infinity.
God, give us wide walls to build this great
temple of American liberty.”

My friends, for the sake of our great Na-
tion and its future, we must build with love
and tolerance; with faith in our country
that it will remain the ideal and the hope
of mankind, as visualized by Samuel Gom-
pers; and with the firm bellef in human
brotherhood, freedom, and true understand-
ing among the nations of the world. We
cannot be wrong if we are on the side of
God and man.

Arms Control and Disarmament Act

Needs Larger Authorization

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. DONALD M. FRASER

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 10, 1963

Mr. FRASER. Mr, Speaker, I am in-
troducing a bill to amend the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Act in order to
increase the authorization for appropri-
ations.

Several identical bills are pending be-
fore the Foreign Affairs Committee, as is
the bill recently passed by the Senate.
The Senate bill is not as favorable to the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
as some of us had hoped. The Agency
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intends to ask for an appropriation of
$15 million for fiscal 1964, and the
Senate bill set a ceiling of $20 million for
1964, and 1965 combined.

The year-and-a-half-old Agency has
been the voice of the United States at the
Geneva nuclear test ban talks, and the 18
nation disarmament conference. Sub-
jects of its research include detection of
underground explosions, the future ef-
fect of arms control on the electronies
industry in the United States, and the
development of international law.

The Agency's work will back up Under-
Secretary of State Averell Harriman, in
his talks with the British, and Russians
in Moscow, starting July 15.

It has been argued that the Agency is
still young, and that its growth should
be slow. I do not think we can afford
this leisure. If we are to find workable
plans of arms control and disarmament,
and if our negotiators are to be equipped
to bargain in such a way as to increase
our national security, we need a tremen-
dous amount of research.

Fifteen million dollars a year is a tiny
amount compared to our fotal defense
expenditures, and yet the work of the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
is one of the most important parts of our
defense program.

Beyond the question of dollar amounts,
the Agency has asked for an elimination
of the appropriation ceiling. The appro-
priations process would still take place
each year, with a thorough review of the
Ageney's activities. This ceiling elim-
ination would take away any doubt that
the Agency's status is permanent, and
would therefore be an important ex-
pression of this country’s intention to
persist in seeking carefully considered
arms agreements.

Address by Hon. Carl Albert, of Okla-
homa, Before the 50th National Con-
vention of the National Rivers and
Harbors Congress

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

OoF

HON. JOHN W. McCORMACK

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 10, 1963

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, in
my extension of remarks, I include a very
informative and effective speech made by
the majority leader, the distinguished
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr, ALBERT],
to the delegates and members attending
the 50th National Convention of the
National Rivers and Harbors Congress
that took place at the Mayflower Hotel
in Washington, D.C., on June 7, 1963.
There is no more dedicated Member of
Congress in all fields of legislative ac-
tivity than the distinguished majority
leader.

The address follows:

AppreEss BY Hon. CARL ALBERT OF OKLAHOMA

Mr. President, and ladies and gentlemen
of the National Rivers and Harbors Congress,
first of all, I would like to bring a word of
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greeting from my colleagues in the House
of Representatives all of whom are aware of
the importance of the leadership which this
organization has given to the development
of our natural resources and particularly our
water resources. Second, I would like to
advise that the distinguished Speaker of
the House of Representatives, the Honorable
JoHN McCorMAcK, would personally have
been here to extend a word of greeting and
to deliver an address which he had pre-
pared had 1t not been for illness in his family
which required his return to Boston last
night. All the Members of the Congress are
aware of the impact which the work of this
great organization has had upon the develop~
ment of this country, because it has been
during the lifetime of this organization that
water conservation and resource conserva-
tlon generally has become an important and
ever-increasingly important fact in American
life.

Today the impetus to proceed as quickly
as we can with the development of our
rivers and harbors in all aspects s pro-
ceeding. This means flood control, naviga=
tion, improved harbors, power, soll conserva-
tion, recreation, and wildlife. All these
things, of course, add to the strength and
to the opportunities of our American people.
I congratulate, personally, this organization
upon its work, upon the quality and char-
acter of its membership which reaches to
every section of the United States and in-
cludes among its numbers high-ranking offi-
cials of government, State, National and
local, and leaders in every walk of life.

In Oklahoma, we have become, as few
other States, I think, water consclous. This
has been due to several things. First, to
the realization that we cannot any longer
rely upon a tenant-farmer agricultural
economy. Second, to the great leadership
that the late Senator Eerr gave to this move-
ment in our State and to the Nation. Bob
Eerr, when he died, had reached a position
of eminence in Government shared by few
other men, in many areas, but the one which
was nearest and dearest to his heart was that
of the development of water resources, and
it is largely because of the impact of his life
that the great strides are being made now in
my State and in my section of the country.

I am personally devoted to the ideals of
this organization. I extend my thanks to
you, as a Member of Congress, and my best
wishes to you for this conference and for a
successful year ahead. Thank you very much.

The Challenge To Our Nation’s
Defense Today

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. WILLIAM L. ST. ONGE

OF CONNECTICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, July 10, 1963

Mr. ST. ONGE. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks, I wish to
insert into the Recorp the text of an ad-
dress which I delivered at the annual
eastern regional convention of Sub-
marine Veterans of World War II on Sat-
urday evening, June 29, 1963. Several
hundred delegates representing posts in
States from Maine to Florida attended
the convention which was held in New
London, Conn., in my district. In my
address I discussed two subjects: the
role of the submariner in our national
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defense, and the challenge to our Na-
tion's defense today.
It reads as follows:

ADDRESS BY CONGRESSMAN WriLriam L. ST.
ONGE, AT THE EASTERN REGIONAL CONVEN-
TION, SUBMARINE VETERANS OF WORLD WaAR
II, MoxicAN Horen, New LoNDON, CONN.,
SATURDAY, JUNE 20, 1963

Mr. Chairman, delegates to the convention,
friends, I am extremely pleased to be here
with you this evening and to extend a hearty
welcome to all of you. I understand there
are delegates here from Maine all the way
down to Florida. As the Congressman from
this district, I want to tell you that you
could not have picked a nicer place for your
conventlon at this time of the year than
this fair city of New London. We are very
happy to have you.

In my remarks here today I want to discuss
with you two subjects. One, the role of the
submariner in our national defense. Two,
the challenge to our Nation's defense today.
I shall be brief on both of these subjects.

During World War I, submarines were used
primarily for defensive purposes, such as
coastal patrol, attacks on German U-boats
to keep shipping lanes open, etc. Although
the PFirst World War demonstrated the
strategic effectiveness of the submarine, the
United States did not start a major sub-
marine building program until 1933 when
the Roosevelt administration came into
power. By December 1941—at the time of
the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor—we had
111 submarines in commission and 73 under
construction. We had 51 active boats In
the Pacific, against 83 submarines in the
Japanese fleet.

The first attack by an American submarine
against a Japanese ship was by the Swordjish
in the South China Sea on December 9—
2 days after Pearl Harbor. While it was
never verified the Swordfish hit its target,
our first real success came 5 days later when
the same Swordfish sank an enemy ship. In
fact, this was the first time in history that
an American submarine torpedoed a ship.

During the first year of the war in the
Pacific our small but growing fleet of sub-
marines carried out many special missions,
such as reconnaissance, evacuation of civil-
ians, running supplies, and transportin
commando ralders. No doubt some of you
folks present here today participated in such
missions,

Only eight of our boats were on full-time
anti-shipping duty; consequently, we had
only limited success In sinking enemy ships.
In that first year our boats sank 600,000
tons of enemy shipping—which is a consid-
erable amount—but the total Japanese mer-
chant fleet was estimated at over 6 million
tons. As our submarine fleet grew larger,
Japanese shipping losses also grew larger
and reached a critical stage. Our subma-
rines turned their attention also on Japa-
nese warships, particularly destroyers, a chief
enemy of submarines,

It is a fact that more enemy destroyers
were sunk by our submarines than by any
other means. In all, we know that American
submarines destroyed two-thirds of the ene-
my merchant fleet and one-third of his
navy. Let me say at this point, in tribute
to the gallant men in our submarine service
during World War II, that theirs was an ex-
tremely hazardous service with a death rate
of about one out of every five men. This is
the kind of bravery and herolsm for which
our Nation is eternally grateful—and in this
spirit of appreciation I salute you today.

In World War II we used the submarine
in much the same manner as it was used
by the Germans in World War I; namely, to
cripple the enemy's lifelines on the seas.
Since the end of World War II the role of
the submarine has changed. Great develop-
ments have taken place in submarine tech-
nology. There has also been a change in
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the potential threat in the development of
a large Soviet submarine fleet. This has re-
sulted in an effort to make the submarine an
Important aspect of anti-submarine warfare.
The change or reorientation of our sub-
marine mission began in 1949, when we first
realized that the Soviet Union is vastly in-
creasing its submarine fleet and that it con-
stitutes a potential threat to our naval power
and sea communications around the world.

That change has been going forward since
then. I am sure I am not disclosing any
secrets when I tell you that every attack sub-
marine in our Navy today has anti-submarine
warfare as a primary mission. These are
mainly nuclear-powered ships; they are fast;
they are maneuverable; and they have new
advanced underwater sensing devices.

There is another role performed by the
submarine—a role unheard of even in 1949,
less than 15 years ago. I refer to the role
of the submarine as a sea-based strategic
missile system. The latest in submarine
technology, combined with the most ad-
vanced missile development, produced the
Polaris-firing nuclear-powered fleet ballistic
missile submarine. We now have 12 such
submarines in commission, and 23 under con-
struction or authorized for construction—a
total of 35 of these submarines. May I add
that these figures were given me by the
Navy Department and they are not classified.
Thus you can see that we are gradually
building up the most formidable offensive
second-strike deterrent weapons in existence.

And these is another change to be noted

here—a change that is no less important.
I refer to the life and the role of the sub-
mariner today which has also changed great-
ly. Although there is the same Informality
among the officers and men, the same esprit
de corps as in the past, living conditions
have improved and the technical demands
on the crew are much higher. Being con-
stantly submerged for 80 days is the stand-
ard patrol of the Polaris submarines. The
old submarines designed in the 1920's and
used in World War II could stay submerged
under the most favorable conditions for 24
hours. They were noisy, poorly ventilated,
cramped for space, and always in need of
repair. On modern submarines space is still
at a premium, but much more attention has
been given to comfort and surroundings, and
the air is purer.
_ Even though it is peacetime and under-
water patrols are much longer than before,
we have more men who volunteer for sub-
marine service than we can accept. The
training is much more rigorous today. The
enlisted man on the ballistic missile subma-
rine requires about 6 months duty both
ashore and at sea before he can attain qual-
ification status. The officer requires a whole
year. Engineering personnel get an addi-
tional 13 months of schooling. These men
are highly trained technicians in a perpet-
ual training process to master their jobs
and the ever-changing equipment.

There must be something to a service
which can arouse so much interest and devo-
tion, so much loyalty and heroism, both in
time of war and in time of peace, as the
submarine service. ¥You men who have been
in it, and those who followed you, deserve
recognition for the sacrifice and the patriot-
ism you have demonstrated. Yours is not
the patriotism of merely marching behind a
band or lighting fireworks one day in the
year. It is much more than that. It is the
very defense of the flag and the Nation, of
which you are a part; it is the spirit of the
people who unselfishly devoted themselves
to the cause of freedom. Your patriotism
is the love for your country, the respect for
its traditions, the honor of its people. ¥Your
patriotlsn was standing tall and unafraid
against all enemies, ready to sacrifice one-
self, if need be.

So much for the role of the submarine and
submariner. Now, let us turn to our second
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topie, the challenge to our Nation’s defenses
today.

Several days ago, we passed in the House
of Representatives the defense appropria-
tion bill which provided $47 billion for our
Nation’s defenses in the coming year. I must
admit that when my name was called and
I voted “yea™ for the bill, I felt a certain
degree of excitement. After all, I am voting
to spend a tremendous amount of the tax-
payers’ money. This is no small sum—847
billion is just about half of the country’s
entire budget. And that in itself shows you
how much of our expenditures is used for
defense purposes. This is one need where
we cannot and dare not economize, because
the security of the Nation is most important
to us all.

This is the legislation which enables the
United States to maintain its position of
military superiority over the Soviet Union.
I can assure you that the military strength
of the United States has reached an all time
high—it is greater today than ever before.
True, military etrength in itself will not
necessarily insure peace, but insofar as such
strength can serve to avert and deter war,
our country has what it takes. And that
should be an encouraging factor to all of
us here and to peace-loving people all over
the world.

The primary object of our defense program
is to deter war and to support all efforts for
peace. There will undoubtedly be small-scale,
limited wars, and perhaps even somewhat
larger general wars in one part of the world
or another. This is something we must learn
to live with in the modern world. We cannot
rule them out, but we can and definitely
will exert every effort to make sure that
they do not spread into a new world con-
flagration. Both sides are keenly aware that
a global war would mean suicide for the
whole human race. While both have de-
veloped weapons of total destruction, we pray
that reason will prevail and the world will
remain at peace.

But we cannot afford to sit idly back and
to walt for events to take shape, and then
merely react to them. We cannot close our
eyes to the deception, the conspiracies and
the subversion practiced by communism all
over the world, including 80 miles from our
shores in Cuba. In the light of such Com-
munist tactics and activities everywhere, we
must ask ourselves: Is the world any calmer
today than it was a year or two ago? Is
there less chance for Communist aggression
against the free world today? I don't think
s0. I do not believe that they have changed
their aims one lota—they are still out to
conquer the world. They may differ on
tacties, but the goal remains the same.

This is the challenge that we, as a Nation,
face today on a global scale. In dealing with
this challenge, we have begun to reorient
our strategy and our tactics during the past
two and a half years under the Kennedy ad-
ministration, so as to correspond with the
hard facts of International developments.
We are doing it in three ways, or perhaps
more correctly on three fronts.

First is our atomic power. We must con-
tinue to rely on nuclear weapons, even if
it is for the purpose of convincing a would-
be aggressor that he could not emerge vic-
torlous in a war of his own instigation. We
do not want any miscalculation in this re-
spect. Any potential adversary of the
United States should know that we have such
weapons, that we have them in large supply,
and that we are keeping them up to date.
We want the rest of the world to know,
however, that we will not use our atomic
power, except in certain emergencies and
under certain circumstances. We shall use
such power only as a last resort, after all
human loglc and reason will have been ex-
hausted or flagrantly ignored by a cocky
Aggressor,
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Second is our conventional power. We
must retain this power. Although conven-
tional weapons play a less dominant role in
the modern world, we cannot allow such
power to diminish. On the contrary, we are
continuing to strengthen our conventional
weapons and to increase our Ready Reserve
of trained manpower. If we do not have
this power, we may someday be faced with
a nightmarish choice: Either resort to the
use of all-out nuclear retaliation, or retreat.
I hope we are never confronted with such a
choice.

The growth in our conventional strength
is also important for the small-scale, sage-
brush wars which break out from time to
time in various countries at the instigation
of the Communists. We cannot, nor do we
wish to, use nuclear weapons in such in-
stances. For many of the smaller nations
associated with us in the struggle against
international communism, the fact that we
are increasing our conventional forces should
be encouraging news. It will assure effective
support in dealing with Communist sub-
version, provoecation, and conspiracles.

‘Third is the power provided by our guer-
rilla forces. These forces are not only grow-
ing in number and steadily improving their
counterinsurgency tactles, but I can tell you
that this is becoming a most important fac-
tor in our defense picture. In the last 2 years
the United BStates has tripled its anti-
guerrilla forces, and I can assure you that
they will be further increased in the coming
years. This, too, is an effort in the direction
of preventing or confining limited wars and
acts of subversion, and as such it will help
strengthen and improve the military defense
of our friends abroad in accordance with
their needs.

These, then, are three fronts on which we
are active today in reorienting our military
strategy and tactics. These three types of
power—atomic, conventional, and guerrilla—
provide the leaders of our Nation with a
flexibility of decision as to when to use any
of these forces, and also which of these
forces should be applied to deal with a par-
ticular situation or challenge.

We are not a nation to start a war, but
we want to be sure that we shall have all
possible power needed for any emergency.
I feel confident that in a test of strength, we
would ultimately prevail and emerge victori-
ous. But this should not stop us from
seeking a peaceful solution to international
problems and the attainment of genuine
peace for all mankind. Deputy Secretary of
Defense Roswell L. Gllpatric stated our po-
sition very clear when he said about a year
ago: “Those who would impose a totalitarian
world order and deny men and nations the
right to pursue their own destinies should
understand one point very clearly. The
United States does not seek to resolve dis-
putes by violence. But if forceful inter-
ference with our rights and obligations shall
lead to violent conflict—as it well might—
the United States does not intend to be
defeated.”

All of us are deeply concerned about the
security of our country, the security of the
whole free world. We want our Nation to
remain strong and free and united in order
to be able to meet any challenge or any
threat to destroy us. The nations of the
world look to us for guidance and leader-
ship in this crucial period of human affairs.
We must give it to them. We must provide
the strength, the ideas, the unity, and the
action in the struggle against communism.
We must have faith in our Nation and faith
in ourselves. We must have leadership by
men of strong faith and vision to look
ahead.

“Where there is no vision, the people per-
ish,” the Bible tells us. Let us remember
that admonition. The future of our Nation
is at stake.

July 10

I want to conclude with the following by
an unknown author:

“I asked God for strength, that I might
achieve;
I was made weak, that I might learn hum-
bly to obey.

I asked for health, that I might do greater
things;

I was given infirmity, that I might do bet-
ter things.

I asked for riches, that I might be happy;
I was given poverty, that I might be wise.

I asked for power, that I might have the
praise of men;

I was given weakness, that I might feel the
need of God.

I asked for all things, that I might enjoy
life;

I was given life that I might enjoy all
things.

I got nothing that I asked for, but every-
thing I had hoped for;

Almost despite myself, my unspoken prayers
were answered.

I am, among all men, most richly blessed.”

My friends, we too in this country can
truthfully say that our prayers were an-
swered, that among all men and all nations
we are most richly blessed. We have been
endowed by our Creator with a wonderful
people, a beautiful land, great resources, and
the best example in all history of a just
government by law. Let's make sure that
we keep it that way.

Congressional Reorganization

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ALPHONZO BELL

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 10, 1963

Mr. BELL. Mr. Speaker, continuing
reorganization of Government for rea-
sons other than accommodation of
power rivals is a necessity in democratic
societies. Popular compromise legisla-
tion inevitably creates inefficient laws
and procedures. Can a democratic gov-
ernment reorganize itself at anything
like the speed with which it disorganizes
itself? Our future depends on an af-
firmative answer. To take initiative in
this field and to deserve the right to
make meaningful demands on the execu-
tive and judicial branches, Congress must
begin with its own administration. Fol-
lowing is a bibliography which I have
obtained from the Library of Congress
dealing with books and articles dealing
with this subject:
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Mr. Speaker, one of the bills which has
my support as part of a long-range con-
gressional reform program is the follow-
ing bill which is currently being con-
sidered in committee:

H.R. 1947

A bill to establish a Commission on the Or-
ganization of the Congress

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That there
is hereby established a Commission on the
Organization of the Congress (hereinafter re-
ferred to as the Commission) to be composed
of seven Members of the Senate (not more
than four of whom shall be members of the
majority party) to be appointed by the Presi-
dent of the Senate, seven Members of the
House of Representatives (not more than
four of whom shall be members of the ma-
jority party) to be appointed by the Speaker
of the House of Representatives, and two
members with distinguished records of in-
terest in public affairs to be appointed by
the President of the United States without
regard to political affiliation. The Commis-
sion shall select & Chalrman and a Vice
Chairman from among its members. No rec-
ommendation shall be made by the Commis-
Blon except upon a majority vote of the
members representing each House, taken
separately.

Sec. 2. The Commission shall make a full
and complete study of the organization and
operation of the Congress of the United
States and shall recommend improvements
in such organization and operation with a
view toward strengthening the Congress,

* simplifying and expediting its operations, im-

proving its relationships with other branches
of the United States Government, and en-
abling it better to meet its responsibilities
under the Constitution. This study shall in-
clude, but shall not be limited to, the orga-
nization and operation of each House of the
Congress; the relationship between the two
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Houses; the relationships between the Con-
gress and other branches of the Government;
the employment and remuneration of officers
and employees of the respective Houses and
officers and employees of the committees and
Members of Congress; the structure of, and
the relationships between, the various stand-
ing, special, select, and conference commit-
tees of the Congress, the rules, parliamentary
procedure practices, and/or precedents of
either House, the consideration of any mat-
ter on the floor of either House, and the con-
solidations and reorganization of committees
and committee jurisdictions.

Sec. 3. (a) The Commission, or any duly
authorized subcommittee thereof, is author-
ized to sit and act at such places and times
during the sessions, recesses, and adjourned
periods of the Congress, to require by sub-
pena or otherwise the attendance of such wit-
nesses and the production of such books,
papers, and documents, to administer such
oaths, to take such testimony, to procure
such printing and binding, and to make such
expenditures as it deems advisable.

(b) The Commission is empowered to ap-
point and fix the compensation of such ex-
perts, consultants, technicians, and clerical
and stenographic assistants as it deems neces-
sary and advisable,

(c) The expenses of the Commission which
shall not exceed & , shall be paid one-
half from the contingent fund of the Senate
and one-half from the contingent fund of
the House of Representatives, upon vouchers
signed by the Chairman.

(d) The Commission shall report from
time to time to the Senate and the House of
Representatives the results of its study, to-
gether with its recommendations, the first
report being made not later than four
months after the Commission is established.
If the Senate, the House of Representatives,
or both, are in recess or have adjourned, the
report shall be made to the Secretary of the
Senate or the Clerk of the House of Repre-
sentatives, or both, as the case may be. All
reports and findings of the Commission shall,
when received, be referred to the Committee
on Rules and Administration of the Senate
and the Committee on Government Opera-
tions of the House.

Invitation to Moscow

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. ROMAN C. PUCINSKI

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 10, 1963

Mr, PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker,
throughout history, the most serious
diseases which threatened the lives of
the people could not always be diagnosed
by physicians. Effective means of pre-
venting the contagion from spreading
were often extremely difficult to pre-
seribe.

Much the same danger threatens the
freedom and vital interests of the Amer-
ican people today because it is not easily
diagnosed and because our common en-
emy takes many uncommon shapes.

Recognizing the threat to our security,
we have stockpiled reserves of nuclear
weapons; we have spared no expense in
our efforts to be first in the conquest of
space and related technology; we have
contributed more than $100 billion in aid
to 98 countries and territories over the
past 15 years to strengthen our barriers
against Communist aggression.
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And yet, there are many who believe
we are no safer or nearer our goal which
is the preservation of life in peace and
justice for ourselves and all the world.

Why this feeling of uneasiness and
insecurity? Because, in our determina-
tion not to be the first power to unleash
the hurricane winds of nuclear war,
many are not always able to recognize
the strategy of those who announce
openly, “We shall bury you.”

There are very few people in the world
today who have as thorough a knoweldge
of enemy strategy than Zbigniew Sty-
pulkowski, author of an excellent book
titled, “Invitation to Moscow” who pres-
ently is visiting the United States.

Mr. Stypulkowski, once a prominent
lawyer in Warsaw and the youngest
Member ever elected to Poland’s Parlia-
ment, rose to be one of the national lead-
ers of Poland in her fight against the
invasions of Hitler and Stalin during
World War II. In March 1945, with 15
other members of the Polish under-
ground government, he was invited by
Stalin to come to Moscow for negotia-
tions concerning future relations be-
tween the Polish people and the Soviets
based on the newly signed Yalta Agree-
ment.

When the Western governments
learned of this invitation, they urged that
it be accepted because they saw in it the
salvation of Poland and a token of good
will on the part of the Soviet Govern-
ment. It was all, however, a typical
Stalin fraud. The Polish leaders includ-
ing Mr. Stypulkowski, were kidnapped to
Moscow and jailed in the infamous Lu-
bianka prison.

Stypulkowski was submitted to 141 in-
terrogations in the course of 70 days and
nights and then sentenced by the Mili-
tary Collegeum of the Supreme Court of
the U.S.S.R. He never broke down and
never admitted “guilt.” Rudenko, the
present Soviet Attorney General, told
him at the conclusion of the investiga-
tion:

It will be the first time since the Soviet
revolution that a defendant tried in the
Supreme Court of Justice of the U.S.58.R. has
not pleaded guilty. Do you think you are
acting wisely?
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Eventually, Stypulkowski regained his
freedom and is now in the West. He
rendered a great service not only fo his
country but also to the cause of the de-
fense of the free world when, in 1951,
he published his book, “Invitation to
Moscow.” This book, now translated in
many languages, based not on theory
but on personal, practical experience
gives a masterful description of the na-
ture and the effects of the Stalin brain-
washing technique.

“Invitation to Moscow” is now being
quoted in scientific, political, sociological
and medical literature throughout the
world. When it was published in 1951,
Newsweek wrote about it as follows:

Throws an amazingly vivid light upon
modern Russia. * * * BSo enlightening as
to be almost essential for an understanding
of the modern world.

The noted British statesman, Richard
H. 8. Crossman, wrote in “New States-
man and Nation™;

One of the most remarkable documents I
have ever read. * * * Makes Koestler's
“Darkness at Noon” sound like a clever
pastiche,

I will also quote John Connell from
London Evening News:

I hail his courage, his honesty, his hu-
mility and his quenchless faith; and I urge
everyone to read this book. * * *

In 1954 the Select Committee on Com-
munist Aggression, appointed by the
House of Representatives, had a long in-
terview with Mr. Stypulkowski in Lon-
don. His evidence aroused a most vivid
interest among the members of the com-
mittee. I quote some of their opinions
from the official record of the meeting:

Congressman Fred E. Busbey of Illinois.
I personally think that your testimony today
is without a doubt probably the best testi-
mony on this particular subject * * * that
has been brought to the attention not only
of the congressional committee but also of
the entire free world.

Congressman RaY Mappen of Indiana, I
think, Mr. Chairman, that Mr. Stypulkow-
ski's testimony is s0 valuable that * * * it
could be used very advantageously by this
committee and by our Government.
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Congressman Thaddeus Machrowicz of
Michigan. Most of the testimony he [Mr.
Stypulkowski] has given today is contained
in a splendid book which he has written,
“Invitation to Moscow,” and I think it would
be well if we were to make it compulsory
reading for anyone who accepts, or is offered,
an invitation to Geneva, Berlin, or anywhere
else to deal with the Communists.”

Congressman THoMAs Doob of Connecticut.
It, this book, certainly ought to be a valuable
contribution to everyone’s understanding
about the situation.

The CHAmRMAN (Congressman Kersten).
Mr. Stypulkowski * * * you have made a
great contribution, and I particularly think
that you underlined a feature which is most
important for us to consider.

A few months ago, there appeared a
new edition of the book “Invitation to
Moscow,” published by Walker & Co.
This gave me the opportunity to re-read
it and to review its meaning. I am fol-
lowing the advice of those whose state-
ments I have quoted, and I call upon
every thinking American to become ac-
quainted with the contents of this book.
I recommend our educational institu-
tions, armed services, information serv-
ices, make the book “Invitation to Mos-
cow” accessible to all Americans, as well
as those foreign societies toward which
Communist “brainwashing” is mainly
directed.

In support of my opinion, may I be
permitted to recall that two outstanding
Members of Congress in 1951-52, intro-
duced for insertion in the CoNGRESSIONAL
REcORp a recommendation regarding
“Invitation to Moscow.” They were:
President Kennedy and former Vice
President Richard M. Nixon.

I would hope that our military leaders
would heed the wise counsel of President
Kennedy and former Vice President Nix-
on by making “Invitation to Moscow”
required reading for all of our troops.

For, if we refrain from exposing and
critically examining the published tech-
niques of Communist strategy and if we
neglect to instill the virtues of patriot-
ism, religious feeling, and a deep-rooted
sense of honor in our people we will not
achieve the peace and justice for which
we yearn and which we owe to future
generations.

SENATE

TraURSDAY, JuLy 11, 1963

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

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

Father of all mercies, away from Thee,
we dwell in darkness and death. In the
midst of world conditions that baffle us,
swift social currents which sweep away
our strongest bulwarks, we confess that
the world in which our lot is cast is too
much for us; we must find a strength not
our own, or our feet will slip in this
whelming flood.

To Thy sustaining grace in this hal-
lowed moment we would lift up the

thronging questions which haunt us day
and night, the grievous problems affect-
ing and afflicting Thy children in all the
world, for which our human wisdom finds
o answer.

We pray that Thou wilt gird us to
heal the divisions which shorten the arm
of our national might in these mo-
mentous times. Spurning and scorning
the poisonous weeds in the garden of
democracy, may we rejoice only in the
fair and fragrant virtues of honor untar-
nished.

In the dear Redeemer’s name we ask
it. Amen.

THE JOURNAL
On request of Mr. MansrFiELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes-
day, July 10, 1963, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the Unifted States submitting
nominations were communicated to the
?er}ate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
aries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate messages from the Pres-
ident of the United States submitting
sundry nominations, which were referred
to the appropriate committees.

(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
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