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secure Israel can be shrugged off by reliance
on procastination and platitudes.

Nasser of Egypt, as I see it, is determined
to revive the sweeping empire of Saladin.
He wants this new conglomeration of states
to stretch from Turkey around the Mediter-
ranean to the Straits of Glibraltar. He hasn't
actually come out and sald so, of course.
But I have no doubt, in the Egyptian ar-
chives, there is a blueprint of infiltration
and conquest with deadlines worked out and
strategy detailed.

Nasser's whole attitude points to this. He
has imported foreign rocket experts and is
bullding up Egypt's missile capability. He
has acquired, from the Soviet Union, ships
capable of firing ship-to-shore missiles. He
is developing rocket power.

This threat to our friends in Israel is con-
tinually being brushed off—brushed under
the foreign policy rug would perhaps be a
better way of expressing it.

While we continue to drift, the menace
of a hot war in the Middle East grows apace.
It is time we adopted a firm policy. Only
a firm policy—only some forthright state-
ments of intent—will cool down the rising
tempers of the Middle East. For instance,
we have not yet come out and stated—not
in so many words—that we consider the
water of the Jordan River essential to Isra-
el's continuing growth. I know that we side
with Israel on this question and will resist
any attempt to sabotage this magnificent
effort.

But, without a firm statement from us,
that one question alone, could set the Mid-
dle East ablaze.

I do believe—that if the tragedy should
occur—we would go to Israel's assistance.
But now is the time to act. Now is the time
to prevent it. Now is the time to make crys-
tal clear what our position is.

It is high time for our Government to pull
the fuse out of the Middle East powder keg.
It is the task of all of us to do what we can
to stimulate our Government officials to view
the plight of Israel with at least the same
alarm that they view Indonesia or the Berlin
wall. Actually, in my opinion, the danger
of war In the Middle East is greater and
more immediate than our Government offi-
cials realize,

Perhaps Attorney General Kennedy might
stop off there on his way home. It would at
least show Nasser how deeply we are con-
cerned. It would certainly give him pause.

It seems to me, in our Middle Eastern
foreign policy there exists what I call the
interpretation gap. I mean the gap between
what our policy actually is and how other
nations interpret it to be.
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In other words, we do so much hemming
and hawing, other nations just don't believe
we mean what we say. When we do act,
they are taken completely by surprise and
behave as though we were to blame for con-
fusing the issue.

This saying one thing and meaning another
reminds me of a story going the Washington
rounds.

A young and attractive schoolteacher de-
cided to get married rather hurriedly. There
was some question as to whether she could
get away for a honeymoon until a girl friend
came to her rescue and offered to act as
substitute for the couple of weeks the bride
and groom were away.

On the newly married couple's return, a
welcome-home party was given them. At this
party someone started to introduce the hus-
band to the girl who had acted as substitute.
“Oh,” he interrupted, “I know Miss Jones
very well. She substituted for my wife on
our honeymoon.”

That story is a more apt illustration of our
Middle East policy than appears on the sur-
face, We do not Intend to deceive. I do
not think that we are deliberately saying one
thing and meaning another. We just don't
seem to be able to say what we really mean—
to convince other nations that, under certain
glven circumstances, we do mean business,

I am sure that our diplomats are the most
truthful, the most straightforward in the
world. But for some reason a lot of foreign
nations don’t count on what they say.
Which reminds me of the middle-aged hus-
band who called his youngish wife to say that
he wouldn’t be home till late. “Can I count
on that?” she asked him.

The people of Israel as well as the Arabs
may be confused by our attitude. On the
one hand, they know that America has tradi-
tionally been a friend and supporter of
Israel.

They know how much American Jews have
done and are still doing to build Israel, I
think in their hearts they are convinced
that America will not let them down. But
they can't understand why America won't
come right out and say so. Surrounded, as
they are, by enemies on every hand they are
naturally fearful of our 11th-hour diplomacy.

As a result of the uncertainty and doubt
about U.8. intentions, Israel has had to bulld
up its own mili resources against pos-
sible aggression. I don't think I'd be far
wrong in saying probable aggression.

The threat of encirclement is very real to
Israel. The Israelis are understandably nerv-
ous and apprehensive. The slightest Arab ac-
tion could trigger Israell reaction—could re-
sult in open war. This is a very unhealthy

3781

state of affairs. And, asIsee it, the remedy is
obvious. We must not wait until the bomb-
ers are assembled, the missiles focused with
warheads set, before we make our position
clear—100 percent clear. We must act while
the initiative is still in our hands,

Therefore I believe three steps should be
taken without delay:

1. A direct and forthright statement should
be made by the President that America is
determined to maintain Israell independ-
ence—and block any threat to that nation’s
independence.

2. The U.8, Government should join with
England and France in a tripartite guaran-
tee of Israel.

3. The President—just as the Pope has
s;rll:—ahould consider paying Israel a state

A visit by the President would do two
things. It would be a symbol to the Israelis,
of our country’s interest and concern. It
would be a hands-off warning to the Moslem
nations. It would be a convincing gesture,
to say the least of it. Bo far, we have obvi-
ously not been convincing enough to Nasser
and his bully-boys that we do—Iin the iast
resort—mean business. .

I have long contended that we should go
one step further where Nasser is concerned
and cut off his foreign aid, until he stops
spending huge sums on military supplies and
equipment.

Nasser—according to the best Information
available to me—spends some $428 million
annually on his armed forces. It would be
a very pointed gesture to him and one he
would certainly understand, if we cut his
foreign ald until this investment in arma-
ments was channeled into projects of much
more importance to the Egyptian people and
less danger to world peace.

We know that Israel, by her very existence,
is a showcase to less fortunate peoples of
what a free government can achieve. We
know that Israel has shown itself to be a
laboratory of progress—an island of dynamiec
achievement to the countries around her.

It is my firm conviction that Israel will .
stand—wlill remain a firm rock in the sur-
rounding turbulence—will be a proud bas-
tion of free government against which Nas-
ser and his ilk will crash in vain.

Let Nasser dream his nightmarish dreams.
Israel achieves, Israel bullds, Israel reclaims,
The Middle East is a better place, a more
civilized place, because Israel gained free
and independent nationhood.

Finally, let me thank you again from the
bottom of my heart for your generosity to
me in making this award which I shall al-
ways cherish.

SENATE

TrURSDAY, FEBRUARY 27, 1964

(Legislative day of Wednesday, February
26, 1964)

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

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

O Thou God of all nations and of all
races, who has made of one blood all
men to dwell on the face of the earth,
send out Thy light and Thy truth; let
them lead us, let them bring us to Thy
holy hill.

Cleanse Thy servants who here serve
the public welfare from secret faults
which may mar their public service

knowing that we cannot call mankind
to put aside the weapons of carnage if
our own lives are blighted by impurity
and are arsenals of hatred and of a self-
ish passion to rule. Make us all, we be-
seech Thee, vividly conscious of some
freedoms which we may not exercise—
the freedom to be self-indulgent; the
freedom to satisfy our selfish greed, and
leave others in need; the freedom to
be soft, cynical, and self-centered; the
freedom to criticize others, without ac-
cepting change in ourselves.

May Thy kingdom of love and right-
eousness come within us, that we may
contribute worthily to mankind's abid-
ing peace.

We ask it in the Name which is above
every name. Amen,

THE JOURNAL

On request by Mr. MansFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the

Journal of the proceedings of Wednes-
day, February 26, 1964, was dispensed
with.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A messagé from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that  the
House had passed a bill (H.R. 10051) to
amend Public Law 86-272, as amended,
with respect to the reporting date, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED
The bill (H.R. 10051) to amend Public
Law 86-272, as amended, with respect
to the reporting date, was read twice by
its title and referred to the Committee
on Finance.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO
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TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS .
On request by Mr. MansrFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, it was ordered that
there be a morning hour, with state-
ments therein limited to 3 minutes.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC

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

REPORT ON EXPORT CONTROL

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
export control, covering the fourth quarter
of 1963 (with an accompanying report); to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

REPORT oN RECONSBTRUCTION FINANCE CoORPO-
RATION LIQUIDATION FUND
A letter from the Acting Administrator,

General Services Administration, Washing-
ton, D.C., transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report on the progress of the liquidation
activities of Reconstruction Finance Corpo-
ration, as of December 31, 1963 (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

AMENDMENT OF COMMUNICATIONS ACT oF 1934,
To Give THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
CommissioN CERTAIN ADDITIONAL AvU-
THORITY
A letter from the Chairman, Federal Com-

munications Commission, Washington, D.C.,

transmitting a draft of proposed legislation

to amend the Communications Act of 1034,

as amended, to glve the Federal Communica-

tions Commission certain additional regula-
tory authority over communications common
carriers (with accompanying papers); to the

Committee on Commerce.

REPORT OF U.5. TARIFF CoMMISSION

A letter from the Chairman, U.S. Tariff
on, Washington, D.C., transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report of that Commis-
slon, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1963
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

AMENDMENT OF TITLE 39, UNITED STATES CODE,
To PROVIDE A REDUCED RATE FOR AR Par-
CEL PosT HANDLED BY MmItary Post OF-
FICES

A letter from the Secretary of the Army,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend title 39, United States Code, to
provide a reduced rate for air parcel post
handled by military post offices (with an ac-
companying paper); to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc.. were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as in-
dicated:

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore:

A joint resolution of the Legislature of
the State of Alaska; to the Committee on
Commerce:

“House JoINT RESOLUTION 33 OF THE STATE
' OF ALASEA URGING CONGRESS TO APPROVE

THE 19656 CoAST GUARD CONSTRUCTION PRO-

GRAM IN ALASKA

“Be it resolved by the Legislature of the
State of Alaska:

“Whereas the President of the United
States has asked the Congress for a Coast
Guard facilitles construction program dur-
ing fiscal 1965 in the amount of $1,858,000:
and

“Whereas the proposed construction pro-
gram includes family housing units and sup-
port facilities at Annette Island; mainte-
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nance facilities at Eetchikan; and the re-
placement of the runway at the Coast Guard
loran station on Sitkinak Island; and
“Whereas these facilities are needed for
the effective continuation of the Coast
Guard's important mission In Alaska: Be
it
“Resolved, That the Congress is requested
to give early and favorable consideration to
the President's request for the Coast Guard
construction program in Alaska during fiscal
1965; and be it further
“Resolved, That coples of this resolu-
tion be sent to the Honorable Lyndon B.
Johnson, President of the United States; the
Honorable Carl Hayden, President pro tem-
pore of the Senate; the Honorable John W
McCormack, Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives; the Honorable Clarence Can-
non, chairman of the House Appropriations
Committee; the Honorable Wilbur D. Mills,
chairman of the House Ways and Means
Committee; the Honorable Harry F. Byrd,
chairman of the Senate Finance Committee;
and the members of the Alaska delegation in
Congress.
“Passed by the house February 8, 1964.
“BRUCE KENDALL,
“Speaker of the House.
“Attest:
“PATRICIA R. SLACK,
“Chief Clerk of the House.
“Passed by the senate February 17, 1964.
“FRANK PERATROVICH,
“President of the Senate.
“Attest:
“EmiLy K. STEVENEON,
“Secretary of the Senate.
“WiLLiaMm A, EcaN,
“Governor of Alaska.”

The petition of Jisho Ikehara, speaker of
the Municipal Assembly, of Misato-son, Oki-
nawa, Ryukyu Islands, relating to the settle-
ment of claims arising before the signing of
the Japanese peace treaty; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

A petition signed by Eotaro Yamashiro,
mayor, and Koshin Yogza, chairman, Council
of Mandatories To Acquire Compensation for
Damages Prior to Peace Treaty, both of the
municipality of Urasoe-son, Japan, relating
to the solution of the problem of pretreaty
claims; to the Committee on Armed Services.

The memorial of C. S. Shinn, of S8pray, N.C.,
relating to the recently enacted tax reduc-
tion bill; to the Committee on Finance.

A resolution adopted by the City Council
of the City of Elizabeth, N.J., favoring the
issuance of a tercentenary stamp commemo-
rating the city of Elizabeth as the first capi-
tal of the State of New Jersey; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Bervice.

The memorial of Amalie Eoehler, of Mobile,
Ala., remonstrating against the enactment of
thgl civil rights bill; ordered to lie on the
table.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

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

S.24565. A bill to amend further the Peace
Corps Act (75 Stat. 612), as amended (Rept.
No. 881).

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

8.1237. A bill for the relief of Ealoyan D,
Ealoyanoff (Rept. No. 882);

8. 1525. A bill for the rellef of Mrs. Kayo
Fujimoto Howard (Rept. No. 883);

85.15697. A bill for the relief of Juliano
Barboza Amado and Manuel Socorro Barboza
Amado (Rept. No. 884) ;

5.1978. A bill for the relief of Lillian P.
Johnson (Rept. No. 885);

S.1985. A bill for the relief of Giuseppe
Cacclani (Rept. No. 886);

S.1986. A bill for the relief of Hattie Lu
(Rept. No. B87);
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HR.1174. An act for the relief of Elfriede
Unterholzer Sharble (Rept. No. £02);

HR. 1182. An act for the rellef of Willy
Sapuschnin (Rept. No. 883);

H.R. 1295. An act for the relief of Edith
and Joseph Sharon (Rept. No. 894);

H.R. 13556. An act for the relief of Stanis-
lawa Quellette (Rept. No. 895);

H.R. 1384. An act for the relief of Areti
Biozos Paldas (Rept. No. 836);

H.R. 14556. An act for the relief of Ewald
Johan Consen (Rept. No. 897);

H.R. 1520. An act for the relief of Jozefa
Trzeinska Biskup ard Ivanka Stalcer Vla-
hovic (Rept. No. 898);

H.R. 15621. An act for the relief of Lovorko
Lucic (Rept. No. 889);

H.R. 1723. An act for the relief of Agnese
Brienza (Rept. No. 800);

HR.1761. An act to confer jurisdiction on
the Court of Claims to hear, determine, and
render judgment upon the claim of R. Gor-
don Finney, Jr. (Rept. No. 901);

H.R. 1886. An act for the relief of Valeriano
T. Ebreo (Rept. No. 802);

HR. 4085. An act for the relief of Tibor
Horesik (Rept. No. 903);

H.R.4284. An act for the relief of Chrys-
anthos Eyriakou (Rept. No. 904);

HR.4682. An act for the rellef of Mr. and
Mrs, Fred T. Winfield (Rept. No. 905);

H.R. 4972. An act for the relief of Robert
E. McEee General Contractor, Inc., and Eauf-
man & Broad Building Co., a joint venture
(Rept. No.806);

H.R. 5144. An act for the rellef of Doyle A.
Ballou (Rept. No. 907);

H.R.5617. An act for the rellef of Eliza-
beth Renee Louise Gabrielle Huffer (Rept.
No. 908);

H.R.5728. An act for the rellef of the
county of Cuyahoga, Ohio (Rept. No. 809);

H.R.5982. An act for the relief of Pasquale
Florica (Rept. No. 910);

H.R. 6092. An act for the relief of Alexan-
der Haytko (Rept. No, 911);

HR.6313. An act for the rellef of Stanis-
law Kury] (Rept. No. 912);

HR. 6320. An act for the rellef of Walter
L. Mathews and others (Rept. No. 813);

H.R.6477. An act for the rellef of Capt.
Otis R. Bowles (Rept. No. 814);

HR.6591. An act for the relief of Constan-
tine Theothoropoulos (Rept. No. 915);

H.R. 6748. An act for the relief of the J. D.
Wallace & Co., Inc. (Rept. No. 916);

H.R.T7347. An act for the rellef of Teresa
Elliopoulos and Anastasia Elliopoulas (Rept.
No. 917);

H.R.T491. An act for the rellef of Willlam
L. Berryman (R2pt. No. 919);

H.R.7821. An act for the relief of Wlady-
slawa Pytlak Jarosz (Rept. No. 919);

H.R.B085. An act for the relief of Roy W.
Ficken (Rept. No. 920);

H.R.8322. An act for the relief of John
George Kostantoyannis (Rept. No. 921); and

H.R.B507. An act for the relief of certain
medical and dental officers of the Air Force
(Rept. No. 9232).

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

8.473. A bill for the rellef of Miss Wilady-
slawa Kowalczyk (Rept. No. 888);

8.1966. A bill for the rellef of Glenda
Williams (Rept. No. 889); and

S.1082. A bill for the relief of Francesco
Mira and his wife, Maria Mira (Rept. No.
890)

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

8.1684. A bill for the rellef of Fotini
Dimantopoulou (Rept. No. 891);

HR. 4361, An act for the relief of the
estate of Paul F. Ridge (Rept. No. 923); and

H.R.7533. An act for the relief of Deme-
trios Dousopoulos (Rept. No. 924).

By Mr. ERVIN, from the Committee on the
Judiciary, with an amendment in the nature
of a substitute:

S.935. A bill to protect the corstitutional
rights of certain individuals who are men-
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tally ill, to provide for their care, treatment,
and hospitalization, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 925).

REPORT OF JOINT COMMITTEE ON
REDUCTION OF NONESSENTIAL
FEDERAL EXPENDITURES—FED-
ERAL STOCEKPILE INVENTORIES

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, as chairman of the Joint Commit-
tee on Reduction of Nonessential Fed-
eral Expenditures, I submit a report on
Federal stockpile inventories as of De-
cember 1963. I ask unanimous consent
to have the report printed in the Recorp,
together with a statement by me.

There being no objection, the report
and statement were ordered to be print-
ed in the Recorb, as follows:

FEDERAL STOCKFPILE INVENTORIES, DECEMBER
1963

INTRODUCTION

This is the 49th in a series of monthly re-
ports on Federal stockplle inventories. It
is for the month of December 1963.

The report is compiled from official data
on quantities and cost value of commodities
in these stockplles submitted to the Joint
Committee on Reduction of Nonessential
Federal Expenditures by the Departments of
Agriculture, Defense, Health, Education, and
Welfare, and Interior, and the General Serv-
ices Administration.

The cost value of materials in inventories
covered in this report, as of December 1, 1963,
totaled $14,273,987,427, and as of December
31, 1963, they total $14,048,440,926, a net de-
crease of $225,646,5601 during the month.

Detalled tables in this report show each
commodity, by the major categories sum-
marized above, in terms of quantity and cost
value ags of the besinning and end of the
month. Net change figures refiect acquisi-
tions, disposals, and accounting and other
adjustments during the month.

The cost value figures represent generally
the original acquisition cost of the com-
modities delivered to permanent storage lo-
cations, together with certain packaging,
processing, upgrading, et cetera, costs as car-
ried in agency inventory accounts. Quanti-
ties are stated in the designated stockpile
unit of measure.

Appendix A to this report, beginning on
page 19, includes program descriptions and
statutory citations pertinent to each stock-
pile inventory within the major categories.

The stockplle inventories covered by the
report are tabulated In detail as follows:

Table 1: Strategic and critical materials
inventories (all grades), December 1963
(showing by commodity net changes during
the month in terms of cost value and quan-
tity, and excesses over maximum objectives
in terms of quantity as of the end of the
month).

Table 2: Agricultural commeodities inven-
tories, December 1863 (showing by com-
modity net changes during the month in
terms of cost value and quantity).

Table 3: Civil defense supplies and equip-
ment Inventories, December 1963 (showing
by item net changes during the month in
terms of cost value and quantity).

Table 4: Machine tools inventories, Decem-
ber 1963 (showing by item net changes dur-
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ing the month in terms of cost value and
quantity).

Table 5: Helilum Iinventories, December
1963 (showing by item net changes during
the month in terms of cost value and quan-
tity).

New stockpile objectives

The Office of Emergency Planning is in
the process of establishing new objectives for
strategic and critical materials. Table 1 of
this report reflects the new objectives for 12
materials.

Appendix B, beginning on page 21, contains
excerpts from the Office of Emergency Flan-
ning statement setting forth the new policy
with respect to objectives for strategic and
critical materials.

Different units of measure make it im-
possible to summarize the quantities of com-
modities and materials which are shown in
tables 1, 2, 8, 4, and 5, but the cost value
figures are summarized by major category, as
follows:

Summary of cost value of stockpile inventories by major category

Beginning of | End of month, | Net change
M; categ month Dec, 31, 1963 d
o 2 Dee. 1, 1603 mon
Strategic and critical materials:
National stockplle V. . il $5, 763, 170, 100 | $5, 756, 516,100 | —$6, 654, 000
Defense Production Act_. 1, 483, 573, 500 —4, 748, 900
Supplemental—barter. 1, 354, 337, 813 42,001, 663
Total, strategic and critical materials_..._......._......... 8,603, 738,650 | 8,504,427,413 | —9,311,287
& Price mn:tmigdim: 5,232, 158,605 | 5,015,511, 520 216, 647, 076
suppo! ven —samsain - 3 ’ - b
Inventory transiemtg?am national stockpile !. .- ooooooo oo 119, 652,003 -3, 200
Total, agricnltural commodities ' __ .. . ... 5, 355,040,808 | 5,135,168, 532 | —219, 877, 276
Clvil defense supplies and equipment:
Civil defense stockpile, mueutmnn%eh of Defense_ . __..-.c-zoonme 11, 8786, 594 11, 827, 662 —48,932
Civil defense medical s pile, Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare S s 193, 203, 090 193, 580, 149 +3877, 058
Total, civil defense supplies and equipment..........._.._. 205, 079, 684 205, 407, 811 4328, 127
Machine tools:
Defense Production Act 2, 208, 600 2,208,600 |--veeemomaeaae
National Industrial 90,017, 100 90, 146, 100 +129, 000
Total, machine tools.......... 92, 225, 700 92, 354, TOO 129, 000
Belbimmere o i e s s i e et 17, 902, 585 21,087, 470 43, 184, 885
Total, all inventories. . ... coooioioo il 14,273,987, 427 | 14,048, 440,926 | —225, 546, 501

! Cotton mmmri}::llisu;ﬂ at $128,400,100 withdrawn from the national stockpile and transferred to Commodity

Credit Corporation

sal, pursuant to Public Law 87-548, during August 1962,

TasLe 1.—Strategic and critical materials inventories (all grades), December 1968 (showing by commodity net changes during the month in
terms of cost value and quantily, and ezcesses over mazimum objectives in terms of quantily as of the end of the month)
)

Cost value Quantity
Commodity
Beginning End of Net change Unit of End of Net change | Maximum | Excess over
of month month, d measure of month month, d objective 1
Dee. 1, 1963 | Dec, 31, 19%3|  mont Dec. 1, 1063 | Dec, 31, 1063 | mont objective
Aluminum, metal:
National stockplle. _________________ $487, 680, 600 | $487,680,600 |-..___.___..__| Short ton._ 1,128,080 1200 |- e s e S
Defense Production Act.........._._| 431,€10,600 | 429, 553,900 | —$2, 056,700 |..... doi 20 855, 783 851,516 =BT | s L
POA). - emeemeeenineiamnonaaenn| 916,710,200 | 917,284,500 | —2,086,700 |-.. . d0.oeco---| 1,984,722 | 1,980,805 —3,017 450,000 | 1,530, 805
Aluminum oxide, abrasive grain:
Supplemental—barter....____________ 15,202,004 | 15,468,418 +4175,814 | Shortdryton.. 49, 476 50, 363 4-887 ® 50, 363
Aluminum oxide, fused, erude: g
National stockpile __...._...........| 21,735,100 | 21,785,100 |--ccoooooooo|ooe do. . 200, 093 00008 | e S
Supplemental—barter____._._________| 22,747,400 | 22,747,400 || A0 178, 266 | RS SRS Ba L
L T O TR TN T 44,482,500 | 44,482,500 |..... 1| 5 4N 1, R 378, 350 15T T — 200, 000 178,359
Antimony:
National stockpile. . ... __ 20,488,000 | 20,488,000 |...--.—......| Short ton__.___ 30, 301 30,301 |- 4 i
Bupplemental—barter_......... 12, 804, 548 12, 840, 548 436,000 |..... [ 1 R 21,876 e B | s e e
PR on e 33,202,548 | 33,328, 548 436,000 |- A0, 52,177 REITE e il 70, 000 )
Asbestos, amogite:
National stockpile_ ______ 2, 637, 600 SR et R S e 11, 705 ¥ by Y] e SRR SR ORI RS (L
Bupplemental—barter.... 7.093, 768 7,150, 747 +56,979 |..... [ (- AT 28, 600 28, B25 +225 -
PRI = L i 9,731, 368 9, 788, 347 456,979 |._... 865 40, 305 40, 530 +225 45,000 “
See footnotes at end of table. :

CX—-238
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TaBLE 1.—Strategic and critical materials inventories (all grades), December 1963 (showing by commaodity net changes during the month
in terms of cost value and quantity, and excesses over mazimum objectives in terms of quantity as of the end of the month)—Continued

Cost value Quantity
Commodity
’ Beginning End of Net change Unit of Beginning End of Net change | Maximum | Excess over
of month, month, during measure of month, month during objective ! | maximum
Aug. 1, 1963 | Aug. 31, 1063 |  month Aug. 1,103 | Aug. 31, 1963| month objective

Asbestos, chrysotile:

National stockpile. ... ... . ... ... $3, 356, 200 $3,356,200 |..............| Shortdry ton.. 6,224 6,224
Defense Production Act s 2,102, 600 2,208,000 [ _o__ S o PSR T e, 2,348 2,348
Supplemental—barter. . _............ 4,129,031 4, 226, 905 +$96,974 | ... [T R 6, 045 6,245

) b e e S S 9, 688, 731 9, 685, 706 +06,074 |.....do........ 14,617 14,817

Asbestos, crocidolite:

National stockpile____ 702,100 00, .l Rl Short ton. ... 1, 567
Supplemental—barter 7,253, 605 7, 364, 306 110,611 |.___. (- S ERRas 27,438
1 B R e S e S e 7,955, 795 8, 066, 4068 110,611 | ___. [ TS 20, 005

Bauxite, metal grade, Jamalea type:

National stoekpile: _...............| 13025000 | 13,025,000 |.._. 879,740
Defense Production Aet___.__._. w2 18, 168, 000 18, 168, 000 1,870,077
Supplemental—barter. . _ | s0,408,300 | 80,399,100 5, 780,

. . Total .............................. 121, 496,300 | 121,492,100 8,080, 407

Bauxite, metal grade, SBurinam type:

Natlonal stockpile_ ... ........ 78,562,600 | 78,552,500 4,962,
Supplemental—barter. . _............ 45, 280, 400 45,280, 400 |. 2,927, 260
v et RS TR e R TS 123,832,900 | 123,832,900 7,880, 966

Bouxjte.mhctorz
National stoc! ﬁea.d .................. 11, 347, 800 SR TR h’;ﬁum 200, 279
1: §

Bﬂ%lammn]sboekplh---_-_.__........._ 9, 768, 400 0, 708, 400 |- annmenaen s Short ton. ... 23, 230 23, 230
Defense Production Act 1, 425, 800 1,425,800 |._.. o HEaeT do 2,543 2,543 |
Supplemental—barter. . ...........__ 22, 730, 500 22,780,500 |--oeoneaanaes ---.-do, 11,321 11,321

o 410 G N G M ] 33, 933, 700 37,004 37,004 |._.

Beryllium metal: :
upplemental—barter. ... .......... 17, 167, 862 18, 096, 167 146 150

Bismuth:
National stockpile. .........
Defense Production A
*+ Bupplemental—barter..

2, 674, 300 2, 674, 300
52, 400 52, 400
5, 540. 200 5, 540, 200

1,842, 402 1,342,402 |...
901 22,901 |...
2, 506, 403 2, 506, 403

s RS A R e T S 8, 266, 900 8, 266, 900 3,871, 796 3, 871, 796
admium:
Natlonal stockpile - onceeemnoeeaaae 186, 520, 300 18, 268, 200 —252,100 |.-... [ 7 e 8, 415, 266 8, 286, 843
Supplemental—barter_......._.......| 12,327,600 12, 82T 000 | == cn s A0 -- 7, 448, 989 7, 448, 989
Total .oooooooooiooooo...._.| 28,847,900 | 28,505,800 —252,100 |..._. 0. 15,864,255 | 15,735,832
Castor Oil: !
Natfonal stockpile. . ..o oeooo.o....| 50,100,100 49, 963, 300 —136, 800 |- [} [ e | 106, 490,152 | 105, 940, 640
Celestite:
National stockpile. SR 1, 412, 300 LAY 300 |- cacnacnnnanan Short dry ton. 28, 816 28, 816
Supplemental—barte : 246, 218 356, 089 4109, 871 |..... a0 s 5,064 9, 015

i bt S B 1,658,518 | 1,768,380 | 109,871 [...._ bl 34, 780 87,831
Chromite, chemical e
National stockpile. . . ... _.___. 12, 288, 000 12,288, 000 [Z-cnie ool A0 i 560, 452 550, 452
Supplemental—barter___.._.....__._.| 21,880,400 21, 870, 400 —1,000 |...._ 7, [ 699, 647 609, 847 |-
e e e SR e 34, 168, 400 34, 167, 400 1,000 |-.... A0, enas 1,269, 009 1,259, 099
Chromite, metallurgical grade:
Jat) 1 stockpile_ __....... S 3, 7905, 202 3,705,202
Defense Produetion Aet_ ... _____ 985, 646
Supplemental—barter 1,543,110 1, 543,110
e b A T R T L 524, 643, 500 | 524, 643, 000 6,324, 48 6,324, 048
Chromite, refractory grade:
National stockpile_ . _..........._.... 25, 149, 300 Lo R R 1) (SRR R, IR 1 T 1,047, 159 TSI s ol ety T Rl P
Supplemental—barter. _ _..__.._..__. 5,089, 000 5,039,000 |ceemeeeioaa]-aand L P o 179,77, 1 S ed A T T | I e
e e —. ¢ T T T2 O S d0.eo......| 1,226,034 T 1) 1, 300, 000 ®
Cobalt:
National stockpile. ._........._...0_. 160, 205,200 | 168,205,200 [ ..ol 76, 664, 297 76, 661, 152 —3,145 | ... ... F ST e
Defense Production Aet. .. .. ... 2 : =2l 25,194,122 i
Supplemental—barter. ... ....... f) 1,077,018
311 R S T S S 102, 935, 437
Coconut oil:
National stockpile. ... ... . __. 7, 863, 600 7,289, 700 —573,900 |..._. Aol 51,882,018 48, 006, 308 —3, 786, 520 * 48, 096, 308
Colemanite:
Supplemental—barter. . ... ..... 2, 636, 400 2,636,400 |..............| Longdryton.. 67, 636 Lo W e e SR ® 67, 636
Columbium:
National stockpile. .. ........c.oo.s 7,507, 950 7, 507, 050
Defense Produoction Act____.________ 8,222, 684 B, 222, 684
Supplemental—barter. . __........... , 817
G T ST 74,057,200 | 74,957,200 |......._._____ L e 16,119,520 | 16,119,520 | .. ... _____ 1,900,000 | 14,219, 520

See footnotes at end of table.
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TaBLE 1.—S8lralegic and critical malerials invenlories (all grades), December 1963 (showing by commodity net changes dunfép the month
in terms of cost value and quantily, and excesses over maximum objectives in terms of quantity as of the end of the month)—Continued

Cost value Quantity
Commodity
'Besin.nmg End of Net change Unit of Beginning End of Net change | Maximrm | Excess over
of month month, during measiire of month, month, during objective ! | maximum
Aug, 1, 1063 | Aug. 31,1963  month Aug. 1, 1063 | Aug. 31, 1963| month objective
Copper:
National stockpile .| $523,016,900 | $523, 114, 200 +$97, 300 1, 008, 266 1,008, 255
Defense Production A - 57, 552. 000 57, 141, 900 ~—'|10. 100 102, 834 102, 183
Supplemental—barter . 8, 255, 300 8,255,300 |._.. rERE 12,382 12,382
Pokals= e e T 588,824,200 | 588, 511, 400 —312,800 |.... 1,123,482 1.122, 820
Cordage fibers, abaca: i
National stockpile_ ... ........... 37,035, 300 37,035,300 |..oooeromaae Pound........| 146,935 286 | 146,935, 286
Cordage fibers, sisal:
National stockpile_______..__________| 41, 870,900 41,870,900 |« oeoo o] e do. 309, 424, 350 | 309, 598, 347
Corundum
Natlmsl Brockpile. . i 393, 100 81007 | e Bhort ton. ... 2,008 008 oo 2,000 8
Cryolite: ;
Defense Production Aet. o oooooo.. 6, 890, 200 8, 648, 100 —242, 100 g T . 24,052 24,075 —877 @ 24,075
Diamond dies:
National stockpile. . ... 407, 400 506, 100 48,700 | Plece....___... 16, 696 16, 849 +253 25, 000 (O}
Diamond, industrial m'ushing bort:
National stockpile_ eeemenaee=o| 61,000,500 | 61,600,500 | . ._..._.... Carat.........| 31,113,411 by WY T RO N | ISR L
Supplemsntal—bartu ............... 15, 800, 500 6800, 800 |- ool dosziiiss , 550, 579 B 600, 870 |- i el e e
i T S e e S R ek 77, 410, 000 T7:410,000 |. o ooioi]eiias do__.._...| 36,0663, 090 36,663,990 (... ... 30, 000, 000 6, 663, 990
Diamond, industrial, stones
National stockpl‘s ceemeeeane-| 100,501,500 | 100,501,500 (.. . ___..... S e 9,315, 183 %15 R IR L D
Supplemental—barter__.__________ 186, 324, 500 | 186, 341, +17, 000 N 15, 425, 827 15, 425,827 |... ERORES HESems SR IR
Total. e oeeeccooceccemcceccaannaaaa| 286,826,000 | 286,843,000 +17,000 D 24, 741, 010 Fo S BT R e e | 18, 000, 000 8, 741, 010
Diamond tools:
National stockpile. - . .coooooiaaaas 1,015, 400 1,015,400 | ... Plece . ...} 64,178 L g ) e S @) 64,178
Feathers and down:
National stockpile. . ooeveeeeeae 38, 701, 500 86, TOLB00 |- oot Pound.. .. _... 8, 859, 352 8,859,362 |. .o 1 3, 000, 000 5, 859, 352
Fluorspar, acid grade:
National stockpile. —__......_..._.... 28. 167,800 |- coooooiio Shm’t dry ton. 463, 049 -6 N SRR S e p e
Defense Production Aet_____ 1,394, 400 19, 700 LTy SRR MR Sl DR T
Supplemental—barter_ _.__..._...._. 33, 530, 700 673, 232 673,282 |....... L .
B i A ia e & e S 61,002,600 |.-.... 1, 155, 981 BRSO WL e iaodingss 280, 000 875, 981
Fluorspar, metallurgical grade:
National stockpile. ... ... 17, 332, 400 360, 443 369, 443
Supplemental-barter........ccceeaann 1, 508, 100 42, 800 42, 800 »
Totzal... 18, 840, 500 412, 243 131 Bt R A 375, 000 37,243
G.[-aphlte. natural, Ceylon, amorphous
nmp:
National stockpile. ._.....ooooeeeo.n 937, 000 |0 |.... e B0 e e 4,455 4,455 -
Supplemental—barter. . ... 341,200 Lo 1T PESELTEIEEINGS SR Qo sl 1,428 1,428 |.
Total e = 1,279,100 R IO s 5, 883 8. RS e 3, 600 2,283
Grn::}p;h!te. natural, Madagascar, crystal-
National stockpile. .. <o oo 7,039, 900 7,007, 500 —32,400 |..... S e 34, 154 33, 906 =H Le  a ae
Supplemental—barter. _ . ........... 236, 600 232, 000 —4,800 |..c.cdo.. oo 1,907 L L) (e A R 2 &2
O e i o e = i s 7, 276, 500 7,239, 500 —37,000 |...-- Oscanssas] * 36, 061 35,903 —158 17, 200 18, 703
Graphite, natural, other, erystalline: ; R,
ational stock 7 T SEESTRSC S 1, 896, 300 AL e Y T doi . 5,487 5,487 2, 100 3,387
Hyoscine:
National stockpile. ..o coo oo 30, 600 80,600 | oo Ounce.......- 2,100 2,100 2,100 0}
Iodine:
Nstllma] stol‘.“kpﬂe ................... 4, 082, 000 4,082,000 |- ool Pound.. ... 2,977, 648 2,077, 648
barter...... 1, 066, 000 1,008,000 .~ d. _Z : 5 094, 920 994, 920
Total... 5, 148, 000 foal g (RS ARG (SO At 3, 972, 568 9T 008 |- 4, 300, 000 )
Iridium: »
National stockpile_ . ___ . ... ___ 2, 525, 800 2,525,800 | .. ___ Troy ounce___ 13, 937 1 R R R 4,000 9,987
Jewel bearings:
National stockpile. .o oo oo 4, 129, 600 4,137, 600 +8,000 | Piece.. ccacaan 51, 626, 565 51,727, 565 +101, 000 57, 500, 000 )
Kyanite-mullite:
National stockpile. ..o oo 781, 700 781,700 |..ceceeeaeao.| Short dry ton. 9,042 R s Sl 4, 800 4,242
National stockpile 319, 208, 100 | 319, 293, D Short ton_ ... 1,050, 370 1,050,370 |..
n A 1z e00 980,700 |~ Z258,200 | .. e 3,225 2, 563 Z662 :
Bupplemmt.n]—bnner ................ 898, 600 78, 398, 600 ot R R do...._. 327, 908 327, 998 HE
Total --| 898,930,600 | 398,677,400 ~253,200 |..... A 1,381, 683 1, 380, 931 —662 10 1, 380, 931
M
X st.lunnl stockpile. ..o ooeeeeaa-.| 128,925 700 128, 602, 100 —323,0600 | ... D Sl e e 177, 691 177, 146 —445 107, 000 70, 146

See footnotes at end of table.
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Cost value Quantity
Commodity
Beginning End of Net change Beginning End of Net change | Maximum |Excess over
of month, month, during of month, month, during objective ! | maximum
Aug. 1, 1963 Aug,. 31, 1063 month Aug. 1, 1963 | Aug. 31, 1963 month objective
Manganese, bathery‘gade. natural ore:
ational stockpile. __ e $21, 025,500 | $21,025, 500 |.. 144, 485 144,485 |- oo
Supplemental—barter. . 13, 621, 900 13, 621, 900 |. 137, 700 137, 671 -20 |.
art T A T I R 34, 647, 400 34, 647, 400 282,185 282,156 -29 50, 000 232,156
‘M , battery grade, synthetic di-
National stockpile_ .-......_...... 3, 095, 500 8,005,500 [..-eceemneeo-. 21,272 21,272 |-.- .
Defense Pmdul:thn T B 2, 524, 700 5,00 J il 3,779 b g B SSERSERER AR S SRS RO FEE TSRS
Total. .. i e ccaciaiiiian 5, 620, 200 5,620,200 | . ....._.... 25,051 OB |-l 20, 000 5,051
chemical grade, type A:
ational stockpile. ...._-______.__._ 2,133,300 | 2,138,300 |--coeeeoooeeee 29, 307 29, 307 I
Supplemental—barter. . ______..._.__ 7,922, 100 200300 i 117, 607 117,607 |------ I
W ML S A S 10, 055, 400 10,055,400 |- - -oeeeroeeee 146, 014 3 (R T SRR 30, 000 116, 914
mﬁmeu chemical g'mde, type B:
ational stockpile 132, 600 132, 600 1,822
Supplemental—barter_ 6, 669, 800 6, 669, 800 99,016
i, AR R S S 6, B02, 400 6, B2, 400 100, 838
I.I.l"'lml mdﬁ
ﬁ nalsaoek e —----| 248,240,300 | 248, 240,300 |.- 5, B51, 264
uction Act: -| 176,474,800 | 176, 474, 800 3, 056, 691
- Bupphmenta!—bsrl.er.._- emeeee—----| 241,487 614 , 585, 132 3, 660, 213
S B R R P e 666, 202, 714 | 666, 300, 232 12, 577, 168
Me :
Nngonal stockpile. .. 20, 089, 500 129, 525
Supplemental—barte 8, 446, 200 16, 000
23, 485, T00 145, 525
o 27, 802, 200 11, 617, 756
] s 6, 446, 722
f 586, 1, 631,821
Total 78, 792, 703 73, 935, 442 19, 606, 209
iz 'fm“’?i"m 9,058,100 | 9,058,100 1,724,827
Nation: D X
fense Production Act. .. 633, " 633, 300 " 102, 681
Supplemental—barter_.__._.____.______ 1,074, 408 1, 101, 623 109, 789
b 55 IR R 10, 765, 808 10, 798, 023 1, 936, 797
M muscovite splittings:
h%'atlonal stockplle._ . .. . . .. 40, 508,300 |... 40, 159,938
‘Supplemental—barter. 24 6, 225, 800 4, 826, 267
] S Ry S RS SR S 46,824,100 | oo 44,986, 195
Mieca, phlogopite hlock
National stockpile. __._____.._______ 308, 600 308,600 |-.oooooooee 223,230
Mies, hlngn ite s litthm;s
e SRS 2, 580, 500 3,070, 063
Snpplemental-—bar st o 2, 400, 100 1, 986, 906
RO o e 4, 980, 600 5, 065, 960
Molybdenum
National stockplle. ... 83,670,000 | 83,679,000 sy 79,043,336 | 470,048,336 |.-.o...o..._ 59,000,000 | 20,043,336
Jeel:
Nstlonnl stockpile. ... . ... ... 181,060,400 | 181,952, 400 —8,000 167, 109 167, 097, . 1 P S M
Defense Production Act..__...._..._| 101,070,500 | 101,070,500 |...eeceeuen... 52,767 {7 | A et RS SRR SRR T TR
R I e e N oer s 283, 030,900 | 283,022, 900 —8,000 219,876 219, 864 -12 1 50, 000 169, 864
Oplum: e
National stockpile. . _................ 13, 661, 700 18,001,700 |- ncaiaaa 196, 757 s 07 ] SRR BERE SR 1141, 280 B4, 477
Palladinm
Natlm,nl stoakpile. ..ol 2, 079, 000 2,079, 000 89, 811 89, 811 |- Lo
Defense Production Act 170,000 {oaa e io ooy —177, 300 (A PR —7,884
Bupplemental—barter-_ __...._..... 12, 170, 200 15170, 200 |- <o cmaeerrna- 648, 124 648, 124 -
T e R TR SR 14, 426, 500 14, 249, 200 —177, 300 745, 819 737, 035 —7, 884 340, 000 307, 985
Falm oil -
National stockpile. . _............_. 3, 714, 000 3, 714, 900 600 20, 631, 337 20, 641, 287 -+8, 850 (® 20, 641, 287
Platinum:
Nationalstockpile . ... 56, 879, 900 B8, 810,000 | ucuaa—inoe 716, 343 7]8\, TEARD: ol e ity s e s S e b e s W i e R
Supplemental—barter__ ... _..._. 4, 024, 500 4,024, 500 |oocoaooa il 49, 999 I W= ot S T e e e R
N e ey 80,904,400 | 60,904,400 |...._ . _...... 766, 342 766, 342 165, 000 601, 342
Pyrethrum:
National stockpile. ..oveeemeemeanen 418, 100 15,100 | 67, 065 LA T — 66, 000 1,086
Quartz crystals:
National stockpile. ... ... ....... 560, 900 68, 547, 200 —13, 700 5, 568, 138 5, 557, 024 e e e e g
Supplemental—barter_ _____________ 3, 519, 200 3,519,200} -coeeae. - 232,352 232,352
i e S R e e 72, 080, 100 72, 0686, 400 —13, 700 &, 700, 490 &, 7RO, 376 =1,114 650, 000 5, 139, 376

See footnotes at end of table.
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TaBLE 1.—Sirategic and critical malerials inventories (all grades), December 1963 (showing by commodily net changes during the month
in terms of cosl value and quaniily, and excesses over mazimum ob;edwss in terms of quantity as of the end of the month) -—antinued
Cost value Quantity
Commodity |
Bezumtng End of Net change Unit of Beginning End of Net change | Maximum |Exocess over
month, during measure of month, month, during objective ! | maximum
Aug e 10&3 Aug. 31,1963 month Aug. 1, 1963 | Aug. 31,1963 | month objective
uinidine: .
National stockpile____ ... ... ____ $1, 889, 900 $1,880,000 |..............| Ounce........ 1,638, 428 1,688,428 | ... ..o i 1, 600, 000 38,428 \
uinine: :
e tional s 8,622,600 | 3,464,500 | —$158,100 [..... d0eeeeeenn| 5,720,782 | 5,477,782 |  —250,000 @® 5,477,732
Rare earths: '
National stockpile. __ 7,134, 900 7,134,900 |..............| Bhort dry ton. 10, 042 10,042 | = e }
Supplemental—barter. 5,813, 809 5,818, 009 44,200 |...__ M 6, 163 [ 51 ) IS ssae et “
L 12, 048, 709 12,952, 909 +4,200 | A0 16, 205 {11 AT R 5, 700 10,566'
Rare earths residue: y
Defense Production Act..__.._...... 857,800 657,800 | -____._.._..| Pound. __.._. 6,085,311 6,085,811 | ______.______ ® 6,085,311 |
Rhodium: i
National stockpile. ... ... ........ 78,200 L1 1| (e R Troy ounce. .. 618 L L] M ST e U] 618 __
Rubber: -
= Natlonal stockplle. ... .....cooo.o. 743,870,200 | 730,611,300 | —4,258,000 | Long ton.. 062, 343 056, 465 —5,878 750, 000 206, 465
Ruthenium:
Bupplemental—barter_...._...._..._. 15,001 1% ) G RS A * 15,001
Rutile:
National 18, 500
Defense Production Act._ 17, 410
Supplemental—barter._ 11,
Tolal. oo 47,641
Rutile chlorinator charge: .
Defense Production Aet. coeoooooae P B ST S e —1,850 ® I PE—
Saphire and rub .
. Natior alnnalr;li.o:g‘tpﬂra ................... 160, 000 100,000, Joss-omuazanises Carat. .. .- 16,187,500 | 16,187,500 |- ... ... 18, 000, 000 (0]
757, 100 757, 100 97, 100 97, 100 | IO e
1, 070, 500 1, 362, 137 156, 518 232, 268 75,750 |-
1,827, 2,119, 237 253, 618 329, 368 +175, 750 400, 000 ®
Shellac: i
N stockpile. <- - e ea 8, 503, 600 8, 483, 400 —20,200 |--.-- 05 16, 961, 735 16, 921, 514 —40, 221 7, 400, 000 9, 521, 514
Bilicon carbide, erude:
National stoekplie 11, 304, 500 11, 394, 500 64, 697 64,607 |- ] DR SIS e
bp barter 26,803,600 | 26, 803, 600 131, 805 131, 805 :
| el e e AL i S RS S 38, 168, 100 98, 108, 100 |- feenas [ PO 196, 502 196, 802 |cenacninmaisnn 100, 000 96, 502
Silk nofls and waste:
Natlonal stockpile. ..o ooooeeeooooo 1, 375, 800 1, 343, 500 —32,300 | Pound..... 1,071, 302 1,050, 751 —20, 551 970, 000 80, 751
Silk, raw:
National stockpile. ....o...._...c.coe 486, 600 485,800 |- oeae it aa ot 113,515 11 120, 000 ®
Sperm ofl:
National stockpile. ... oo e 4, 775, 400 4, 775, 400 do 23, 442, 158 23, 442,158 223, 400, 000 42,158
Talg, atmlte block and lump: X
National stockpile. ._._.____._...... 496, 800 496,800 | oociaas Short ton..... 1,274 1,274 300 974
Tale, steatite ground:
National stockpile. - oo oo 231, 200 231, 200 |- o do 3,901 3,901 ™ 3,901
mltlal&ti 1 stockpile 10, 902,700 3, 445, 160 3, 445, 338 4160 ;
onal s
Defense Pmdugtiun Act 9. , 400 1, 581, 067 1, 530, 567 +-500 )
Supplemental—barter 21 100 8,036 8, 036 ;
e R 20, 748, 200 4,984,272 | 4,083,041 —331| 2,420,000 | 2,663,081
Thorium ]
Da!ense Production Act___.___._.___ 42, 000 AR000 |o o na i vadaies LTSS B48, 354 848, 354 : ey
Supplemental—barter. ... ... ... 17, 958, 390 17, 965, 490 +7,100 |...._ { " T 8, 620, 525 8,620,525 |.. Il
O e el 18, 000, 390 18, 007, 400 +7,100 |..._. K0T 9, 468, 879 9,468,879 | . (0] 9, 468, 879
Tin:
National stockpile. __._____._________.| 808,077,000 [ 802,158, 100 —918, 900 LODS o 330,275 329,851 -l PRt et AP
Supplemental—barter__._____________ 16, 404, 000 16,404,000 | ______.__._ FACL | SO 7,505 Pl AT e T el AR
2 i 71 P L Y e S 819,481,000 | 818, 562, 100 —918,900 |..._. S L 337, 780 337, 356 —424 2200, 000 137, 356 .
Titanium: :
Defense Production Aet. .. ___..._._ 176,098,200 | 176,098,200
Supplemental—barter_._.___ --| 32,007,700 | 32,097,700 |.
R e e e 208, 105, 900 | 208, 195, 900
Tun; ;
ational stockpile __________________ 369, 127,300 | 369, 128,200
efense Production Act 318,813,000 | 317,204, 400
Supplemental—barter...____._.......| 18,651,400 18, 651, 400
Total. .. ooooeeeinennaann| 706,592,600 | 704,084,000
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TaBLE 1.—Strategic and critical materials inventories (all grades), December 1963 (showing by commodily nel changes during the month
in terms of cost value and quantily, and excesses over mazimum oiyedives in terms of quantity as of the end of the month)—Continued

Cost value Quantity
Commodity
Beginning End of Net change Unit of Beginning End of Net change | Maximum | Excess over
of month, month, dur measure of month, month, during objective ! | maximum
Aug. 1, 1963 | Aug. 31,1963| mon Aug. 1, 1963 | Aug. 31, 1963| month objective
Vanadiopm: R
National stockpile. .2 .. _..__._._..._| $31,567,000 | $31,567,000 |._._.__......... Pound........ 15, 730, 803 15,780,808 |, .ol 2,000,000 | 13,780,893
egehhla tannin extract, chestnut:
tional stockpile 11, 932, 800 11, 904, 900 —4$27,900 | Long ton...... 42,770 42, 670 —100 30, 000 12,670
Vegetable t in extract, quebracho:
National stockpile_ __________________ 49, 144, 900 49, 132, 600 —12,300 |___.. (1 | BOPay 198, 628 188, 578 —50 180, 000 18, 578
Vegetable tannin extract, wattle:
Natjonal stockpile ________________._ 9, 826, 900 9, 826, 900 |- do 38, 062 R - O 39, 000 Q)
inc:
National stockpile .. . ._..._... 364, 345,400 | 364, 345, 900 4500 | Short ton_____ 1,256, B45 1,256,845 |
Supplemental—barter_.....__.__.....| 79,588,400 | 79,588,400 |..__.._..._.___|..... dezt =i 323, 806 323, 806 AT, 1: 5
L e S e PR, (R 443,933,800 | 443, 934, 300 4500 |..... [ e 1, 580, 741 LOSO, TaL | oot 10 1, 580, 741
Zirconfum ore, baddeleyite: 5
National stockpile. . ... cceeeenenas 710, 600 710,080 e oo o oo 8hort dry ton. 16, 533 . L3 N KRN T @ 16, 533
Zirconium ore, zircon:
National stoekpile. ... ... o...... 128,200 127, 000 =1,200 |..... 7 [ RS 2,172 2,152 -20 ® 2,152
1:
Natilmnl stockpile. ........... 5, 768, 170, 100 |5, 756, 516, 100 | —6, 654, 000 o
se production Act -|1,488,322 400 (1,483,573,500 | —4, 78,900 | _______ | . .. |eeemieccemanen S .
Supplemantal—bﬂtar -ceean--|1, 852,246, 150 (1,354,337,813 | 42,000,868 | ______ | o |emeemmemiioas g
Total, strategic and critical
materials.__...__...__.___|8,603,738,650 [8,504,427,413 | —0,311,287 |..____.______. o O | e R 0 D
| Maximum objectives for strategic and eritical materials are determined T%uruu ? No present objective
to the Strategle and Critical Materials Stock Plling Act (50 U.8.C, 98-98h). e O 4 Not in excess of maximum objective.

of Emergency Pl anmng iz currently in the process of revising stockpile objeetlrea
soume. Compiled from rn’pona submitted by the General Services Administration
e objective,  (Soe app. B, p. 3048 and the Department of Agriculture.
‘TaBLE 2.—Agricultural commodities inventories, December 1963 (showing by odity net changes during the month in terms of cost
value and quantily)
Cost value Quantity s
& o Beginning End of month, | Net change Begiuning of | End of th, | Net
nd of m iy @ nd of mon change
mumh Dee. 31, 1963 dm'ing Unit of measure month, Dec, 31, 1063 d
Dec. 1, xha mont Dec. 1, 1063 mont,

-| 1,050, 482, 017
9,812, 704
1,077, 832,107
""" 9,500,914
80, 975
8,773,102
2, 015, 704, 060
810, 829
4,182, 087, 608
37, 836, 002
660, 547, 705
135, 419, 870
77,415, 239
19, 884, 525
1,075, 268
uiaa'if:m
Total, designated nonbasic commodities..____ 1,034, 440,233 | 980, 286, 018 M Nb | e V| S
Other nonbasie commodities:
Beahs, dry, edibles. ..o i 2, 434, 686 1, 382, 841 —1,061, 845
cat oil, refined_ 753, 092 463, 362 —280, 730
_______________ SR 10,653,881 | . 9,402,881 -1, 161, 000
________________ 839, 623 - 627,450 —212,164 |....
Vugetab]e oil products. Saece 049, 482 724,324 —225, 158
Total, other nonbasic commodities...._.___ . = 15, 630, 764 12, 680, 867 —2, 930, 807
Total, price support, inventory........._._........| 5232158,605 | 5,015, 511,620 | —216,647,076 |......
Inventory :ransicmxl from national stockplle !
Cotton, Egyptian 09, 253, 678 96, 073, 775 —3,179,903 | Bale__.__....__. 117, 485 113,721 —3, 764
Cotton, American- Egypﬂan 23, 628, 525 23, 578, 228 =80, 207 |.--..do.. ... 46, 978 46, 878 —100
Total, inventory transferred from national stock-
e A S R R N e S S 122, 882, 203 119, 652, 003 —3. 230, 200 164, 463 160, 509 —3, 864
Total, agricultural commeodities........2 . ... ... 5,355,040,808 | 5,135, 163,532 | —219,877,276 o e S | W e i e | s e

! Transferred from General Services Administration pursuant to Public Law 85-96 and  Source: Compiled from reports submitted by the Department of Agriculture.
Public Law 87-548. (See app. A, p. 3647.)
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TasLe 3.—Civil defense supplies and equipmeni inventories, December 1963 (showing by ilem netl changes during the month in terms of
cost value and gquantity)

Cost value Quantity
o Beginning of | End of th Net ch End of th, | Net change
g of nd of mon et change nd of mon
month, Dec. 31, 1963 durin Unit of measure pimonth Dec. 31,1063 |  d
Dec. 1, 1963 mont 16& mon
Civil defense stockpile, Department of Defense:
Engineering equipment
chlorinators, purifiers, pipe, and fittings). £10, 075, 564 £10, 078, 518 +-%2.954 | 10 mile units. ... 45 {1 ) EREAR et
Chemical and biological equipment._ ... .__........ 1,801, 030 1,749, 144 —51,886 | (1) cmmcacanafeanana 5 COr o 5
2 P Dt e L) 11, 8786, 504 11, 827, 662 — 4R 082 | e = =
Civil defense medical stockpile, Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare:
Medical bulk stocks, and associated items at civﬂ
defense mobilization warehouses__ 138, 681, 711 139, 038, 262
Medieal bulk stock at manufacturer | 5, 820, 053 , 820, 053
Civil defense emergency hospitals 37, 350, 438 37,370,048
Renlenishment units (functional assemblies other
Sirnly. Saaition e Wil Sene emergency s s
o or efense
DP s e e S ‘f,: 2 10,924, 416 10, 924, 418
U e U R S XY 193, 203, 090 193, 580,149
Total, civil defense supplies and equipment__.___ 205, 079, 684 2085, 407, 811 ey b | N S| [l W

1 Composite group of many different items,

ompiled from reports submitted by the Department of Defense and the
Departmant ofﬂealth Education, and Wi alm-{

TaBLE 4.—Machine tools inveniories, December 1963 (showing by ilem nel changes during the month in terms of cost value and quantity)

Cost value Quantity
e Beginning of | End of th,| Net change Beginning of | End of th, | Net change
nn ngo nd of mon e g0 of mon
month Dec, 31, 1963 ¢ durin Unit of measure mon' Dec, 31, 1963
Dec. 1, 1963 mont] Dee. 1,1 moni
Defense Production Act:
In et $21, 400 LD | ool et 7
2,144, 300 T IEEICIGE do 103
42, 900 TLE )| RS SRR AR T ST 7
Total ... 2, 208, 600 R U PR, [ Ay 117
sl iy G 78, 124, 600 78, 114, 700 6, 940 6,949
O J0RES. e 27, 500 27, 500 1 Lt
On loan to other agencles. . . 3 2, 718, 200 301 303 +2
On loan to school programs. 9,175, 500 8, 285, 700 2,170 2,192 422
Total. 90,017, 100 90, 148, 100 9,421 9, 445 +24
Total, machine tools. .....ocaeeeenrnnnnemmneempenann 92, 225, T00 02, 354, 700 9, 538 0, 562 424
Source: Compiled from reports submitted by the General Services Administration.
TABLE 5.— Helium inventories, December 1968 (showing by item net changes during the month in terms of cosi value and quantity)
Cost value Quantity
o Beginning of | End of th,| Net chan End of month, | Net change
(] jit mon @ ge m (]
month, Dee. 31, 1063 during Unit of measure | _ month Dec. 31,1963 | d
Dee. 1, 1963 month Dec. 1, 1963 mon!
Helinm:
Stored abowvegronnd . . . e $245, 963 $273, 087 +$27,.124 | Cubie foot_ ___._ 21, 100, 000 24, 200, 000 -3, 100, 000
Stored underground . - oo 17, 656, 622 20,814,383 +3,157.761 |.___.do....._.____| 1,819,100,000 | 2, 110,200,000 | 4291, 100, COO
A SR T e e e e e B S e 17, 902, 585 21, 087, 470 43,184,885 | ... {1 RS 1, 840,200,000 | 2, 134, 400,000 | 4204, 200, 000

Source: Compiled from reports submitted by the Department of the Interior.

APPENDIX A
ProGRAM DESCRIPTIONS AND STATUTORY
CITATIONS
STRATEGIC AND CRITICAL MATERIALS
National stockpile
The Strategic and Critical Materials Stock
Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98-98h) provides for
the establishment and maintenance of a na-
tional stockplle of strategic and critical ma-
terials. The General Services Administration
is responsible for making purchases of stra-
tegic and critical materials and providing for
their storage, security, and maintenance.
These functions are performed in accord-
ance with directives issued by the Director
of the Office of Emergency Planning. The act
also provides for the transfer from other
Government agencles of strategic and critical

materials which are excess to the needs of
such other agencies and are required to meet
the stockpile objectives established by OEP.
In addition, the General Services Administra-
tion is responsible for disposing of those
strategic and critical materials which OEP
determines to be no longer needed for stock-
pile purposes.

General policies for strategle and critical
materials stockpiling are contained in DMO
V-1, issued by the Director of the Office of
Emergency Planning and published in the
Federal Register of December 19, 1959 (24
FR. 10309). Portions of this order relate
also to Defense Production Act inventories.

Defense Production Act

Under section 303 of the Defense Produc-
tion Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2093) and

Executive Order 10480, as amended, the Gen-
eral Bervices Administration is authorized to
make purchases of or commitments to pur-
chase metals, minerals, and other materials,
for Government use or resale, in order to
expand productive capacity and supply, and
also to store the materials acquired as a re-
sult of such purchases or commitments.
Such functions are carried out in accordance
with programs certified by the Director of
the Office of Emargency Planning.

Suppl barter

As a result of a delegation of authority
from OEP (32A C.FR. ch. I, DMO V-4) the
General Bervices Administration is respon-
sible for the maintenance and storage of
materials placed in the supplemental stock-
pile. Section 208 of the Agricultural Act of
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1956 (7 U.S.C. 1856) provides that strategic
and ‘other materials acquired by the Com-
modity Credit Corporation as a result of bar-
ter or exchange of agricultural products, un-
less acquired for the national stockpile or for
other purposes, shall be transferred to the
supplemental stockpile established by sec-
tion 104(b) of the Agricultural Trade Devel-
opment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C.
1704(b)). In additlon to the materials
which have been or may be so acquired, the
materials obtained under the programs es-
tablished pursuant to the Domestic Tung-
sten, Asbestos, Fluorspar, and Columbium-
Tantalum Production and Purchase Act of
1066 (50 U.S.C. App. 2191-2195), which ter-
minated December 31, 1958, have been trans-
ferred to the supplemental stockpile, as au-

thorized by the provisions of said Production

and Purchase Act.
AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES
The price-support program

Price-support operations are carried cut

under the charter powers (15 U.S.C. 714) of

‘the Commodity Credit Corporation, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, in conformity with the
Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1421), the
Agricultural Act of 1954 (7 U.B.C. 1741),
which includes at National Wool Act of 19564,
the Agricultural Act of 1956 (7 U.8.C. 1442),
the Agricultural Act of 1958; and with respect
to certain types of tobacco, in conformity
with the act of July 28, 1945, as amended (7
UB.LC. 1312). Under the Agricultural Act of
1849, price support is mandatory for the baslc
commodities—corn, cotton, wheat, rice, pea-
nuts, and tobacco—and specific nonbasic
commodities; namely, tung nuts, honey,
milk, butterfat, and the products of
milk and butterfat. Under the Agricultural
Act of 1958, as producers of corn voted in
favor of the new price-support program for
corn authorized by that act, price support is
mandatory for barley, oats, rye, and grain
sorghums, Price support for wool and mo-
hair is mandatory under the National Wool
Act of 1954, through the marketing year end-
ing March 31, 1966. Price support for other
nonbasic agricultural commodities is discre-
tionary except that, whenever the price of
either cottonseed or soybeans is supported,
the price of the other must be supported at
such level as the Secretary determines will
cause them to compete on equal téerms on
the market. This program may also include
operations to remove and dispose of or aid In
the removal or disposition of surplus agri-
cultural commodities for the purpose of sta-
bilizing prices at levels not in excess of per-
missible price-support levels.

Price support is made available through
loans, purchase agreements, purchases, and
other operations, and, in the case of wool and
mohair, through incentive payments based
on marketings. The producers’ commodi-
ties serve as collateral for price-support
loans. With limited exceptlons, price-sup-
port loans are nonrecourse and the Corpo-
ration looks only to the pledged or mortgaged
collateral for satisfaction of the loan. Pur-
chase agreements generally are available dur-
ing the same period that loans are available.
By signing a purchase agreement, a producer
receives an option to sell to the Corporation
any quantity of the commodity which he
may elect within the maximum specified in
the agreement.

The major effect on budgetary expendi-
tures is represented by the disbursements
for price-support loans. The targest part of
the commodity acquisitions under the pro-
gram result from the forfeiting of commodi-
tles pledged as loan collateral for which the
expenditures occurred at the time of making
the loan, rather than at the time of acquiring
the commodities.

Dispositions of commodities acquired by
the Corporation in its price-support opera-
tions are made in compliance with sections
202, 407, and 416 of the Agricultural Act of
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1949, and other applicable legislation, par-
ticularly the Agricultural Trade, Develop-
ment, and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C.
1691), title I of the Agricultural Act of 1954,
title IT of the Agricultural Act of 1956, the
Agricultural Act of 1958, the act of August 19,
1058, in the case of cornmeal and wheat
flour, and the act of September 21, 1059, with
regard to sales of livestock feed In emergency
areas.

Inventory transferred from national stock-
pile

This inventory, all cotton, was transferred
to Commodity Credit Corporation at no cost
from the national stockpile pursuant to Pub-
lic Law 85-96 and Public Law 87-548. The
proceeds from sales, less costs incurred by
CCC, are covered into the Treasury as mis-
cellaneous receipts; therefore, such proceeds
and costs are not recorded in the operating
accounts. The cost value as shown for this
cotton has been computed on the basis of
average per bale cost of each type of cotton
when purchased by CCC for the natlonal
stockpile.

CIVIL DEFENSE SUPFLIES AND EQUIPMENT
Civil defense stockpile

The Department of Defense conducts this
stockpiling program pursuant to section 201
(h) of Public Law 920, Blst Congress, as
amended. The program is designed to pro-
vide some of the most essential materials to
minimize the effects upon the civillan popu-
lation which would be caused by an attack
upon the United States. Supplies and equip-
ment normally unavallable, or lacking in
quantity needed to cope with such condi-
tions, are stockpiled at strategic locations in
a nationwide warehouse system consisting of
general storage facilities.

Civil defense medical stockpile

The Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare conducts the stockpiling program for
medical supplies and equipment pursuant
to section 201(h) of Public Law 920, 81st
Congress, as delegated by the President fol-
lowing the intent of Reorganization Plan
No. 1, of 1958. The Department of Health,
Bducation, and Welfare plans and directs
the procurement, storage, maintenance, in-
spection, survey, distribution, and utiliza-
tion of essentlal supplies and equipment for
emergency health services. The medical
stockplle includes a program designed to pre-
position assembled emergency hospitals and
other medical supplies and equipment in
communities throughout the Nation.

MACHINE TOOLS
Defense Production Act

Under section 3038 of the Defense Produc-
tion Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 2003) and
Executive Order 10480, as amended, the Gen-
eral Services Administration has acquired
machine tools in furtherance of expansion of
productive capacity, in accordance with pro-
grams certified by the Director of the Office
of Emergency Planning.

National industrial equipment reserve

Under general policles established and di-
rectives issued by the Secretary of Defense,
the General Services Administration is re-
sponsible for care, maintenance, utilization,
transfer, leasing, lending to nonprofit
schools, disposal, transportation, repair, res-
toration, and renovation of national indus-
trial reserve equipment transferred to GSA
under the National Industrial Reserve Act of
1948 (50 U.5.C. 451-462).

HELIUM

The hellum conservation program is con-
ducted by the Department of the Interlor
pursuant to the Hellum Act, approved Sep-
tember 13, 1060 (Public Law B6-777; T4 Stat.
918; 50 U.S.C. 167) and subsequent appropri-
ations acts which have established fiscal 1im-
itations and provided borrowing authority
for the program. Among other things, the

February 27

Helium Act authorizes the Secretary of the
Interlor to produce helium in Government
plants, to acquire helium from private plants,
to sell helium to meet current demands, and
to store for future use hellum that is so pro-
duced or acquired in excess of that required
to meet current demands. Sales of hellum
by the Secretary of the Interior shall be at
prices established by him which shall be ade~
guate to liquidate the costs of the program
within 25 years, except that this period may
be extended by the Secretary for not more
than 10 years for funds borrowed for pur-
poses other than the acquisition and con-
struction of helium plants and facilities.

This report covers helium that is produced
in Government plants and acquired from
private plants. Helium in excess of current
demands is stored in the Cliffside gasfield
near Amarillo, Tex. The unit of measure is
cubic foot at 14.7 pounds per square inch ab-
solute pressure and 70° F.

APPENDIX B
NEw STOCKPILE OBJECTIVES

The Office of Emergency Planning 1s in the
process of establishing new objectives for
strategic and critical materials. Table 1 of
this report reflects the new objectives for 12
materials: aluminum, castor oll, chromite
(metallurgical grade), copper, feathers and
down, lead, mercury, nickel, opium, sperm
oil, tin, and zinc. ;

The following excerpts from OEP state-
ments dated July 11 and 19, 1963, set forth
the new policy with respect to objectives for
strategic and critical materials:

“The Office of Emergency Planning is now
conducting supply-requirements studies for
all stockple materials which will reflect cur-
rent military, industrial, and other essential
needs in the event of a conventional war
emergency. On the basis of recently com-
pleted supply-requirements studies for the
foregoing materials, the new stockpile ob-
jectives were established with the advice
and assistance of the Interdepartmental Ma-
terials Advisory Committee, a group chalred
by the Office of Emergency Planning and
composed of representatives of the Depart-
ments of State, Defense, the Interior, Agri-
culture, Commerce, and Labor, and the Gen-
eral Services Administration, the Agency for
International Development, and the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration.
Representatives of the Bureau of the Budget,
the Atomic Energy Commission, and the
Small Business Administration participate as
observers.

“These new objectives refiect a new policy
to establish a single objective for each stock-
pile material. They have been determined
on the basis of criteria heretofore used in
establishing maximum objectives, and re-
flect the approximate calculated emergency
deficits for the materials for conventional
war and do not have any arbitary adjust-
ments for possible increased reguirements
for other types of emergency.

‘“Heretofore, there was & ‘basic objective’
and a ‘maximum objective’ for each material.
The basic objectives assumed some con-
tinued reliance on foreign sources of supply
in an emergency. The former maximum
objectives completely discounted foreign
sources of supply beyond North America and
comparable accessible areas.

“Previously, maximum objectives could not
be less than 6 months' normal usage of the
material by industry in the United States in
periods of active demand. The 6-month rule
has been eliminated in establishing the new
calculated conventional war objectives.

“The Office of Emergency Planning also
announced that the present Defense Mobil-
ization Order V-7, dealing with general poli-
cies for strategic and critical materials stock-
piling, was now being revised to reflect these
new policies. When finally prepared and ap-
proved, the new order will be published in
the Federal Register.
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“New conventional war objectives for the
remaining stockpile materials are being de-
veloped as rapidly as new supply-require-
ments data become avallable. They will be
released as they are approved.

“The Office of Emergency Planning is also
making studies to determine stockpile needs
to meet the requirements of general nuclear
war and reconstruction. Stockpile objec-
tives for nuclear war have not previously
been developed. Some commodity objectives
may be higher and others may be lower
than the objectives established for conven-
tional war.

“After the nuclear war supply-require-
ments studles are completed, steckpile ob-
Jectives will be based upon calculated deficits
for either conventlonal war or nuclear war,
whichever need is larger.

“The Office of Emergency Planning stressed
that any long-range disposal programs un-
dertaken prior to the development of objec-
tives based on nuclear war assumptions
would provide againet disposing of quanti-
ties which might be needed to meet essen-
tial requirements in the event of nuclear
attack. While the disposal of surplus ma-
terials can produce many problems which
have not heretofore arisen, every effort will
be made to see that the interests of pro-
ducers, processors, and consumers, and the
international interests of the United States

are carefully considered, both in the de-.

velopment and carrying out of disposal pro-
grams. Before decisions are made regard-
ing the adoption of a long-range disposal
program for a particular item in the stock-
pile, there will be appropriate consultations
with industry in order to obtain the advice
of interested parties.”

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BYED OF VIRGINIA

The cost value of Federal stockpile in-
ventories as of December 31, 1963, totaled
$14,048,440,926. This was a net decrease of
$225,646,601 as compared with the Decem-
ber 1 total of $14,273,987,427.

Net changes during the month are sum-
marized by major category as follows:

Cost value, December 1963

Major category
Net change | Total, end
during of month
month

Strategic and critical ma-

- LA e e
Agricultural commodities.
Civil defense supplies and

—$9, 311, 237148, 504, 427, 413
—219, 877, 276] 5, 135, 163, 532

equipment_. 4328, 127 205, 407, 811
Machine tools. -+129, 000 92, 354, T00
Helfum....... -3, 184, 885, 21, 087, 470

Total. . . e |—225, 546, 50114, 048, 440, 926

These figures are from the December 1963
report on Federal stockplle inventories com-
piled from officlal agency data by the Joint
Committee on Reduction of Nonessential
Federal Expenditures, showing detail with
respect to quantity and cost value of each
commodity in the inventorles covered.

STRATEGIC AND CRITICAL MATERIALS

So-called strategic and critical materials
are stored by the Government in (1) the na-
tional stockpile, (2) the Defense Production
Act inventory and (3) the supplemental-
barter stockpile.

Overall, there are now 93 materials stock-
piled in the strategic and critical inventories.
Maximum objectives—in terms of volume—
are presently fixed for 76 of these 93 mate-
rials. Of the 76 materials having maximum
objectives, 61 were stockpiled in excess of
their objectives as of December 31, 1963.

Increases in cost value were reported in 18
of the materials stockpiled in all strategic
and critical inventories, decreases were re-
ported in 24 materials, and 51 materials re-
mained unchanged during December.
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National stockpile

The cost value of materials in the national
stockpile as of December 31, 1963, totaled
$5,7566,616,100. This was a net decrease of
$6,654.000 during the month. The largest de-
creases were $4,268,900 in rubber and $918,-
900 In tin,

Defense Production Act inventory

The cost value of materials in the Defense
Production Act inventory as of December 31,
1963, totaled $1,483573,600. This was a net
decrease of $4,748,900. The larger decreases
were in aluminum and tungsten.

Supplemental-barter

The cost value of materials in the supple-
mental-barter stockpile as of December 31,
1963 totaled $1,354,337,813. This was a net
increase of $2,001,663. The largest increases
were in berylllum metal and selenium.

OTHER STOCKPILE INVENTORIES

Among the other categorles of stockpiled
materials covered by the report, the largest is
$56.1 billlon in agricultural commodities.
Major decreases in agricultural commodities
during December were reported for cotton,
wheat, and milk and butterfat.

Inventories of civil defense supplies and
equipment showed Iincreases in medical
stocks; the machine tools inventories showed
a net increase; and the helium inventories
showed an increase during December.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were in-
troduced, read the first time, and, by
unanimous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

By Mr. ELLENDER:

8.2565. A bill to amend further the Farm
Credit Act of 1933, as amended, to provide
that part of the patronage refunds pald by
a bank for cooperatives shall be In money
instead of class C stock after the bank be-
comes subject to Federal income tax, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. TOWER:

8.2566. A bill to authorize a new form of
low-rent housing utilizing private accom-
modations, to provide more adequate com-
pensation for persons whose property is taken
under certain federally assisted programs; to
provide improvements in the urban renewal
program with emphasis on rehabilitation,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

(See the remarks of Mr. Tower when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr, INOUYE:

5. 2567. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Julla
B. Briones; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. NELSON:

S.2568. A bill for the relief of Henri L

Fralse; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr, RIBICOFF:

S.2669. A bill for the relief of Luciano N

Catale; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. BREWSTER:

8. 2570. A bill to bring the Government
Printing Office within the purview of the
act of September 26, 1961, relating to allot-
ment and assignment of pay and other mat-
ters; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. GRUENING (for himself a.nd
Mr. BARTLETT) :

S.2571. A bill to amend the act of June
19, 1935 (49 Stat. 388), as amended, relating
to the Tlingit and Halda Indians of Alaska;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs,

(See the remarks of Mr. GRUENING relating
to the above bill, which appear under a
separate heading.)
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By Mr. MORSE:

8. 2572. A Dbill to extend the provisions
of the Automobile Dealers Day in Court Act
to manufacturers of and dealers In tractors,
farm equipment, and farm implements, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. MorsE when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. MUSKIE (for himself and Mrs.
SMITH) :

8. 25738. A blll to authorize the Inter-
national Passamaquoddy tidal power proj-
ect, including hydroelectric power develop-
ment of the Upper St. John Rilver, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Public
‘Works.

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

By Mr. EDMONDSON:

8.J. Res. 160. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to provide that nothing in
the Constitution shall ever be construed to

‘prohibit the recognition of Almighty God;

to the Committee on the Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. EDMONDSON When
he introduced the above joint resolution,
which appear under a separate heading.)

NEW FORM OF LOW-RENT HOUSING
TO UTILIZE PRIVATE ACCOMMO-
DATIONS

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill
which I believe will provide some con-
structive alternatives to the administra-
tion’s low-rent housing and urban re-
newal programs.

My bill will:

First, authorize a new form of low-
rent housing utilizing private accommo-
dations; second, provide more adequate
compensation for persons whose property
is taken under certain federally assisted
programs; and third, provide improve-
ments in the urban renewal program,
with emphasis on rehabilitation.

I feel there are certain aspects of my
bill which, after consideration, can be
improved upon. I am hopeful that this
proposed legislation will afford an oppor-
tunity for more constructive criticism of
the administration’s housing legislation
in these fields.

I introduce the bill now, because it
will provide an opportunity to obtain
some reaction to it, in addition to the
opportunity provided by the hearings
which our Housing Subcommittee of the
Banking and Currency Committee is con-
ducting on the present housing bill.

Mr. President, the bill I am introdue-
ing is largely the work of the able and
distinguished gentleman from New Jer-
sey, Representative WionaLrL. The bill
is, in effect, his bill.

I ask unanimous consent that an anal-
ysis of the bill be printed at this point in
the RECORD.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the analysis will be printed in
the RECORD.

The bill (S. 2566) to authorize a new
form of low-rent housing utilizing pri-
vate accommodations, to provide more
adequate compensation for persons
whose property is taken under certain
federally assisted programs, to provide
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improvements in the urban renewal pro-
gram with emphasis on rehabilitation,
and for other purposes, introduced by
Mr. Tower, was received, read twice by
its title, and referred to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

The analysis presented by Mr. TowEr
is as follows:

AwNALYSIS OF THE HoUsING AND NEIGHBORHOOD
REHABILITATION AcT OF 1864 BY SENATOR
TOWER

TITLE I. LOW-RENT HOUSING IN FRIVATE
ACCOMMODATIONS

Sections 101-102: Provide annual contri-
butions to provide direct assistant to supple-
ment rents pald by low-income familles.
Units would be existing housing leased by
local authority but operated and managed
by private owners. Rent assistance is p.o-
vided for 30,000 units.

TITLE II. COMPENSATION OF CONDEMNEES

Sections 201-202, declaration of policy:
Enunclates declaration of policy of just com-
pensation with the aim of compensating
owners of land and their tenants as fully as
poseible for losses suffered by reason of fed-
erally assisted condemnation under any
housing or urban renewal statute.

Section 203, assurance of compensation:
Extends assistance to tenant by assuring him
of supplementary payment over and above
compensation to owner.

Section 204, compensation: Establishes
formula for compensation of tenant equal to
actual value of interest or to the net dimi-
nution in actual value of the interest taken
or damaged. Actual value will be deter-
mined by replacement cost of interest.
Owne s and tenants will be allowed reason-
able attorneys’ fees incurred in securing such
compensation.

Section 205, payments before eviction:
When condemning authority has knowledge
that property is to be taken or damaged,
authority must make advance payment of
80 percent of estimated amount of compen-
sation not later than 15 days after notice of
taking pa-cel or adjoining parcel.

Section 206, actual value: Deflnes actual
value of fee property as the greatest amount
a prospective purchaser would have offered
for the interest had it been offered for sale
on the date of taking.

Actual value of a tenant's interest in a
leasehold is the greatest amount that would
be offered to purchase the tenant's interest
by a prospective assignee willing to assume
the obligations of the lease.

Section 207, replacement cost: Defines re-
placement cost to include moving expenses,
costs of advertising and special promotions
Incidental to reopening a business, and attor-
ney's fees, commissions, and other costs in-
cidental to acquiring new property.

Sectlion 208, taking and damage defined:
Defines “damage’ as the consequences of the
exercise of eminent domain or zoning result-
ing in a net diminuation of the actual value
of the parcel, and if the parcel is adjacent to
a parcel taken in the course of a redevelop-
ment program.

Sections 200-210: Technical provisions.

Section 211, application: Makes title ef-
fective only for contract executed after en-
actment, and for public housing and u-ban
renewal for which there has been submitted
a plan after enactment,

TITLE III. URBAN RENEWAL

Section 301(a) prohibits assistance for
demolition and removal of buildings if objec-
tives of renewal could be achleved by
rehabilitation.

(b) Rehabilitation loans: Provides reha-
bilitation loan program to owners and
tenants in an urban renewal area; residences
or businesses, owner or tenant must estab-
lish that they are unable to obtain reha-
bilitation financing from private lenders or
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other Federal agencies on reasonable terms.
Terms: 15 years or three-fourths of remain-
ing economic life, whichever is less: 3-per-
cent interest; up to cost of rehabilitation or
$10,000 in case of residential property, or
$50,000 in case of business property, which-
ever is less.

The eection establishes 8100 million revolv-
ing fund with additional $100 million to be
made available after July 1, 1964 and July 1,
1985, a total of $300 million.

Section 802, relocation of displacees from
urban renewal areas: Requires relocation
program for business concerns, in addition
to individuals, displaced by urban renewal.
Provides for strict enforcement of relocation
program, without regard to race, etc., of dis-
placees, with suspension of further advances
or payments as penalty for noncompliance.

Provides that relocation payments be made
at time condemnation proceedings are
commenced.

Section 303, local responsibilities under
urban renewal program:

(a) Adds as an element of a workable
program: “a statement of anticipated
zoning changes in the community which
would serve to assist displaced business con-
cerns in making arrangements for their
relocation.”

(b) Requires administration in evaluating
workable program to determine “that the
locality has adequately identified the goals
to be achleved with respect to each element
of the workable program and has committed
itself to the improvements (with respect to
each such element) that will be made dur-
ing the ensuing year."

(c) Provides for suspension of financial
assistance if annual review of workable pro-
gram finds that locality has not fulfilled its
commitments.

(d) Authorizes HHFA assistance to com-
munities in developing self-help programs for
community Iimprovements including re-
habilitation projects which require no finan-
cial assistance as well as self-liquidating re-
development projects.

(e) As a condition for approval or renewal
of a workable program, requires community
to initiate and carry out a study of the
property assessment system to determine (1)
effect of workable program and urban re-
newal project on property values; and (2)
extent to which real estate taxation can be
used as incentive to improve properties and
a means of financing local urban renewal
activities.

(f) Requires community referendum and
majority approval before a local public
agency can enter into any contract for loan
or capital grants.

(g) Declares congressional policy that lo-
calities desiring to undertake urban renewal
should be encouraged to obtain necessary
financing from State and local sources, pub-
lic and private. Also, gives priority to appli-
cants for urban renewal assistance which
permits increases in tax revenues resulting
from redevelopment to be pledged for the
payment of principal and interest charges on
obligations issued for financing project, or
which is otherwise found to have taken all
possible steps to obtain State or loecal
financing.

Section 304, nonresidential renewal: Ter-
minates grants for nonresidential and non-
public renewal; substitutes 10-year loans
at golng Federal rate plus one-half of 1
percent, up to two-thirds of net project cost.
Loans will bear no interest for any period
prior to the date on which the land involved
is sold or otherwise disposed of by the local
public agency for redevelopment.

Section 305(a) requires, insofar as prac-
ticable, competitive bidding on real estate
acquired for a project.

(b) Preference to local developers.

Section 308, local grants-in-aid: Requires
that grant-in-ald credit for streets within
urban renewal area consider the ratio that
traffic to and from the area bears to the
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total traffic with no credit being allowed for
any portion of a street outside of the area.

(b) Denies grant-in-aid credit to any pub-
lic body which has received any grant or sub-
sldy from the Federal Government with re-
spect to any demolition, removal, improve-
ment or facility, to the extent of such sub-
sidy or grant, with the exception of Federal
contributions to the Distriet of Columbia.

Section 307, definition of local public
agency: Redefines local public agency to in-
clude “any public body exercising all of its
functions relating to a project as agent for
a local government or State.”

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS

Section 401, local approval of low-rent
housing sites: Requires local governing body
approval of sites for public housing before
entering into any contract, including a pre-
liminary loan contract. ?

Section 402, expenses in connection with
private organizations: Prohibits use of any
Federal funds for urban renewal or public
housing to be used for (1) dues or fees in
connection with membership in a private
housing or urban renewal or related organi-
zation; (2) travel or subsistence in connec-
tion with attendance at meetings or confer-
ences of such organizations except where in-
dividual is a scheduled speaker or has formal
official duties at such meetings or confer-
ences.

Section 403, FNMA purchase of conven-
tional loans: Authorizes FNMA to purchase
conventional mortgages of a quality gener-
ally acceptable to private institutional mort-
gage Investors.

AMENDMENT OF THE TLINGIT-
HAIDA JURISDICTIONAL CLAIMS
ACT

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, I
have sent to the desk a bill, which is
cosponsored by my colleague, the senior
Senator from Alaska [Mr. BARTLETT], to
clarify provisions of an act passed in
1935 authorizing the Court of Claims to
hear and determine claims of the Tlingit-
Haida Indians of Alaska for loss of prop-
erty rights in southeastern Alaska as a
result of actions of the United States.
The property involved includes almost
the entire area of southeastern Alaska—
over 20 million acres of land covering
an area approximately 350 miles long
and 120 miles wide.

Subsequent to passage of the Claims
Act, the Court of Claims decided to di-
vide the proceedings into two parts—
one in which the claims to the property
would be adjudicated and one in which
the amount of recovery, if any, and other
issues would be determined.

On October 7, 1959, the Court of Claims
issued its decision in the first part of the
proceeding in which it was found that,
under terms of the 1935 act, the Tlingit
and Haida Indians of southeastern
Alaska were entitled to compensation by
the Federai Government for the land
they claimed. Meanwhile, proceedings
for the determination of the amount of
the recovery have continued, and it now
seems a judgment as to this will be forth-
coming shortly.

As will be realized from a statement of
the large acreage involved in this claim
the administration of funds received as
a recovery is a matter of very great im-
portance. The area includes the entire
Tongass National Forest, covering over
16 million acres; the entire Glacier Bay
National Monument, embracing 2,297,-
598 acres; and the entire Annette Island
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Indian Reservation of 86,740 acres. The
amount of the recovery is yet to be deter-
mined. However, there is reason to ex-
pect it will be a substantial sum of money.

Thus, the matter of the administra-
tion of these funds is important to Con-
gress and to the Federal Government.

It is of even greater importance to the
Tlingit and Haida Indians of Alaska, who
will be the beneficiaries of the fund cre-
ated by this judgment.

The amendment Senator BARTLETT and
I have introduced to the original act is
designed to improve the provisions relat-
ing to distribution of the funds received
and determination of beneficiaries. It
will prescribe the organization of a Cen-
tral Council of the Tlingit and Haida
Indians, in accordance with rules ap-
proved by the Secretary of the Interior,
to have responsibility for planning the
use of funds received when the recovery
judgment is made. Under this provision
the central council will have statutory
definition as a body elected in accord-
ance with provisions of law.

The amendment further provides that
the funds recovered will be expended for
purposes authorized by the central coun-
cil and approved by the Secretary of the
Interior.

The existing law will be changed by
this bill to allow per capita payments
from the judgment fund—a means of
distribution that was prohibited by 1935
law.

This is legislation that has been rec-
ommended for enactment by the organi-
zation now known as the Central Council
of the Tlingit and Haida Indians, which
exists as a result of actions taken by the
Indians voluntarily, but not in accord-
ance with any prescribed procedures for
election or membership. It is the feel-
ing of this group that the organization
should be more clearly defined and its
status clarified by statute.

The need for clarifying the 1935 legis-
lation has become apparent as it has
been tested in the proceedings now com-
ing to a close in the Court of Claims.
Now that the award of a large sum of
money to the Tlingit and Haida Indians
is imminent the potential beneficiaries
have recognized it is of great importance
to amend the law passed in 1935 to insure
equitable distribution of moneys received.
Thus, this bill will cure a defect of the
original law which failed to provide a
workable plan for administration of
sums recovered as a result of its passage.

Since the jurisdictional act was passed
in 1935 many changes have taken place
among the Tlingit and Haida Indians
who will be its beneficiaries. Many of
these people have moved away from the
Indian villages of southeastern Alaska
and now live in the larger communities
of Juneau, Ketchikan, Petersburg,
Wrangell, and in other parts of the
United States Also, the way of life of
many of the group has changed mark-
edly in the generation that has passed
since the original law was contemplated.
Indians of southeastern Alaska may now
be found practicing law, medicine, engi-
neering, and other learned professions.
They are found in the business world
throughout southeastern Alaska and in
other localities far from their native
communities. They have served—with
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distinction—in the territorial and State
legislatures and do so now. The presi-
dent of our State senate, Frank Perat-
rovich, is a Tlingit Indian. Thus, there
is a different economic and social aspect
of this matter than was contemplated in
the time which nearly all Alaskan natives
were found in communities wholly of
their own blood engaged in the tradi-
tional occupations of hunting, fishing,
and trapping.

Thus, to meet the needs of a new gen-
eration, and to prepare, as wisely as pos-
sible, for the administration of a large
sum of money, Senator BARTLETT and I
hope early and favorable action will be
taken upon this bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The bill (S. 2571) to amend the act
of June 19, 1935 (49 Stat. 388), as
amended, relating to the Tlingit and
Haida Indians of Alaska, introduced by
Mr. GRUENING (for himself and Mr. BArT-
LETT), was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, my
colleague has stated very well the need
for this legislation we introduce today in
behalf of the Tlingit-Haida people of
Alaska,

The Tlingit-Haida Jurisdictional Act,
passed almost 30 years ago was well con-
ceived for the most part but it was prem-
ised on the Tlingit-Haidi people’s con-
tinuing to live in the then-existing In-
dian communities and following their
traditional means of livelihood of hunt-
ing and fishing.

Mr. President, this has all now
changed. There are Tlingit-Haidas liv-
ing in many of the predominantly non-
Indian communities of Alaska as well as
in other States. For example, there are
considerable numbers in Seattle and San
Francisco. As a result, the mode of dis-
tribution of judgment money and the
language specifying who is eligible to
participate in the judgment no longer
makes any sense.

Furthermore, no provision was made
in the original act for establishment of
an official representative body to make
the necessary decisions as to how the
judgment funds should be used and dis-
tributed. This I feel is one of the most
urgent reasons for the bill my colleague
and I propose to the Senate today.

A decision by the Court of Claims that
the Tlingit-Haida Indians should be
compensated for lands taken by the
United States in southeastern Alaska
has already been reached and I under-
stand a determination of the size of the
judgment will be forthcoming soon. The
need for enactment of our proposal is,
therefore, immediate and pressing.

Once the tribal governing body con-
templated by the legislation is estab-
lished, plans already in the making can
be implemented which I am hopeful will
bring, in one area, some of the same
results anticipated by the President in
his countrywide war on poverty.

My colleague and I are most anxious
that there be hearings and action by the
committee to which the bill is referred
at the earliest possible date.
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EXTENSION OF PROVISIONS OF AU-
TOMOBILE DEALERS DAY IN
COURT ACT

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to
extend the provisions of the Automobile
Dealers Day in Court Act to manufactur-
ers of and dealers in tractors, farm
equipment, and farm implements, and
for other purposes.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the bill be printed in the ReEcorp at
this point in my remarks, and that the
bill remain at the desk until the end of
the session on Monday next, for cospon-
SOTS.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, The bill will be received and appro-
priately referred; and, without objection,
the bill will be printed in the Recorp and
held at the desk, as requested by the
Senator from Oregon.

The bill (8. 2572) to extend the provi-
sions of the Automobile Dealers Day in
Court Act to manufacturers of and deal-
ers in tractors, farm equipment, and
farm implements, and for other pur-
poses, introduced by Mr. MoORSE, was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary, and
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That subsec~
tions (a) and (c) of section 1 of the Act
entitled “An Act to supplement the antitrust
laws of the United States, in order to balance
the power now heavily weighted in favor of
automobile manufacturers, by enabling fran-
chise automobile dealers to bring suit in the
district courts of the United States to recover
damages sustained by reason of the failure of
automobile manufacturers to act in good
faith in complying with the terms of fran-
chises or in terminating or not renewing
franchises with their dealers”, approved Au-
gust 8, 1956 (70 Stat. 1125; 15 U.8.C. 1221),
are amended by striking out the words
“passenger cars, trucks, or station wagons”,
wherever those words appear in those sub-
sections, and inserting in lieu thereof the
words “passenger cars, trucks, station wagons,
tractors, farm equipment, or farm imple-
ments, and parts therefor”.

Sec. 2. Section 2 of the Act is amended
by—

(1) inserting therein, immediately after
the section number “Sec. 2.”, the subsection
designation “(a)";

(2) inserting at the end of the text of
subsection (a) of such section, as redesig-
nated by paragraph (1), the following new
sentence: “In any such suit arlsing from
any such failure which occurs on or after
the effective date of this sentence, the plain-
tiff shall be entitled to recover treble the
amount of the damages sustained by him
by reason of such failure and the cost of
suit.”; and

(3) inserting at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsections:

*(b) No cause of action under the provi-
sions of this Act shall be barred or otherwise
impaired by any release given before or after
the date of enactment of this subsection, or
by any voluntary resignation of an automo-
bile dealer of his franchise, whether made
before or after the date of enactment of this
subsection, if upon the trial of such action
it is determined that such release or resig-
nation was exacted from the automoblle
dealer under circumstaneces constituting eco-
nomic coercion or duress, or by threats of
coercion, retaliation or intimidation, or if
any such release or resignation was obtained
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from the automobile dealer for an inadequate
monetary or other conslderation. A can-
cellation of a franchise, or a resignation of a
franchise based in whole or in part upon a
threat of cancellation, shall be deemed to
constitute a coerced resignation for the pur-
poses of this subsection.

*“(c) Any person, firm, corporation or
assoclation shall be entitled to sue for and
have injunctive rellef in any court of the
United States having jurisdiction over the
parties against threatened loss or damage
by a violation of the provisions of this chap-
ter when and under the same conditions
and prineiples as injunctive relief against
threatened conduct that will cause loss or
damage is granted by courts of equity un-
der the rules governing such proceedings,
and upon the execution of a proper bond
against damages for an injunction improvi-
dently granted, which bond shall not in any
event be for an amount which would exceed
the automobile manufacturer’s probable re-
covery for general damages on a cause of ac-
tion against the automobile dealer for a
breach of the franchise by the automobile
dealer’s continuance in business in the sale
of the automobile manufacturer’s products
after a valid cancellation or termination of
such franchise.”

Bec. 3. Section 4 of that Act is amended
by inserting therein, immediately after the
section number thereof, the following new
sentence: “This Act is hereby declared to be
one of the antitrust laws of the United
States, and all remedies for the violation of
the provisions of such antitrust laws are
hereby extended and made applicable to acts
and omissions which constitute a cause of
action for sult instituted under this Act.”

AUTHORIZATION FOR INTERNA-
TIONAL PASSAMAQUODDY TIDAL
POWER PROJECT

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I intro-

duce on behalf of myself, my senior col-
league [Mrs. SmrTH], a bill to authorize
the construction of the Passamaquoddy-
St. John hydroelectric project. subject
to appropriate agreements between the
United States and Canada. This pro-
_posed legislation carries us one step
closer to the realization of a dream to
harness the tides of Passamaquoddy and
Cobscook Bays in Maine and New Bruns-
wick and to develop the resources of the
upper St. John River, to the advantage
of Maine, New England, and the Mari-
time Provinces of Canada.

The bill, which would authorize con-
struction of the necessary civil works
and powerplants by the Corps of En-
gineers, construction of high voltage
transmission lines by the Department
of the Interior, and marketing of the
power developed by the project by the
Secretary of the Interior, opens the way
to the development of 1 million kilowatts
of peaking energy, 250 thousand kilo-
watts of firm energy, and 1 billion
kilowatt-hours of dependable offpeak
energy annually for our northeast region
at prices one-fourth lower than average
rates in our area.

Mr. President, this bill is important to
our region and to the Nation. It has the
backing of members of both parties, in
and out of Maine. It is backed by sound
and imaginative engineering studies; it
is a feasible economie project.

As President Kenhedy said, when he
endorsed the project, July 16, 1963:

Any proposed natural resource develop-
ment must, of course, meet the national in-
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terest test. It must strengthen the economy
of the whole Nation and enable America to
better compete in the marketplaces of the
world. The Passamaquoddy-St. John proj-
ect now meets the national Interest test.
Each day, over a million kilowatts of power
surge in and out of the Passamaquoddy Bay.
Man needs only to exercise his engineering
ingenuity to convert the ocean’s surge into
a national asset.

We hope we can bring this legislation
to hearings this session, so that the ad-
vantages of this project can be consid-
ered by the Congress. We also hope that
our Government and that of Canada will
negotiate an agreement on an equitable
sharing of the benefits from this com-
bined project. When such an agree-
ment is reached we will be in a position
to give final authorization to Quoddy-
St. John, and a potential asset can be
transformed into a national benefit.

I want to take this opportunity to ex-
press my appreciation to Secretary of In-
terior Udall, the members of his Depart-
ment, to the Corps of Engineers, and to
the Department of State for the tech-
nical advice they have given us on this
legislation. Since President Kennedy
referred the 1961 International Joint
Commission Report on the proposed
Passamaquoddy project to Secretary
Udall, we have enjoyed the closest coop-
eration and assistance as we have
worked to make our dream a reality.
The combination of technical skill, im-
agination, vision, and enthusiasm we
have encountered has given us great
courage in the pursuit of this goal of
new opportunities for our region, and for
the Nation.

Mr. President, I ask that the bill lie
at the desk for 24 hours to permit other
Senators to become cosponsors.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the bill will lie on the desk, as
requested by the Senator from Maine.

The bill (S. 2573) to authorize the
international Passamaquoddy  tidal
power project, including hydroelectric
power development of the upper St.
John River, and for other purposes, in-
troduced by Mr. Muskie (for himself and
Mrs. SMmiTH), was received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF CON-
STITUTION RELATING TO REC-
OGNITION OF ALMIGHTY GOD

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. President,
I introduce, for appropriate reference, a
joint resolution providing for an amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United
States. I do this out of a sincere con-
cern over recent trends which have de-
veloped in our country denying public
recognition of the existence of a Supreme
Being.

Many thousands of Oklahomans share
this concern. As their representative to
the U.S. Senate, I feel a responsibility
to request that the Congress consider this
problem and take whatever action is
needed to restore the traditional founda-
tions of religion to our public institu-
tions.
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Nothing in my joint resolution is in-
tended to change our Nation's policy
against the establishment of a state-
controlled church or to modify the prin-
ciples of separation of church and state
as our founders intended them.

I introduce this joint resolution in the
hope that Congress will act to reaffirm
our Nation's longstanding belief in a
Divine Being.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The joint resolution will be re-
ceived and appropriately referred.

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 160)
proposing an amendment to the Consti-
tution of the United States to provide
that nothing in the Constitution shall
ever be construed to prohibit the recog-
nition of Almighty God, introduced by
Mr. EnMONDSON, was received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1964—
AMENDMENTS (AMENDMENT NO.
436)

Mr. AIKEN submitted amendments,
intended to be proposed by him, to the
bill (H.R. 6196) to encourage increased
consumption of cotton, to maintain the
income of cotton producers, to provide a
special research program designed to
lower costs of production, and for other
purposes, which were ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed.

Mr, DIRKSEN submitted an amend-
ment (No. 437), intended to be proposed
by him, to House bill 6196, supra, which
was ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

AUTHORIZATION FOR COMMITTEE
ON APPROPRIATIONS TO REPORT
APPROPRIATION BILLS, ETC.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that during ad-
journments or recesses of the Senate dur-
ing the 2d session of the 88th Congress,
the Committee on Appropriations be,
and it is hereby, authorized to report
appropriation bills, including joint res-
olutions, with accompanying notices of
motions to suspend paragraph 4 of rule
XVI for the purpose of offering certain
amendments to such bills or joint resolu-
tions, which proposed amendments shall
be printed.

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

PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF RULE
VII—ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS
OF RESOLUTION

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, at its
next printing, I ask unanimous consent
that the names of Senators BURDICK,
Moss, Proxmirg, and HUMPHREY be
added as cosponsors of the resolution
(S. Res. 297) to amend rule VII to per-
mit morning business statements or
comments for 3 minutes, which I sub-
mitted, on behalf of myself and other
Senators, on February 10. 1964.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
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PERSECUTION OF JEWS IN RUSSIA

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the re-
ports broadcast here this morning from
Moscow that nine Russian Jews have
been sentenced to death for so-called
economic crimes and that their alleged
ringleader had been secretly tried and
executed 2 weeks ago are enough to send
a shudder of horror throughout the civi-
lized world.

This time there can be little doubt
whatever that Jews were deliberately
singled out. The official newspaper Iz-
vestia made a point, in its report at the
opening of the trial, of stating defiantly
that the leading defendants were Jews.
Other Soviet newspapers have, as an
outgrowth of the economic arrests and
trials, also openly expressed hostility to
the Jewish people and have used hate-
ful caricatures and malicious language
to describe Jews.

This kind of anti-Jewish agitation by
government-controlled newspapers in a
country where anti-Semitism is as deeply
rooted as it is in the U.S.S.R. could well
be the forerunner of even more wide~
spread oppression and persecution, un-
less the world appeals and protests loudly
enough, often enough, and long enough
to make the Kremlin call a halt to this
inhuman persecution,

Soviet Jews underwent intense suffer-
ing during World War II and under
Stalin’s rule. Over the past 3 years, So-
viet press coverage of so-called economic
crimes has revealed that Jews are being
jailed and condemned in exceptionally
large numbers and with unusual feroc-
ity. Between July 1, 1961, and July 1,
1963, 140 persons have been executed
for economic offenses, and about half of
these unfortunate victims have been
Jews. This is an extraordinarily high
percentage, in view of the fact that Jews
number only 1.1 percent of the total So-
viet population.

Soviet persecution of Jews is also tak-
ing the form of religious and cultural
repression, the peremptory closing of
synagogues and Jewish cemeteries, and
the banning of many ritual practices, in-
cluding the baking of matzoh, or un-
leavened bread, for the Passover. No
prayer books are printed, and all cul-
tural activity is repressed. From 1948 to
1963, only six books in Yiddish have been
published; all Yiddish theaters have
been closed; and there are no Jewish
schools and no Jewish organizations.
There is intense pressure on the Jewish
community of some 3 million souls, which
is isolated from other Jewish communi-
ties in other countries. No emigration
is permitted, not even to join families in
Israel or other countries. Soviet Jews
are restricted by quotas and are singled
out in official documents, such as identi-
fication cards with a large J stamped on
them. They are regarded as a nation-
ality, but are accorded none of the privil-
eges that nationalities enjoy in the Soviet
Union.

The current emphasis on Jews in the
prosecution of so-called economic crimes
is unmistakable, and the anti-Jewish
overtones in official publications is giving
strength to traditional and existing anti-
semitism. Soviet Jews are being made
the scapegoats for the Kremlin's eco-
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nomie blunders, and their position is be-
coming increasingly dangerous. Our
protests and those of all organizations
and fairminded people throughout the
world must continue to be heard loudly
and clearly in Moscow. Chairman
Khrushchev and his associates must be
told time and again that the world con-
demns such persecution for economic
crimes as a throwback to the days of
barbarism, and that it will not stand by
idly while a people are being destroyed.

I ask that a newspaper article and
an editorial in this connection be printed
in the Recorbp.

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

SoviET Sam To Doom NINE 1IN Bic FrRaUD RING
(By Theodore Shabad)

Moscow, February 26, —Nine persons have
been sentenced to death as members of a
Moscow fraud ring involving Sovlet officials,
according to reliable sources.

Four others have been given 16-year jail
terms and about 10 others lesser prison sen-
tences after a 2-month trial of 23 persons,
all of whom were found gullty of having par-
ticipated in a private-enterprise ring. Eight-
een of the accused are understood to be
Jews,

It was not known how many of the nine
sentenced to death were Jews and whether
they included the ringleader, identified as
Shakerman, who received a separate death
sentence earlier this month. The only other
members of the ring who have been identi-
fled in the press are Roifman and Galperin,
both Jewish names.

The ring was sald to have netted 3 mlillion
rubles ($3.3 million) by using mental pa-
tients to produce knitted goods, which were
then sold through illegal retail outlets in
marketplaces and railway stations.

The illegal shops and vast supplies of raw
materials were obtained by bribing Soviet
officials.

In an appeal to Premier Ehrushchev, made
public February 17, a group of distinguished
Western citizens, Including six Nobel Prize
winners, expressed concern that about half
of those executed in the Soviet Unlon for
economic crimes in the last 3 years were
Jews.

Soviet authorities have steadfastly denied
that the nationality of the accused In crimes
of embezzlement, bribery, theft of state prop-
erty and so forth had any bearing on the
cases,

Last October Izvestia, the Government
newspaper demanded a major show trial of
the Shakerman ring as a deterrent against
economic crimes which have shown no indi-
cation of declining despite the imposition of
the death sentence since 1961.

Izvestia identified some of the Jewlsh ac-
cused by name and added.

“We mention the Jewish surnames * * *
because we pay no heed to mallcious slander
that is being stirred up in the Western press
from time to time. It is not Jews, Russians,
Tartars or Ukrainians who will stand trial—
criminals will stand trial.

TRIAL CLOSED TO PUBLIC

Plans for a show trial were shelved, pre-
sumably because of the involvement of bribe-
taking Soviet officlals. When the trial
opened without publicity late December, the
public and Western newsmen were not ad-
mitted.

Outsiders were understood to have been
barred from the courtroom because the
bribetakers were to be identified during tes-
timony.

RAILROAD OFFICIALS INVOLVED

The officlals are known to include two for-
mer masters of the Kursk Rallroad Station,

one of the busiest rallroad stations of the
Sovlet capital.

They were given T-year prison terms last
Beptember for having accepted 1,300 rubles
{#1,443) and other gifts from the Shaker-
man ring. In return build two market stalls
to retall its illegally manufactured wares on
the main square in front of the statlon and a
third in the main walting room.

The Western expression of concern over
Jewish involvement in the economic crimes
was contained in the appeal urging better
treatment of the Soviet Union’s 215 million
Jews. The appeal dated December 2, was
made public by Bertrand Russell, the British
philosopher, after no reply had been received
from Mr. Ehrushchev.

The signer’s told the Soviet Premier they
hoped Soviet Jews would “be permitted full
cultural lives, religious freedom and rights
of a national group, in practice as well as in
law."

The Nobel Prize winners who joined the
appeal were Dr. Max Born of West Germany,
Francois Mauriac of France, Lord Boyd Orr
of Britain, Prof. Louis C, Pauling of the
United States and Dr. Albert Schweltzer,

RussiaN EcoNomic CRIMES

LonpoN (JTA).—The death penalty for
11 Jews who faced a long secret trial in Mos-
cow on charges of “economlic crimes"” was
requested by the prosecution at the con-
clusion of the trial, according to reports
reaching here from Moscow. Another Jew
involved in this trial, listed as Shakerman,
had already been sentenced to death earlier
in the week as the “ring leader” of the group.

For each of the 12 non-Jews involved in
the trial the prosecution asked prison terms
of 156 years. The sentences for the 23 are
expected to be issued within a few days, the
Moscow reports indicated. The trial, origi-
nally expected to be a “show trial,” lasted
several weeks and was held in camera.

Izvestia, official organ of the Soviet Gov-
ernment, revealed that the accused were ar-
rested following a denunciation to the police
by a relative of Shakerman, whom the news-
paper described as a “former doctor.” The
arrests were made last October, according to
the newspaper, which claimed that the ring-
leaders of the group were Jewish, naming
them as Shakerman, Roifman, Galperin, and
Braslavsky. Izvestia had charged that the
defendants were part of a ring which operat-
ed a subrosa knitting mill in the workshop
of a neurological institute in a Moscow sub-
urb. The group allegedly acquired 58 knit-
ting machines and 460 tons of raw wool
from illegal sources and the goods allegedly
were sold at market and traln stations with
the compliance of agents of a government
unit who allegedly had been bribed.

In calling for a “show trial,” Izvestia sald
it was citing the fact that some of the de-
fendants were Jews “because we do not pay
attention to malicious slanders aroused in
the Western press from time to time. They
are tried as criminals—not as Jews, Rus-
sians, Tartars or Ukrainians."

Since July 1861, when death sentences
were reintroduced in the Soviet Union for
economic crimes, it is estimated that around
190 persons have been tried, convicted and
executed on such charges. Of these, at
least 95 were reported to have had obviously
Jewish names and 11 others were thought
to be Jewish.

From Rostov it was reported that a Jew

was arrested for allegedly possessing varlous
souvenir articles that had purportedly come
from Israel. The report of his arrest ap-
peared In the local Soviet newspaper “Vet-
chernaya Rostov.”

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from New York for his
protest against the anti-Semitism which
is oceurring and has occurred for so long
in the Soviet Union. This matter should
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come to the attention of all of us, and I
am glad the Senator from New York has
again brought it to our attention.

THE INIQUITOUS CIVIL RIGHTS BILL

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the so-
called civil rights bill, which has already
passed the House, is vicious and uncon-
stitutional. The dangers of this bill
should be recognized by people in every
region and section of this great Nation
of ours.

The Jackson Daily News, of Jackson,
Miss., on Saturday, February 8, 1964,
published an editorial entitled “The
Iniquitous Civil Rights Bill,” which I
should like to share with other Members
of the Senate. Therefore, I ask unani-
mous consent that it be printed in the
RECORD. -

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

[From the Jackson (Miss.) Daily News, Feb.
- 8, 1964

Tue INigurToUs CiviL RIGHTS BILL

To discuss the so-called civil rights bill
and be forced to use the words “civll rights”
is in itself a victory for totalitarians in our
midst. For the legislation belng advanced
in Congress under this label constitutes a
denial of cherished rights, including even the
right of freedom of speech, states Thurman
Sensing, executive vice president of the
Southern States Industrial Council.

U.S. Representative Howarp SmitH of Vir-
ginia, chairman of the House Rules Commit-
tee, 1s one leader who clearly understands
the nature of this legislation. In a recent
comment on television, he pointed out that
outspoken opposition to forced assoclation,
after enactment of such legislation, could
result in federally ordered detention.

Perhaps too much attention has been de-
voted to the narrow integration aspects of
the civil rights law—the power to police res-
taurant owners and shopkeepers. The evils
of this legislation extend to far more sensi-
tive areas than to who shall occupy a chair
at a restaurant counter.

To understand the totalitarian nature and
alms of the civil rights bill it is best to go
to the arguments of the extremists who sup-
port it. One of these supporters is Arthur
Waskow of the Peace Research Institute,
who is on record as seeking an international
police force and American disarmament, Mr.
Sensing points out.

Writing in the New York Review of Books,
Mr. Waskow halls the eclvil rights bill for
being tough. He says that it is even tougher
than Attorney General Robert Kennedy
wanted it to be, gleefully citing the fact
that it includes a provision for the Attorney
General "to obtain injunctions against State
and local police” and to remove so-called
civil rights defendants from State courts.
Mr. Waskow points out that these provisions
“would encourage the Negro movement to
develop sit-ins and other nonviolent tech-
niques.” :

Another way of putting this is that the
provisions of the civil rights bill would en-
courage revolution in the streets of America.

In addition, as Mr, Waskow happily points
out, the police authority of communities and
States would be subject to Federal supervi-
sion, and State courts would be denied juris-
diction in any cace where the Central Gov-
ernment so pleased. This is absolutism, to
use the classic word, or what moderns know
as totalitarian government. It is govern-
ment such as Hitler and Stalin wanted gov-
ernment to be, adds Mr. Sensing.

Mr. Waskow openly discusses the possible
effects of civil rights legislation, saying at
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one point that “a large Federal police force
would have to be organized to enforce these
laws with a firm hand.”

The whole outlook of the extreme civil
rights attitude is allen to American tradi-
tions. Consider the viewpoint of Jack Green-
berg, counsel for the NAACP's legal defense
and education fund, who is pushing for the
civil rights bill before Congress.

Writing in the Columbia Law Review, with
coauthor A. R. Shalit, Mr. Greenberg pralsed
establishment of “a supranational author-
ity to guarantee fundamental rights taking
precedence over national law.” He says that
this kind of action has the potential of in-
fusing in the United States ‘‘a new, perhaps
invigorating strain of authority.” In short,
they want the civil rights cause to be an
opening wedge for the subordination of
American law to the decisions of an inter-
national agency.

From these comments by Messrs. Was-
kow, Greenberg, and Shalit, it is possible to
see the grand object that the so-called civil
rights movement has in.pushing legislation
in. Congress. Behind this movement is the
desire to level the constitutional structure
of the United States, which is built around
States rights and State authority, and, in
process, to cloak agitators and street revo-
lutionaries with immunity from local regu-
lation or State jurisdiction in any way.

If the elvil.yights bill is enacted by Con-
gress, much more will be lost than the right
of a storeowner or motel operator to choose
his customers or citizens to select their as-
soclates. What would be scrapped with pas-
sage of a civil rights bill would be the local
and State authority that prevents totali-
tarianism by dividing power.

At the same time, the most radical ele-
ments in America, who want U.8. sovereignty
diluted, would gain a legal shield behind
which they would be free to undermine the
Republie, is the sound warning by the astute
observer, Mr. Sensing.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BAYH
in the chair). The clerk will call the
roll.

'{‘he Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

I0U NO. 11

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I
refer to the investor-owned utilities as
I0U’s for two reasons. One is obvious.
A second reason is that the IOU’s are
indeed indebted to an American public
which they have misled and overcharged.
Exorbitant profit of electric power com-
panies increases as their regulation
decreases.

Today I wish to discuss the Virginia
Electric & Power Co, situation, to which
I made previous reference, on February
20, in IOU No. 8.

There are other States, including my
own, where the ratepayer is being over-
charged more than he is in Virginia.
But the Vepco story illustrates the seem-
ingly helpless situation of citizens in
States where the regulatory commission
is not active in their behalf. Perhaps
the “case history” approach will help
ratepayers organize into electric con-
sumer groups, assist legislators in their
oversight of utilities, and encourage reg-
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ulators to be more mindful of consumer
interests.

The February 22 issue of the Norfolk
Virginian-Pilot carried an article by
Staff Writer Raymond L. Bancroft which
was based on his interview with the
chairman of Virginia’s State Corporation
Commission. I shall insert this article
in the Recorp at the conclusion of my
remarks. At this point, however, I
would like to read the first four para-
graphs of this article:

NorroLKE.—The chairman of the State Cor-
poration .Commission sald Friday a Montana
Senator had no business criticizing the SCC
for its regulation of electric rates in Virginia.

“I wouldn’t stir up anything now,” SCC
Chairman Ralph T. Catterall told the Vir-
ginian-Pilot in a telephone interview from
Richmond.

“Vepco (Virginia Electric & Power Co.)
is trylng to borrow some money in Wall
Street,” Catterall added.

He said unfavorable publicity at this time
might cause the interest rate on the loan
to go up'and this might have to be “passed
on to the consumer.”

Mr. President, the commission chair-
man’s wish that nothing be stirred up,
because of the effect publicity might
have on the market, reminded me of a
similar statement, which the junior Sen-
ator from Alaska [Mr. GrueNnIiNG] will
remember. An editorial in Electrical
World read, in part, as follows:

What is most to be feared from Washing-
ton this session is the threatened investiga-
tion of electric light and power companies,
and particularly holding companies, by
a senatorial committee headed by Senator
Walsh, of Montana. Not necessarily because
of any shortcomings of the electric light and
power industry as a whole, for it has an
admirable record, but because of the detri-
mental effect of the publicity on the securlty
market.

Mr. President, that editorial, which
Senator GrRueNiNG included in his book,
“The Public Pays,” was printed in 1927.
Then, as now, electric company profits
were exorbitant. Then, as now, the hope
was expressed that the Senate of the
United States would not investigate the
companies. In 1927 it was a spokesman
for the I0"J's who hoped nothing would
be done. But in 1964 that hope is ex-
pressed by a chairman of a commission
which is charged with regulating utili-
ties.

The suggestion was made, by the Vir-
ginia commission chairman, that un-
favorable publicity might result in in-
creased interest rates, and thus higher
utility bills. Consumers were, in effect,
advised to be quiet, if they knew what
was good for them.

Mr. President, the public has the right
to know answers to some obvious ques-
tions. In my February 20 speech, I not-
ed that during the 1953 Vepco rate in-
crease hearing, the Virginia State Cor-
poration Commission had accepted the
company’s statement that it would save
only a modest amount of money by
switching from monthly to bimonthly
billing. The Commission thus overruled
Arlington County, which had protested
the rate increase and asserted that an-
ticipated expenses by the company
should be reduced because of savings to
be anticipated from bimonthly billing.
I noted that, in 1960, the chairman of
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the Board of Vepco was quoted, by the
Wall Street Journal, as saying that bi-
monthly billing had saved the company
$2 million the previous year.

I have since learned that the company
subsequently has saved even more than
$2 million a year. A June 20, 1962, let-
ter to shareowners, from Vepco, includes
this statement by the company presi-
dent:

Of particular significance is the fact that
we ploneered and have one of the most ex-
tensive hlmonthly meter reading and bill-
ing programs in the country, which results
in annual savings of about $21% million.

Yet a Virginia ratepayer was told this
year, in a letter from the State Corpora-
tion Commission, that:

We do not have any specific information
concerning the amount of money saved by
the Virginia Electric & Power Co. by the use
of bimonthly billing.

Mr. President, consumers and regula-
tors alike, in Virginia and in other States,
have been too quiet, too long, Utility
costs, including taxes, have been cut.
Much of these savings has not been
passed on to the consumers. A leading
business publication, Forbes magazine,
had this to say in its January 1, 1962,
issue:

The utilities are not like other industries.
With more capacity than they need, utility
men have been able to use their newer, more
efficient capacity for base loads. The peak
loads they can handle with older, less ef-
ficlent equipment, or, better still, with
cheaper power purchased from neighboring
utilities. As a result, they have been able to
make impressive reductions in ccsts, an
achlevement reflected in part in the steady
contraction of the industry's operating ratio
(i.e., operating expenses as a percent of rev-
enues) between 1955 and 1960 from 469 to
44.8 percent.

Utility profits have gotten a boost, too,
from a bookkeeping situation: the so-called
flowthrough  accounting. TUnder flow-
through, tax savings resulting from rapid
depreciation flow through to profits. This
despite the fact that one day the Industry
may have to pay the taxes deferred and the
rate commissions may have to grant com-
pensatory rate increases. In 1961, under
pressure from their State rate commissions,
Paclfic Gas & Electric Co., Philad=lphia
Electric Co., and Virginia Electric & Power
Co. have converted to the new accounting
method, often with spectacular impact on
earnings.

And so, Mr. President, Vepco con-
sumers who should have benefited from
flowthrough, but did not, are warned not
to rock the beat, to keep quiet, otherwise
their rates might be increased. They
receive letters from the State regulatory
agency assuring them that “any reduec-
tion in expenses made by a regulated
public service corporation benefits the
ratepayer.” But how are consumers to
receive these benefits, in Virginia or in
any other State, unless the regulatory
body acts in their behalf? And how will
the State regulatory body act if it dces
not even know how much money the
utility, which it is supposed to regulate,
is saving by techniques such as bi-
monthly billing, the matter to which I
referred in my February 20 speech?

Mr. President, a number of Virginia
ratepayers wrote me their reaction to my
February 20 speech.
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A minister in the Tidewater section
of Virginia said:
Many like myself have been aware of the

‘terrible burden of excessive rates but are

powerless to act.

An editor said:

All too long the people of Virginia had to
suffer excessive utility charges without re-
lief.

A military officer wrote:

I was delighted when I read in the news-
paper your comments on the Virginia Elec-
tric & Power Co. and do hope that this will
not stop without some type of action being
taken.

Similar sentiments were expressed in
the other letters I received.

Mr. President, I would emphasize that
I have chosen to discuss a particular
company only because, in this way, the
consumers can better understand the de-
fects in the regulatory procedure. Ac-
cording to the February 21 issue of the
Value Line, an investment survey pub-
lished by Arnold Bernhard & Co. of New
York, the composite price gain for Vepco
during the past 3 months was a spectac-
ular 14 percent. A few other companies
scored even greater gains. A survey of
overcharges was conducted last year by
the National Rural Electric Cooperative
Association, using data and accounting
procedures of the Federal Power Com-
mission, and covering the 5-year period
from 1956 to 1960. According to this
survey Vepco overcharged—over and
above a 6-percent rate of return—its cus-
tomers a total of $83,619,000 during the
5 years. But at least one of 28 electric
utilities initially surveyed by NRECA
obtained an even greater benefit. Some
other companies received an even larger
rate of return than Vepco—the domi-
nant IOU in my State, the Montana Pow-
er Co.—enjoys the most exorbitant prof-
it of any major electric company.

It is my intention to provide other
case histories, similar to the Vepco story,
in subsequent remarks.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert in the Recorp, immediate-
ly following these remarks, the full text
of the Virginian-Pilot article to which I
referred, an excerpt from the record
made in 1953 before the Virginia State
Corporation Commission prior to its
granting a rate increase to Vepco and the
November 6, 1963, memorandum to the
Arlington County Public Utilities Com-
mission, from the commission’s execu-
tive assistant.

There being no objection, the article,
excerpt, and memorandum were ordered
to be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

[From the Virginian-Pllot, Feb, 22, 1964]
SCC CHier DEFENDS REGULATION OF VEPCO
(By Raymond L. Bancroft)

NorroLK.—The chairman of the State Cor-
poration Commission said Friday a Montana
Senator had no business criticizing the SCC
for its regulation of electric rates in Virginia.

“I wouldn't stir up anything now,” SCC
Chairman Ralph T. Catterall told the Vir-
g'nian-Pilot in a telephone interview from
Richmond.

“Yepco (Virginia Electric & Power Co.) is
trying to borrow some money in Wall Street,”
Catterall added.

He sald unfavorable publicity at this time
might cause the interest rate on the loan to
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g0 up and this might have to be passed on
to the consumer.

Senator LEe Mercarr, Democrat, of Mon-
tana, claimed Thursday in a Senate speech
that the SCC had let Vepco enjoy excessive
earnings in recent years without major cus-
tomer rate reductions.

Vepco headquarters in Richmond had no

comment on METCALF'S speech, but a spokes-
man added: “We're studying it.”

The power company spokesman confirmed
Vepco's intent to sell 850,000 shares of com~
mon stock in May to finance its $95 million
1964 construction program approved by com-
pany directors Friday afternoon.

The board also declared a 26-cent-a-share
common stock dividend for its 1963 fourth
quarter activities. The dividend matched
the previous quarterly payment,

Catterall took lssue with Senator MeT-
caL¥'s statements that Vepco's profits were
excessive.

“It depends on how you figure those
profits,” he sald. “No two companies are
similar. We look at their earnings every
year.”

Asked if he had the latest Vepco profit
totals, Catterall said he couldn't remember
those figures.

But the SCC chairman referred to a section
of the commission’s annual report to the
Governor which related how electric rates
have been cut in recent years.

The SCC report stated: “In spite of the
continuing rise in prices and wages, few
utilities have increased their rates. Electric
rates have been reduced by more than $4
million a year. The bulk of that reduction
comes from the two largest companies: Vep-
co, $3 million and Appalachian, $600,000.

“When the commission approved the pur-
chased gas adjustment in the rate sched-
ules of gas distribution companles, fears
were expressed that the adjustments would
not benefit consumers. During the present
biennium (1962-64) the adjustments have
resulted in refunds through reduced rates
aggregating nearly $5 million. Telephone
rates have been reduced by $1 million a
year.”

(Vepeo provides gas to customers in Nor-
folk and Newport News.)

Vepco officlals sald the 1962 rate reduction
applied to some Industrial and some resi-
dential customers.

But Senator MeTcaLr sald in his s
that the residential user of electricity who
can't take advantage of the new promotion
rates only would realize a maximum annual
savings of 60 cents.

MeTcALF sald the last major adiustment
of Vepco rates was an Increase in 1955.

Norfolk’s city council wunsuccessfully
fought that increase along with other Vir-
ginia cities. Mayor Roy B. Martin, Jr., re-
called February 11 the council’s frequent ef-
forts to prevent utility rate increase when a
group of housewives complained about high
utility rates.

Periodically, the utility companies’ rate
structure has become the subject of political
debate. In 1961, for instance, unsuccessful
house of delegates Candlidate Gordon Dillon
produced figures showing electricity and
telephone rates were higher in Norfolk com-
pared with other cities.

Councilman Sam T. Barfield proposed a
study of the rates as a result of Dillon’s
charges and a survey was prepared for the
city by Martin Toscan Bennett Associates of
Washington. Metcalf included this survey in
the Senate record.

The Bennett report said there appeared
to be little hope of attaining reduced rates
from either the telephone or electric utility
because in 1961 “the regulatory climate of
the Commonwealth of Virginia would thwart
any attempt to obtain a rate reduction.”

The survey sald the rates charged by the
Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone Co. of
Virginia "are not low.”



3798

“More important,” the report continued,
“the company’s earnings, In our opinion,
are excessive.” It also claimed Vepco rates
generally are higher than other citles sur-
veyed.

Telephone rates for long-distance calls
made within Virginia were cut in 1962 as a
result of Federal Communications Commis-
slon action with the American Telephone &
Telegraph Co., the C. & P.'s parent company.

Catterall said Friday the telephone reduc-
tion came after the “SCC ganged up on the
FCC and AT. & T.” with other State regu-
latory agencies.

(Source: Official record, Supreme Court of
Appeals of Virginia Board of Supervisors,
Arlington County v. Virginia Electric & Power
Company, 1954, pp. 280-281.)

. (All answers by Mr. Donald C. Barnes,
Vepco board chairman.)

Question (by Mr. Maximilian George
Baron, attorney for Arlington County). Mr.
Barnes, you made a staternent that the pur-
chasers of this stock that was sold under this
prospectus that has just been offered have
made an extensive investigation and that
they concluded that this commission would
increase the rate?

Answer. I think they figured it was a rea-
sonable probability more than a reasonable
probabllity, of getting the increase.

Question. In other words, they had made
up their minds for this commission and have
represented that to the public?

Answer. Ididn’t say that, and I don't think
that is true.

Question. That is what I wanted to find
out, whether that is your statement.

Answer. It is not my statement and they
did not represent it to the public.

(Page 572, further redirect examination.)

Question (by Mr. T. Justin Moore, general
counsel of Vepco). As I understand, they
(stock purchasers) believed there was relief
going to be granted?

Answer. They did.

Question (by Commissioner Ralph T. Cat-
terall). You do not have any evidence of that
whatever, it is pure speculation?

Answer. Well, I have talked with the
people that came down here and made the
study.

Question. From Fenner and Beane?

Answer. Yes.

NovEMBER 6, 1963,
Memorandum to: Public Utilities Commis-
©  sion.
From: Charles E. Hammond, executive
assistant.
Bubject: SCC Vepco calculations.

On Wednesday, October 23, 1963, the exec-
utive assistant traveled to Richmond to call
on James H. Brown, chief accountant to the
State Corporation Commission.

After brief discussion, Mr. Brown pre-
sented a photocopy of a handwritten docu-
ment bearing the title, “Virginia Electric &
Power Co., Rate of Return—1962, Electric De-
partment, Per Hammond and Per Staff.” The
document has been duplicated and is at-
tached hereto (exhibit A). In it, the State
commission staff develops a rate of return
for the calendar year 1962 of 6.36 percent.
As expected, the differences between the SCC
study and the data submitted to the SCC in
the letter from the county board lie prin-
cipally in the treatment of several tax items.
A discussion of the differences is also at-
tached to this memorandum (exhibit B).

In addition to discussion of the differences
between the two reports, there was discus-
sion of the State Corporation Commission's
attitude and actions on several ratemaking
matters. It was learned that the commission
has not actually had any formal cases where-
in consideration has been given to the treat-
ment of liberalized depreciation, guideline
lives, and rules or investment tax credit for
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ratemaking purposes, nor has the commis-
sion ruled on possible modification of the
rate base for purposes of taking into account
these items or possible treatment of the re-
serve for deferred taxes for accelerated amor-
tization. The SCC and its staff underscored
the fact that electric rates were adjusted
on December 1, 1962, in an annual amount
expected to be about $2,800,000 or $1,344,000
on a net basis. The SCC staff has made no
interim analyses since the yearend study
referred to, nor does it expect to make such
until after yearend 1963. In order to sug-
gest the probable results of any Iinterim
study by the SCC stafl. (if such were to be
made), we have prepared exhibit C, using
the SCC basis, but covering system data, for
the 12 month periods ending November 30,
1962, December 31, 1962, and September 30,
1963.

(Note.—Vepco eystem data usually result
in very slightly higher rates of return than
electric only.)

The comparative study shows rates of re-
turn of 642, 6.39, and 6.13 percent, for the
periods in question. If one were to adjust
the SCC electric return for 1962 by the net
of $1,344,000 refererd to above the rate of
return for 1962 would have been 6.17 per-
cent.

The treatment given by the SCC stafl to
the aforementioned tax items is apparently
geared to the fact that the tax savings which
were beginning to accrue to the company
just prior to the 1953 rate case were consid-
ered by the commission at that time to be
merely deferred taxes which the company
would ultimately have to pay, and accord-
ingly they (the tax savings) were included
as operating expenses in that rate case, and
no adjustment in the rate base was made.
In order to illustrate the impact of the de-
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ferred tax items we have prepared exhibits
D and E. In comparing the rate of return
(8BCC basis) for 1962, but using the adjusted
rate base, it is noted that the rate of return
becomes 6.88 against 6.39 percent, while-for
the 12 months ended September 30, 1963, the
rate of return is 6.53 against 6.13 percent.

Of particular interest in connection with
the tax items is the treatment given by the
company In its reports to stockholders.
While footnotes in the reports give indica-
tion of the amounts of tax savings due to
guideline lives and liberalized depreciation,
there is no operating expense or balance
sheet treatment as in the case of accelerated
amortization and investment tax credit.
Amounts of tax savings due to accelerated
amortization are charged to “provision for
deferred or future income taxes due to ac-
celerated amortization” and are credited to a
liability account bearing the legend, "“Ac-
cumulated amount invested in the business
equivalent to reduction in Federal income
taxes resulting from accelerated amortiza-
tion.” In the case of investment tax credit,
the amount of the tax saving is charged
below the line as a “Special charge equal to
full amount of investment tax credit de-
ducted from Federal income taxes,” while
the credit entry is to “Deferred credits: In-
vestment tax credit.” In the case of lib-
eralized depreclation (double declining bal-
ance) and in the case of guideline lives the
tax saving comes down to unrestricted net
income.

The SCC staff summary, therefore, gives
no recognition to the tax savings on the
expense side, nor does it give recognition to
the fact that the company's investment in
facilities is less (as shown in exhibits D and
E) by the cumulative amount of the de-
ferred taxes.

CHARLES E. HAMMOND.

ExHiBiT A
Virginia Eleciric & Power Co.—Rate of return, 1962, electric department (per Hammud
and per staff)
Per Arlington|
Publie
Utilities Per stafl
Commissi
Hammond
$816, 494, 513
* 124,206, 664
el B IS e R SRS D e . 602,198 | 662,197,860
Common uti]lty plant—Net g 5, 5, 989,
Less contributions in aid of construction__ 1, 268, 235
N R e e e oy Sy = o o o o 698, 100 696, 918, 724

Allowance for working capital:
BT N R S S AR

Materials and supplies. _ _

e 1l iy nnt o ey SR ST L SRt SR (SRS R IO i

Rate base end ot parlod

Operating revenues. . e e R e e

Operating
Depreciation. -

7,301, 762
11, 546 11, 596, 011
18, 766 18, 897, 778

715,818,497
170, 937 170, 937, 562

Taxes, other than Fedcml income.. .
Federal income taxes
Income tax cumr.nt!y payable........

eferred:
Liberalized di R T e i

18, 876 13, 875, 773
22,081 22,031,122

(iuideline lives and rules

Investment tax credit. .

Accelerated amortization—Net________.___

Total operating revenue deductions
Net operating income. .. .._________.

9 2,130, 000

""""""" 0 1, 803, 000
e 1, 687 1, 687, 073

124,081 | 128,730,704

42, 206, 768

Add interest durl aonstruetion.- .. .. o =
Deduet charitable donations (estimated)_ .. _..____.___

Adjusted net operating i

46, R56
3,310 3, 308, 762
150

................ 50, 016 45, 516. 530

Rate of return (percont) _____. " 2t

6. 99 6.36

1, in th is; staff in hundred

NOTE. —-Ariins‘l,on Pl.lblic Utilities Commissiun
g divislon Oct, 23, 1963,
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ExHIBIT B
VIRGINIA ELECTRIC & PowErR Co. RATE oF RE~
TUEN, 1062, ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT

£CC STAFF AND ARLINGTON PUC STUDY COMPARED
Rate ba.ss

BCC staff -- $T15, 816, 4907
Arlington PUC (in thousands) - 716, 946

The principal difference is in the exclusion
by SCC stafl of contributions in aid of con~
struction ($1,268,235). Other minor differ-
ences account for the net difference of $1,-
150,000. The Arlington figures used as a
benchmark the 1953 rate case in which con-
tributions in ald of construction were not
excluded. In any rate case, however, the
exclusion would be advocated.

Operating revenues, operating erpenses
Federal income taxes currently payable, no
differences.

Federal income tares deferred—Liberalized
depreciation

sCC $2, 130, 000
Arlington PUC______________._ 0

The amount included by SCC was not in-
cluded as a tax by the company in its annual
report to stockholders. The amount repre-
sents a normalization of Federal income tax
to the extent that less taxes are actually paid
in a glven year due to the fact that for tax
purposes the company uses the double de-
clining balance method of computing de-
preciation, while in its accounts straight-line
depreciation is used, based on the life ex-
pectancy of the facilities. The amount
shown by SCC is the amount of taxes saved
by using this method, which the SCC has
included as expense for the purpose of its
study. This subject was not treated in the
1958 rate case. Rapid amortization was
treated in 18683 In the same manner
as the BCC used in the recent study.
In 1953, and subsequently, the company ac-
cumulated the amounts saved in a reserve
account. There is presently $36,215,000 in
the reserve account (eligible and used for
such te purposes as expanding plant).
If the plant built from these funds were to
earn a 6 percent return, the annual earnings
from this capital (not advanced by the stock-
holders) would be $2,172,000. SCC's treat-
ment apparently does not involve considera-
tion of these sums as reserves.

Federal income taz deferred—Guideline lives
and rules

The amount included by SCC was not in-
cluded as a tax by the company in its annual
report to stockholders. It represents the 1062
tax saving achieved by the company through
the use of “guideline llves and rules.” The
SCC treatment would allow, as expense, a
greater amount for taxes than was actually
paid.

Federal income tazes deferred—Invesiment
tar credit

The company, in flling its 1962 Federal in-
come tax return, was allowed to deduct this
amount from the total tax due. Its tax lia-
bility, therefore, was this much less. The
credit is related to the increased investment
made by the company computed at 3 percent
in the case of facilities with life expectancies
in excess of 8 years and 2 percent and 1 per-
cent in the case of shorter life expectancies.
Regulatory treatment has not been deter-
mined for most jurisdictions as yet, although
FCC appears to have decided that the full

CX——239
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amount of the investment tax credit should
be brought down to net income. The ap-
parent fact is however, that the U.S. Gov-
ernment has invested the full amount of
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the credit in the company. The only re-
quirement of the Government is that no
depreciation be charged for the facilities so
acquired.

ExnieiT C

Virginia Eleciric & Power Co.—Rate of return based on SCC accounting division methods,
12-month periods ending Nov. 30, 1962, Dec. 31, 1962, Sept. 30, 1963

[In thousands]
Nov. 30, Dec. 31, Sept. 30,
1962 1062 1963
Electric, gas and misoellsneuus ol T B R e R R e S AR S $800, 136 $017, 265
Reserves, dep - i 129, 579 130, 817 144, 081
Subtotal_.. s 726, 061 729,319 773, 234
Less contributions in aid of construction_ - 1,314 1,321 1415
AT T ] S NS e L S e, S 724, 747 727, 998 771,819
Cash working capital, 40 days. oo oo oimo s = 81 8,228 8, 760
Materials and supplies. .- - oo e oo e . 11, 12, 209 12, 306
Rate base, end of period ... ... __.___ ] 744,873 T48, 435 702, 885
Opemtlng i s 20 s 5 194,974
62, 856 63, 569 66, 607
11,317 11,301 11, 331
20, 523 20, 652 22, 47
24, 800 24, 490 25, 964
Libcm]lmd depreciation. 11,932 2,200 . V2,902
Guideline lives. ... i723 780 {797
Investment tax credit 11,793 1, 955 42,143
Accelerated smortization, net 1, 863 1, 687 451
R R e e e T 14, 743 14, 876 16, 134
Total operating eXDenses. .. . - ooioctooionocaciiambnsm s b 140, 550 141, 627 148, 366
Net ting revenues. ... 44, 400 44, 455 46, 608
Add interest charged to construction 3,397 3,7 2,048
Adjusted net operating income _ _____ 47,797 47,802 48, 656
Rate of return (percent). ........... 6.42 6.39 6.13

1 For 1961, 14231,200,000; for 1962, 1145$2,209,000.
X §789,000,

2 For 1062, 1142($1,955,000.

« Based on %2 1963 total and 313 1962 total.

Note.—The purpose of this summary is to reflect trend of rate of carnings since Dec. 1, 1962 rate adjustment.
Bource: Arlington Public Utilities Commission, Nov. 5, 1063,

Exuisrr D
Vepco rate of return, adjusted, using SCC
method for results of operations and ad-
justing rate base for plant provided by
tar reserves

[12-month perlod ended Dec. 31, 1962, in
thousands] }

System rate base Dec. 31, 1862, SCC

2V S P e e T RS $748, 436
Adjustments:

Reserve, future taxes—Amorti-
sasion do e e 36, 215
Investment tax credits _________ 1, 866

Reserve—Liberalized deprecia-
- L E R SR 4,120
Reserve—QGuideline lves+‘ _____ 789
by oY e P RREET © 43, 088
Adjusted rate base. ... 706, 347

Net operating income, ad-

justed (SCC basis) (from
exhibit C,, col. 2) e 47, 802

Adjusted rate of return (per-
, cent)_____ = 6.88

1Per balance sheet Dec. 31, 1962.

?Per balance sheet Dec. 31, 1962.

31960, $720,000; 1961, $1,200,000; ' 1962,
$2,200,000.

41962, 8780,000.

ExmierT E
Vepco rate of return, adjusted, using SCC
methods for results of operations and ad-
justing rate base for plant provided by
tax reserves
[12-month period ended Sept. 30, 1968, in
thousands|
System rate base, Sept. 30, 1963, 8CC
basls

e i S $702, 885
Adjustments :
Reserve, future taxes—Amortiza-
tloni. ... 36, 485
Investment tax credit® . _.____ 8,691
Reserve—Liberalized  deprecia-
tion 3_ 5, 862
Reserve—QGuideline lves¢.______ 1,391
47, 439
Adjusted rate base_......__. 745, 446
Net operating Iincome, ad-
justed (SCC basis) (from
exhibit C, col. 8) _________ 48, 656
Adjusted rate of return (per-
cent) 6. 563

1 Per balance sheet, Sept. 30, 1968.

2 Per balance sheet, SBept. 30, 1963.

31060, $720,000; 1961, $1,200,000; 1962, $2,-
200,000; 1963, (9 months), $1,733,000.

4 1962, §789,000; 1963 (9 months), $502,000.
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LARD TRADE WITH CUBA

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, it is
with shock and incredulity that Ameri-
can citizens learned that negotiations
are underway for the direct sale of a
large shipment of U.S. lard to Commu-
nist -Cuba.

Mr. President, such an action would
be directly contrary to the whole di-
rection of U.S. policy toward Cuba. A
large agricultural sale to Castro would
completely undermine whatever position
the United States sought to establish in
preventing increased West European
trade with Castro.

Mr. President, when the wheat sale to
the Soviet Union was licensed—and a li-
cense was required in that case because
wheat was a subsidized product—it was
specifically provided that none of the
wheat could go to Cuba. To turn around
and sell lard directly to Cuba would
make a parody of our whole policy effort
directed at an economic boycott of Cuba.

Mr. President, I am aware of the fact
that under present regulations as drawn
up by the Department of Commerce
there is no requirement for licensing of
edible fats and oils for sale overseas, ex-
cept to such nations as Communist
China, North Korea and North Vietnam
which have traditionally been dealt with
in a different manner. However, Mr.
President, there is very clearly authority
in the broad terms of the Export Control
Act of 1949 to require licensing or any
other kind of regulation where necessary
“to further the foreign policy of the

‘United States and to aid in fulfilling its
international responsibilities.”

In the case of Communist China,
North Korea and North Vietnam an ex-
port Iicense is required for all trade
whatsoever, and none is permitted ex-
cept under unusual circumstances, for
example to foreign embassies within Red
China.

Mr. President, it is my view Com-
munist Cuba should be under the same
- kind of trade restrictions as Red China.
In other words, all shipments should re-
quire & validated license.

The fact of the matter is that a large
agriculture sale to Cuba has a signifi-
cant impact upon the foreign policy and
international interests of the United
States. Longshoremen unions were
criticized in many quarters for refusing
to load shipments of wheat to the Soviet
Union because it was said that this re-
fusal constituted private intervention in
foreign policy. There can be no ques-
tion that a large and direct sale to Com-
munist Cuba is just as much an inter-
vention in foreign policy. We can cer-
tainly imagine what the British will say
about this.

Mr. President, it seems at times that
the right hand of our Government has
no notion whatsoever what the left hand
is doing, or a more conscientious effort
would have been made to bring U.S.
trade with Cuba under adequate control.
Ironically, President Betancourt of
Venezuela has several times warned that

" his country is considering a boycott of
shipments from nations which engage in
trade with Cuba. Venezuela has felt the
direct attack of Cuban-trained terror-
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ists, and is determined to take firm ac-
tion. What a farce it would be if the
Venezuelan Government had to impose
sanctions against the United States as
well as West European countries for
trade with Cuba.

We must not permit our own business-
men to lead the way in overcoming
Government policy. And our Govern-
ment officials must manifest more
awareness over private activities that
will have an immediate and detrimental
effect on foreign policy. How, indeed,
can we cut off foreign aid to our allies
for their trade with Cuba when our own
merchants are doing exactly the same
thing?

Mr.. President, the Department of
Commerce under the Export Control Act
has full authority to lay down regula-
tions regarding exports to any country
in the world. Immediately, action should
be taken to place Cubain the same cate-
gory as Communist China, North Korea
and North Vietnam. Every shipment
of any kind to Cuba should require a
validated export license so that our Gov-
ernment can maintain full control over
a vital area of foreign policy.

THE U.S. BALANCE-OF-PAYMENTS
DEFICIT CONTINUES

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, on a
number of occasions I have called to the
attention of the Senate the situation
concerning our balance of payments
with the world. I should now like to
speak again briefly about this issue
which is one of the most critical indices
of our financial and monetary situation
and our credit standing, and one of those
which has caused the greatest worry to
our authorities in the Treasury and to
the President of the United States—and
quite justly, as there are tremendous
calls upon us far exceeding our gold
stock by the other central banks in the
world which are dependent upon the
credit of the United States.

Despite the numerous steps taken by
the administration thus far to deal with
the continued deficit in our balance of
payments, the overall success has been
rather small. Our gold stock declined by
another $461 million in 1963, so that at
the end of that year it amounted to
$15,596 million, the lowest level in our
postwar history. The U.S. balance-of-
payments deficit for 1963 remained at
$3,020 million, below the $3,573 million
deficit of 1962, but only slightly under
$3,043 million in 1961, despite the Ad-
ministration’s claim that the series of
measures it has put into effect is bring-
ing this critical problem under centrol.

I am more convinced today than ever
before that the United States must take
leadership in world monetary reform, if
we are to find a fundamental solution to
this problem.

As I stated in my remarks here last
September, the U.S. balance-of-pay-
ments deficit cannot be solved unless we
seek a basic solution. Such a basic solu-
tion clearly involves the modernization
of the international monetary system.
While the United States must clearly
exert itself to do all it can to bring its
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financial house in order, the U.S. bal-
ance-of-payments deficit cannot be iso-
lated from the system of which it is
but a part, even if a major part.

The outcome of the current study of
the international monetary system by
the 10-nation OECD “Paris Club” and by
the IMF is therefore of crucial signifi-
cance: Their failure to draw meaning-
ful lessons from recent developments
and to recommend the modernization of
the. system would, in my view, have
serious consequences not only for- the .
United States but the Western World as
a whole, each member of which greatly
depends for its continued growth on the
stimulative effects of this system.. i
* What is the administration doing to
cope with this problem? It is continu-
ing the export expansion program, the
tourist promotion program, and the ef-
fort ‘to reduce Federal expenditures
abroad—particularly military expendi-
tures—and tying U.S. economic assist-
ance to U.S. exports, initiated under the
Eisenhower administration. The Fed-
eral Reserve ‘increased the rediscount
rate from 3 to 315 percent to stem short-
term capital outflows and the much-
vaunted “interest equalization tax' was
introduced to reduce long-term capital
outflows. - .

In addition, the Treasury devised a
number of highly imaginative -ad hoc
measures, for example, to sell convertible
medium-term Treasury bonds abroad
denominated in foreign currencies; to
arrange a $500 million standby credit for
the United States from the IMF, to ar-
range for advance repayment of debt
owed by foreign countries to the United
States; to set up currency swap arrange-
ments with several European central
banks to defend the U.S. dollar and other
key currencies against speculative raids,
and so on. .

I do not believe we can depend on
gimmicks to resolve our own balance-of-
payments problem while hopefully await-
ing a modification of the system to meet
our own long-term needs. I consider
the interest equalization tax such -a
gimmick. The only thing that has made
it work to date is the uncertainty sur-
rounding its enactment by Congress.
There is little doubt in my mind—and
I am not alone in this by any means—
that once the tax is passed—and I hope
that it will be defeated—the outflow of
long-term U.S. capital will once more
resume. In this connection, a statement
made by Secretary Dillon in response to
my question on the subject during the
January 28 hearings of the Joint Eco-
nomic Commitee will be of interest:

Senator Javirs. Do you feel that the almost
total cessation of foreign long-term lending
was attributable to the expected rate of the
tax, or was attributable to the uncertainty
as to whether there would or would not be a
tax? In short, are we to anticipate that if
there is a tax passed, this will result in prac-
tical cessation of long-term capital lending
in this market?

Becretary DiLLonN. No; I would not think
so at all, I think that the effect of the tax

. has been magnified considerably by the un-

certainty. This was something that when
the proposal was put forward, that we had
not anticipated, because we had not foreseen
the situation that has arisen—that the en-
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actment would take so long. But I think
that undoubtedly, particularly in the case of
Canadian borrowing, where they have been
uncertain whether there would be an ex-
emption or would not, the uncertainty has
had a great effect.

And I also think in the case of European
and Japanese borrowers, they still may have
some hopes that the bill will not take effect.
So I think that there will be some borrowing
once the bill is passed.

The United States must put into effect
measures, the effectiveness of which are
without doubt, if we are to convince the
world of the sincerity of our oft-stated
claim that we are doing all we can to
find a solution to our balance-of-pay-
ment deficit problem.

In the field of long-term capital out-
flows, I recommend the establishment of
a8 capital issues committee, to regulate
this outflow on the basis of guidelines
laid down by the Treasury and the Fed-
eral Reserve System. That would be
much wiser in terms of American leader-
ship and would be more reassuring to the
world, than the ill-conceived interest
equalization tax proposed by this ad-
ministration. Previous experience has
shown that a capital issues committee
would be more effective.

In addition, I am in favor of the en-
actment of a tax incentive to stimulate
our exports. While our favorable trade
balance rose to $4.9 billion in 1963 from
$4.3 billion in 1962, due to increased ex-
ports and decreased imports, they are
rather temporary and cannot be counted
upon fo close the gap between our ex-
ternal payments and receipts without
further stimulation. A significant pro-
portion of the expansion in our exports
in 1963 was accounted for by an increase
in agricultural products that benefited
from poor harvests in Western Europe
and the Soviet Union, and an improve-
ment in the competitive position of U.S.
manufacturers resulting from an in-
crease in prices in Western Europe.

Finally, I wish to stress the urgent
need for modernization of the interna-
tional monetary system, and call upon
the United States to bring about and
call for an international monetary con-
ference for the purpose of having a far
more rational monetary and credit sys-
tem in the world than exists today, and
one that would address itself to the prob-
lem of the rigidity of the existing adjust-
ment process as well as to the problem
of the adequacy of international re-
serves over the long term.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp an editorial from
the February 19 issue of the New York
Times calling for the creation of a capi-
tal issues committee and the enactment
of a tax incentive for exports, an edito-
rial from the February 13 issue of the
Wall Street Journal calling for the de-
feat of the proposed interest equalization
tax, a rather full exposition of the case
against this tax made by the chairman
of the Foreign Investment Committee of
the Investment Bankers Association of
America, and a former director of the
IBRD and the IFC, Mr. Andrew N. Over-
by, on December 4, 1963, and finally, a
New York Times article entitled “Inter-
national Liquidity.”

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

There being no objection, the material
referred to was ordered to be printed in
the REcoRrbD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, Feb. 19, 1964]
HALTING THE DOLLAR DRAIN

The marked Improvement that the United
States managed to achieve in its balance of
payments over the last 6 months of 1963 is
welcome, but rejoicing is decidedly prema-
ture. Washington has recorded temporary
successes before, only to suffer a renewed
backsliding. This could happen again.

Special factors were largely responsible for
reducing the outflow of gold and dollars to
an annual rate of $1.6 billion in the second
half of 1963. There was a big jump In ex-
ports, particularly of agricultural products
that benefited from the poor harvests in
Western Europe and the Soviet Union. At
the same time there has been a sharp decline
in foreign sales of bonds and stocks since
President Kennedy proposed placing a tax
on purchases of foreign securities by Ameri-
cans.

The continued effectiveness of these de-
velopments cannot be counted on in 1964.
On the trade side, the surplus may dwindle
even if agricultural exports are maintained.
This is because the upsurge in business ac-
tivity generated by tax cuts will mean in-
creased demand for imports.

On the investment side, the outflow of
capital could resume once the proposed in-
terest equalization tax is passed. The drain
will come from borrowers willing to pay
higher prices for capital and from the open-
ing up of loopholes that inevitably accom-
pany a new tax.

Permanent progress in improving the bal-
ance of payments should not be left to
chance. Rather, it requires the fashioning
of specific weapons to meet specific payment
problems. While trying to get our allies to
pay a larger share of the burden of common
defensive arrangements, Washington would
do well to consider tax incentives for exports.
And a capital issues committee would be a
far better instrument for dealing with the
drain of capital than the proposed tax.

The best time to take action to halt the
drain is when the dollar is under least sus-
picion. Instead of hoping that the tem-
porary improvement lasts, the administra-
tion could take advantage of its present op-
portunity to make sure that it does.

[From the Wall Street Journal, Feb. 13, 1064]
A CAPITAL OFFENSE

If there ever was a case of killing, or any-
way maiming, a golden goose, it is the pro-
posed tax on American purchases of for-
eign securities. Though Congress has been
slow to act on the measure, the threat of its
retroactivity to last summer has all but
stopped such purchases.

The purported aim of the “interest equal-
ization™ tax is to improve the U.S. balance
of payments, which has been heavily in defi-
cit these many years, by discouraging capital
outflows from America. And sure enough,
the deficit has lessened for the time being,
partly because of the threat of the tax.

All the same, the thinking behind this
plan is remarkably myopic. It seems to
assume that American private investment
abroad is a simple matter of dispatching
dollars and saying goodby to them forever.

In fact, from 1958 through 1962 income
from all private foreign investments nearly
offset the aggregate net outflow for new in-
vestment, and in 1962 exceeded it. In the
future this income, unless the Government
succeeds in reducing it, could well be a strong
support of our balance-of-payments position.

Nor is that all, As Andrew N. Overby, the
distinguished banker and former Treasury
official, noted in a talk a while back, trade
follows credit. “With the dollars which they
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obtain from U.S. purchases of thelr securi-
ties, countries such as Canada and Japan buy
our.goods and services. In many cases, the
connection is direct and the proceeds of for-
eign issues are specifically used for purchases
of U.S. goods and services and provide jobs
for Americans.”

The U.S. trade surplus has long been the
great bulwark of the balance of payments;
without it, that is, the deficit would be much
more fearsome to behold. Action having the
effect of undermining trade is not likely to
be beneficial for the future balance of pay-
ments, let alone the American domestic
economy. -

In short, the tax attacks the wrong tar-
gets; in its short-sighted zeal to cut capital
outflows, the Government would threaten
the private foreign investment and trade
which could strengthen the American posi-
tion. At the same time the Government
does little of any significance to clear up
its untidy domestic fiscal and monetary af-
fairs or to reduce the heavy balance-of-
payments drain represented by its own enor-
mous expenditures abroad.

Hardly less disturbing are some further
implications of the proposed tax, As Mr,
Overby says—and these columns have tried
to say—it amounts to a new protective tariff
on the importation of foreign securities.
Hence it is "a new barrier to the free inter-
national movement of capital, and is a re- -
treat from our long-standing policy of free-
dom for capital movements.”

Whether it presages stronger controls to
come, no one can say; it presumably could,
if the Government persists In its failure to
eliminate the deficit and in its determina-
tion to make a whipping boy of foreign in-
vestment. In any event, it reflects a bias
against the principles of free international
enterprise this country has so long preached
to the world. As such, it is for forelgners an
unsettling development in terms of more
than dollars.

Those principles, it may be added, are
sound not because the United States preaches
them but berause they make for a flourish-
ing international economy from which all
participants benefit. One of the chief draw-
backs to the various forms of restrictionism,
protectionism or economic isolationism is
simply that they are self-defeating.

That certainly seems to be the case here.
The so-called tax would not be the most
egreglous economic error the Government
ever committed, but it would still be a mis-
take from the point of view of the long-term
balance of payments as well as foreign con-
fidence in this country.

For these reasons, we think Congress
should kill the proposal instead of encour-
aging those who constantly try to throttle
private initiative’'s golden production and
promise.

REMARKS OF ANDREW N. OVERBY, CHAIRMAN
OF THE FOREIGN INVESTMENT COMMITTEE, IN
PRESENTING THE REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE
TO THE 520 ANNUAL CONVENTION OF THE
INVESTMENT BANKERS ASSOCIATION =~ OF
AMERICA, HorLLYwooD, FrA., DECEMBER 4,
1963
President Ames, ladies and gentlemen, al-

though the work of the Foreign Investment

Committee during 1963 has included other

matters—as can be seen from the commit-

tee report which is available on the tables
outside this room—1I believe my few remarks
this morning should focus on the matter
which has primarily concerned us this year—
namely, the proposed Interest Equalization

Tax Act of 1963.

This is my farewell I.B.A. appearance. It
is ironic that the very morning I make a
brlef report to you is also the morning that
the House Ways and Means Committee re-
portedly is making its final decision on the
proposed interest equalization tax. I do not
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know whether they will make that decision
today. They were supposed to have made it
yesterday, but apparently a little debate
broke out. I hope, Mr. Ames, that you and
I may have contributed somewhat to in-
spiring that debate.

My remarks this morning regarding the
I.B.A.'s opposition to the proposed Interest
Equalization Tax Act of 1963 concern a mat-
ter in which all of us should be Interested.
It isn't a narrow question; it is a broad
gquestion; it is a question involving the fi-
nanclal leadership of the United States in
the free world.

As an American who belleves in the
strength and freedom of our economy, and
who worked for years to get rid of restric-
tions in other countries but also in trying
to make sure we did not get them in our own
country, I have to say that it is not with
particular pride or pleasure that I stand be-
fore you this morning—for I do not relish
the possible—perhaps probable—legislative
prospect of our being something other than
a first-class country in financial leadership.

President Ames and I, in letters to every
Senator and Congressman, have recently
stated that the enactment of the proposed
legislation would be contrary to our national
interest, and a serious abdication of finan-
cial leadership by the United States.

As most of you know, the proposed legis-
lation would—generally—impose what is
called a tax of up to 156 percent on pur-
chases by Americans from foreigners of the
securities of 22 developed nations and of
companies therein. Its purpose is to reduce
longer term capital outflows from the United
States.

At the moment it has paralyzed them.
And let me say in this connection that the
improvement in our balance of payments in
the third quarter resulting in part from the
threat of the proposed tax is misleading.
The uncertainty engendered by the threat of
the enactment of a retroactive tax has, in
effect, to date, imposed not merely a limita-
tion but an actual embargo on the sale of
new foreign securities in the U.S. capital
market.

The third quarter figures on the balance
of payments were dramatic in their change.
They should not be taken as a representa-
tive set of figures. I could assert that the
short-term capital outflows showed a much
bigger reduction than the reduction in the
longer - term capital outflows, but I don't
think we should take the third quarter fig-
ures as being indicative of what the situa-
tion may prove to be.

In the few moments I shall take of your
time this morning I want to indicate briefly
the substance of the opposition that Mr.
Ames and I have expressed, on behalf of the
IBA, in our appearance before the Ways and
Means Committee in August, and in our re-
cent letters to every Member of Congress.

Pirst, we think the proposed tax will ad-
versely affect the U.S. balance of payments
in the long run.

Private foreign investment we have de-
scribed as an asset-creating expenditure. It
is—as its name indicates—an investment; it
is not an expenditure such as those for tour-
ism, foreign aid, or for U.S. military expendi-
tures abroad.

Forelgn investment improves the inter-
national asset position of the United States.
SBince 1950, despite the fact that we began
recording deficits in our overall balance of
payments that year, total U.S. assets and
investments abroad have Increased from $32
billion to $80 billion, while foreign assets
and investments in the United States have
increased from $18 billion to $47 billion.
Thus, In the period since 1950 although we
have been recording deficits, the overall net
international asset position of the United
States has improved from $14 billion to $33
billion.
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I repeat that in this period the net inter-
national assets position of the United States
has improved from $14 billion to $33 billion.

Future receipts from foreign investment
in the form of interest, dividends and return
of capital benefit the balance of payments
in future years. The extent to which in-
come from previous investments serves to
offset current net capital outflows is indi-
cated by the fact that in the 5 years from
1958 through 1962 income from all private
foreign investments amounted to over $15
billion and nearly offset the aggregate net
outflow for new investment of something
over $16 billion. In the year 1962 alone, in-
come from forelgn investment exceeded the
outflow.

The proposal which is embodied in the
proposed legislation, to slow the outflow of
investment dollars from the United States,
and thereby also to slow the future invest-
ment income to the United States from over-
seas, has been characterized by one financial
editor in Europe as being *“a little bit like
trying to economize by quitting your job.
After all, you do save the money you used to
spend getting to work.”

The highly regarded Monthly Economic
Letter of the First National City Bank of
New York recently had this to say:

“It is penny wise and pound foolish to
blame the balance-of-payments deficit on
private Investments overseas. Unlike soft
loans and grants under Government pro-
grams, private investments support the
balance of payments for years into the
future.

“Oversea investment is our natural, na-
tional destiny. Suppression of private in-
vestment is suppression of private enterprise.
The ideological war can be won only by en-
couragements to private enterprise every-
where so that the full strength of free insti-
tutions can be mustered and unequivocally
demonstrated.”

Another point which Mr. Ames and I have
made and which we think is important is
that trade follows credit. With the dollars
which they obtain from U.S. purchases of
their securities, countries such as Canada
and Japan buy our goods and services. In
many cases, the connection is direct and the
proceeds of foreign issues are specifically
used for purchases of U.S. goods and serv-
fces and provide jobs for Americans. More-
over. as I have said, over the years, the U.8.
balance-of-payments 'beneflts from the re-
payment of principal and interest.

Considering the proposed exemptions un-
der the act, including a proposed exemption
for new issues of Canadian securities, which
was added rather precipitately. over the
weekend after the tax was announced, and
which is not yet clearly defined, it appears
to us that the proposed tax would, at best,
contribute to a slight temporary reduction
in our balance-of-payments deficit but at the
cost of reducing the accumulation of long-
term assets, and at other costs which we
believe are far too high to pay.

Second, and most importantly: The pro-
posed act is not addressed to the funda-
mental causes of the balance-of-payments
deficit.

Government grants and capital outflows in
1962 amounted to $4.3 billion. (This figure
includes other items as well as straight for-
eign aid.) Moreover, oversea military ex-
penditures of the United States amounted to
a further $3 billlon gross in 1962.

There is little hope of correcting our bal-
ance-of-payments deficit unless the balance-
of-payments leakage that is involved in
these Government expenditures is reduced,
and reduced substantially.

The subject of U.S, military expenditures
abroad has been a debated issue for years.
Some of us have for long contended that
our allies should carry a larger and fairer
share of this burden, and that we could
reduce our troops abroad without any sacri-
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fice in the symbol that we give to the world,
or in free world strength. Support for this
point of view has recently been expressed by
a gentleman who has had a little experi-
ence in this: General Eisenhower,

We must also improve our cost position in
relation to our competitors abroad, and en-
hance the attractiveness of investment in
the United States by reduction in personal
and corporate income taxes and by other
appropriate measures—such as wage and
price restraint and appropriate interest rates.

It is interesting to note—and again I do
not take the third quarter balance-of-pay-
ments figures as conclusive—that follow-
ing the increase in the discount rate in July
from 3 to 314 percent, and the change that
was made in Regulation Q, there has been
a rather sharp reversal, a sharp change in
short-term capital outflows. The results ap-
pear to speak for the measures which were
adopted.

Third, the proposed tax, in our judgment,
is more appropriately described not as a tax
at all, but as a new protective tariff to limit
the importation of foreign securities. This
so-called tax represents a new barrier to
the free international movement of capital,
and is ‘a retreat from our longstanding
policy of freedom for capital movements—
a policy, I might add, which has been ad-
vocated. and followed by Democratic and
Republican administrations alike for many
years. It isa policy which we have advocated
to the rest of the world, and which I am
happy to say the rest of the world has taken
to heart. They have been dismantling
their restrictions. I find it discouraging
that we, the leader, may be resorting to them.

Fourth, the U.S. capital market, and for-
eign economies which are dependent upon
it, may be seriously damaged. The United
States has been the only free capital market
in which the amounts and terms on which
an issuer can sell securities are limited only
by the marketplace. We feel this is a valu-
able national asset which' should not be
dissipated without convincing reasons of
national interest.

Fifth, the proposed tax may create, and,
indeed, has created, fears .of further re-
strictions. Part of the responsibility of be-
ing the leading financial power of the world,
of having the key currency of the world, is
to keep our currency strong and free from
restrictions on its use. We must not,
through one device or another, impair the
value of the dollar as the key currency of
the world nor create fears that further re-
strictions may be imposed.

Sixth, the proposed tax is discriminatory.
It may be said that this is a parochial point
of view of investment bankers. The pro-
posed tax is, nevertheless, discriminatory. It
selects only one aspect of private expendi-
ture abroad; namely, private portfolio invest-
ment, to be restricted by the proposed tax or
tariff, and leaves unaffected our other private
expenditures abroad such as those for
tourism (a $214 billion item gross), direct
foreign investment, and commercial bank
loans. I shall not belabor the latter point.

Lastly, it is clear that the proposed tax
would be administratively complex. Com-
pliance and enforcement procedures will
prove burdensome. I do not want to suggest
that there will be evasions, but certainly
reporting and compliance requirements will
be very difficult.

For the reasons which I have indicated the
IBA believes that the restriction of private
portfolio investment through the proposed
Interest Equalization Tax Act is neither an
effective nor desirable means of Improving
the U.S. balance-of-payments position and
should not be enacted. (It may be, however,
that when you leave this room you will find
that it has been passed by the Ways and
Means Committee.)

Any probable short-term beneficial effects
would fall far short, in our judgment, of




1964

justifying the adverse consequences. It
would be most injurious to the U.S. interna-
tional capital market, which we think is a
national asset that should be fostered rather
than injured. It would impose a hardship
upon our friends abroad that over the long
run would be detrimental to us, as well.

We sometimes lose sight of the fact that
our long-term balance-of-payments position
and outlook is strong. It would be better,
in our judgment, to deal with our present
problem by improving our international com-
petitive position, by encouraging increased
foreign investment in the United States, by
reducing our non-asset-creating expenditures
abroad, and even by temporary drawings on
the International Monetary Fund, or the use
of our reserves, rather than to endanger the
free flow of funds, or our position as the
world's banker and trustee of the key cur-
rency of the world, Once confidence in us
and in the freedom of our capital market is
impaired, it will be difficult to rebuild It.

In conclusion, I should like to quote from
a recent speech made by Allan Sproul. This
quotation was not part of the IBA testi-
mony because he had not made the speech
at the time. As you know, Allan Sproul was
for many years President of the Federal Re-
serve Bank of New York, and is widely rec-
ognized as a financial leader, I quote Mr.
Sproul partly to show that we are by no
means alone in our opposition to this tax.
A parade of opposition witnesses appeared
at the House Ways and Means Committee
hearing and there have been other speakers
since who have expressed their opposition.
Mr. Sproul recently had this to say about the
proposed interest equalization tax:

“This s a form of tinkering with a prob-
lem which should be attacked in the total
context of capital incentives in the United
States and in forelgn countries. It should
not be attacked by a control which attempts
to raise the rate of interest in one of the
interconnected compartments of the long-
term market. We need to provide more prof-
itable opportunities at home for the invest-
ment of funds which have been flowing
abroad. We need to promote domestic con-
ditions which will lead to a revival of direct
and portfolio investment by foreigners In
this country. We need to raise the profit
floor in the United States so as to bring out
the increased domestic investment in plant
and equipment which alone will employ our
resources more fully. We need to avold ex-
perimenting with direct controls, whatever
they may be called, which in times of strain
may be interpreted as a forerunner of strong-
er controls of capital outflow, or even of all
dealings in foreign exchange, which in turn
would heighten the danger of anticipatory
withdrawals of foreign funds from our mar-
kets. In short, in dealing with private cap-
ital outflows, we should use those general
powers of fiscal and monetary policy which
maximize our total freedoms by minimizing
direct interference with individual private
transactions.”

Thank you very much, and goodby.

[From the New York Times, Jan. 10, 1064]
INTERNATIONAL LIQUIDITY—UNITED STATES AND

ALLIES ARE SEEKING TO AVOID A BREAKDOWN

IN MONETARY MECHANISM

(By M. J. Rossant)

The central bankers and finance ministers
of the non-Communist world are trying to
determine whether there is enough liquidity
in the present International monetary
mechanism to keep it running smoothly.

Because the original blueprint for the
mechanism was first set up In the waning
days of World War II, breakdowns have been
avoided. But there have been some near-
misses. So the United States and its allles
are reexamining the system, focusing atten-
tion on the thorny subject of international
liquidity—the amount of gold, foreign ex-
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change and credit available to meet external
obligations.

The liguidity needed to fuel economic
growth and expanding trade has been largely
furnished by the United States. As a result
of its deficits in its financial transactions
with the rest of the world, Washington has
been pumping out gold and dollars that have
added to the amount of international liquid-
ity.

But while the outflow continued in 1963,
the nations of the Western World are look-
ing to the day when the United States is no
longer providing the wherewithal needed for
the expansion in liguidity.

Last year saw the beginning of concerted
moves to begin an overhaul of the existing
machinery. This year, at the International
Monetary Fund meeting in Tokyo, the results
are likely to be unveiled.

While secrecy still shrouds the negotia-
tions, the objective is clear. It is to prevent
shrinkage and, if possible, bring about an
increase in international liquidity. At the
least, then, the air is to Sanforize the pres-
ent system.

The reason for the concern over liquidity
is that the natlons of the non-Communist
world want to be sure they can meet any
external financial stress or strain without
damaging their domestic economies.

Most authorities agree that there is no
shortage of overall liguidity now. But there
is a maldistribution of financial resources,
with many developing nations suffering from
a severe shortage of liguidity while many in-
dustrialized nations, especially in Western
Europe, are experiencing an embarrassment
of riches,

Countries lacking an ample cushion of lig-
uid reserves to meet their foreign bills could
be forced to take deflationary measures. And
those with excess liguidity, llke France, have
been faced by inflationary symptoms.

Thus, the examination now going on is
aimed at preventing a shrinkage in liquidity
while ironing out some of the kinks in its
distribution.

TWO GROUPS STUDY PROBLEM

Two separate groups are engaged in study-
ing liquidity. One is being conducted by the
10 leading industrialized nations who are
members of the Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development. The other is
being carried out by the International Mone-
tary Fund. Both are attempting to insure
that the non-Communist world will possess
sufficient liquidity to withstand short-term
crises and provide additional liquidity to sus-
tain economic growth and promote an expan-
sion in trade.

The present system survived the shock of
President Eennedy's assassination—as it did
the Cuban crisis—with scarcely a tremor In
the world’s money markets. So it is far from
antiquated.

Yet doubts remain about the future, par-
ticularly when the deficit in the U.S. bal-
ance of payments is no longer supplying dol-
lars and gold to the rest of the world.

Improvements in the existing machinery
have been taking place all along, but there
is now a widespread bellef that it needs sub-
stantial reform and reinforcement to cope
with the prospective change in the American
position.

There are disputes, however, about how
much reform is required. Some plump for
radical and revolutionary designs that would
automatically guarantee increasing liquidity.
Others think that the kind of evolutionary
process that has already improved the ma-
chinery will suffice for the future.

SUSPICIONS VOICED

This is not the only area of contention.
The countries enjoying surpluses are sus-
picious that nations in deficit, particularly
the United States, do not seek an increase in
the supply of liquidity simply to avoid tak-
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ing the domestic steps needed to get its ac-
counts in order with the rest of the world.

Robert V. Roosa, Under Secretary of the
Treasury for Monetary Affairs, the head of
the American tearn studying and negotiating
liquidity reform, sought recently to allay
fears that Washington was seeking to es-
cape resort to the monetary and fiscal disci-
pline required to correct its deficit.

In emphasizing that the United States was
making the necessary adjustments, Mr.
Roosa suggested that reform should be evo-
lutionary in nature, hinting that any re-
form should be relatively modest.

Mr. Roosa's position confirmed that there
was scant prospect of any revolutionary
changes this year. For In setting up the
OECD study, the 10 nations ruled out any
change in the dollar price of gold, which will
preserve a key ingredient of the present ma-
chinery.

At the same time, the negotiators turned

their backs on the creation of a suprana-
tional central bank with credit-creating pow-
ers of its own. Instead, they remain con-
vinced that gold, the key currencies—the
dollar and the pound sterling—and the spe-
clal arrangements that have been devised to
mobilize the credit resources of other coun-
tries, must be counted on as the main sources
of any expansion in liguidity.

SOVEREIGNTY AN ISSUE

There is a general reluctance to yield na-
tional sovereignty over money and credit to
an international organization staffed by
anonymous international civil servants.
And though most nations are willing to see
a further expansion in the resources and the
flexibility of the International Monetary
Fund, they prefer that strings be attached.

Before they get down to the fundamental
job of deciding what changes will be made,
the negotiators are bound to argue over the
relationship between international liquidity
and the expansion of world trade.

Over the last decade, liquidity had in-
creased at little better than 2 percent & year.
Trade has expanded at an annual rate of
better than 8 percent, which makes clear
that liquidity does not have to grow at the
same pace to insure a continued rise in
trade.

In fact, there is no certainty that a shrink-
age will occur or, if it does, that it will
impede the expansion in trade. The French
and Dutch have actually voiced concern
about excessive liguidity. And a recent
study by the economic research department
of the Chase Manhattan Bank observed that
a decline in world liguidity over periods need
not lead to difficulty.

Other groups take a different view. The
British Treasury acknowledges that there is
no fixed ratio between the level of trade

and the need for reserves, but it argues that

more ligquidity will be needed in the future
and it sees no present means of insuring
that it will be forthcoming.

The major change likely this year is a
shift from bilateral arrangements worked
out between the United States and Ger-
many, France, Britain, and other countries,
to multilateral devices. This shift has al-
ready begun, but it is destined to take on
additional momentum as a result of the
present studies. And if it does provide
added power and resources to the IMF, an
international central bank may gradually
take shape.

The immediate outlook, however, is for
strengthening and enlargement of measures
now in the blueprint stage or already in use.

The nations of the non-Communist world
may be able to agree on some form of longer
term financing of deficits than now prevalls.
They may also work out a plan to coordinate
interest rates on forelgn deposits, which
would help to prevent swings in currency
movements that cause disruptive extreme
internal dislocations.
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Consideration will be given to plans for a
new world currency such as that proposed
by Edward M. Bernstein. He has suggested
the creation of a reserve unit composed of
the currency of the major industrialized na-
tions that would be deposited and distrib-
uted by the International Monetary Fund.

But the negotiators are much more likely
to settle for expansion of the fund’s regular
facilities as a first step, accompanied by an
enlargement and liberalization of the cur-
rency pool now available to the major
nations.

Those involved in the negotiations evi-
dently prefer to take one step at a time.

The most impressive test of the ma-
chinery's performance has been its ability
to cope with crises. This is the strongest
argument for the evolutionary reform of the
system. There is no real danger of a seri-
ous liquidity shortage as long as the nations
of the non-Communist world are prepared
to provide additional fuel whenever there
is a risk of the machinery's running down.

PRESENTATION TO MEXICO BY THE
UNITED STATES OF A STATUE OF
LINCOLN

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of Calendar No. 855, Senate
bill 944, a bill introduced by the Senator
from California [Mr. Kvucser], for him-
self and other Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (8. 944)
to provide for the presentation by the
United States to the people of Mexico of
a monument commemorating the in-
dependence of Mexico, anu for other
purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. - The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Montana.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr,. KUCHEL. Mr. President, the pro-
posed legislation would authorize the
people and the Government of the
United States to present to our friends,

the people and the Government of
Mexico, a statue of the Great
Emancipator, Abraham Lincoln. The

city of Washington has abundant beauty
in part by reason of the imposing figures
in bronze and stone, gifts from other
countries to our city of Washington. By
this bill, we would make a gift to our
neighbor. There is no more beautiful
capital city anywhere than Mexico City
and there, a likeness of Lincoln would be
enshrined. There is no more important
friendship for our country than that with
the people of Mexico.

Over the past several years our rela-
tions with Mexico have improved and
strengthened. It was not many weeks
ago that the U.S. Senate approved the
treaty relating to the Chamizal, to right
a grievous wrong which persisted for a
century. Some day soon, I fondly hope
the problem of the Colorado River will
be honorably settled.

Just last week, the President of the
United States and the President of
Mexico met together in the State from
which I come, not only to receive from
a great State institution there, the Uni-
versity of California at Los Angeles, ap-
propriate honorary degrees, but to meet
together and to discuss mutual problems
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between our two Nations. Truly, these
two great republics are strengthening the
bonds between them.

The proposed legislation has been ap-
proved by the Department of State. It
came from the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee unanimously and with enthusi-
asm. I am sure I speak for all of my
colleagues who were coauthors of the
bill—indeed, for all the Members of the
Senate—when I urge that the Senate
now approve the measure.

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

Mr. KUCHEL. Iyield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I think the REcorD
should be corrected. It is my under-
standing that the President of the United
States, Lyndon B, Johnson, the President
of the United Mexican States, Adolfo Lo-
pez Mateos, and the distinguished Sena-
tor from California [Mr. KucreL|—all
three—met in California on that occa-
sion. But I believe this is a propitious
moment to take the bill up. It is on
the eve of a visit to be paid to the Con-
gress next week by our colleagues from
the Mexican House of Deputies and Sen-
ate. The Senator from California has
been most enthusiastic about this project,
and I join him in urging that the bill
be given a unanimous approval of the
Senate.

Mr. KUCHEL.I thank my able
friend. I was privileged to serve under
his leadership a year ago when we from
the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives journeyed to Mexico to participate
in an exceptionally constructive and most
enjoyable interparliamentary conference,
which will be repeated, as the able ma-
jority leader has suggested, here in
Washington next week.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? ;

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield to t.he Senator
from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. 1, too, should like to
join in the expectation that the Senate
will approve the bill, and I congratulate
the Senator from California [Mr.
Kucuer] for his initiative and for his
sponsorship of and for offering the bill,
and the majority leader for bringing it
up.

I was very much interested in hearing
my friend from California speak of the
urgent need for friendship, at a time
when our friendship in Latin America
hangs in the balance, and when there
has been a renaissance of friendship be-
tween the United States and Mexico. I
think it is one of the really bright events
in the history of the Americas, in the ef-
fort to promote friendship, at a time
when all the Americas, in the main, are
on the roll of the free states. It is neces-
sary that we increase the role of friend-
ship which is so essential and which is
symbolized by the friendship between the
Mexican people and the American peo-
ple.

I could not agree more with t.he major-
ity leader about the timing of this event
with the visit from the members of the
Mexican Congress.

Mr. KUCHEL. I thank my friend. I
remind my colleagues that the senior
Senator from New York had the rather
unique experience of speaking in the
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Senate of the Republic of Mexico, both
in English and Spanish.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill is open to amendment.

If there be no amendment to be pro-
posed, the question is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the bill.

The bill (8. 944) was ordered to be en-
grossed 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 the
Secretary of State is authorized and requested
to procure a statue of Lincoln to commem-
orate appropriately the independence of
Mexico, and present the same, on behalf of
the people of the United States, to the people
of Mexico. Such monument shall be pre-
pared only after the design, plans, and spec-
ifications therefor have been submitted to
:?:ls approved by the Commission of Fine

Sec. 2. There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary to
carry out the provisions of this Act, includ-
ing payment of the cost of such statue, the
design and construction of a sulitable pedestal
therefor, transportation, including insurance,
erection of the statue in Mexico, and travel-
ing expenses of persons delegated by the
Becretary of State to present such statue,
on behalf of the people of the United States,
to the people of Mexico.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I move
that the vote by which the bill was passed
be reconsidered.

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

MILITARY PROCUREMENT

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
I am supporting the legislative proposals
for authorizing appropriations during
the fiscal year 1965 for procurement of
aircraft, missiles, and naval vessels, and
research, development, test, and evalua-
tion for the Armed Forces.

LET US REEXAMINE OUR SELECTIVE SERVICE BYS-
TEM—DO WE NOW NEED A PEACETIME DRAFT?
Mr. President, the peacetime draft may

soon be a thing of the past. It should be.
As now functioning, it is discriminatory
and unfair to parents and youngsters.
The facts are our armed forces man-
power needs are diminishing as missiles
and other modern weaponry are em-
phasized ‘and reliability inereased. Our
needs should soon be met by voluntary
enlistments. Few of our allies have any
peacetime draft and none of them draft
men for as long as 2 years. West Ger-
many, on the very front line of danger
were the Soviet Union to attack onIy
takes men for 18 months.: :

In 1952, our Armed Forces totaled
over 3% million. Today they are above
21, million—a reduction of almost one-
third. Draft demands have leveled off
and are expected to average only about
8,000 men per month in the foreseeable
future. This at the same time our cele-
brated ‘“war babies,” born during or im-
mediately following World War II, reach
military age. The number of those
reaching draft age beginning July-1 this
year will skyrocket to 1.8 .million; In
view of this, there seems little justifiable
reason for continuing the' practice of
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disrupting the lives of millions of our
youth and drafting unwilling young men
into service.

We have already written many special
exemptions into the selective service law
such as exempting married men and
college students. This removes uncer-
tainties from some lives but not from all.
We should keep in mind few employers
will hire young men until their military
obligations have been completed. It is
impossible to know when, or if, a young
man will be drafted. I feel strongly that
our future military needs can and should
be met by well-trained volunteers inter-
ested in serving in our Armed Forces. I
was recently a member of the subcommit-
tee of the Committee on Armed Services
which studied salaries and allowances in
our Armed Forces and then drafted a bill
which increased the salaries of military
personnel.

We drafted a bill which we unani-
mously recommended to the full com-
mittee and which later was enacted into
law. This increased the salaries of all
the officers and men of our Armed Forces.

This pay raise, making salaries more
comparable to nonmilitary pay, increases
the attractiveness of an armed services
career.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Ohio has ex-
pired.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that I may
proceed for 1 additional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Ohio is recognized for 1
additional minute.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Further steps
in this direction will be taken, I am sure.
For example, it has always distressed
me, as a former private and later as
an officer in our Armed Forces in time
of war, to hear of enlisted men being
compelled to do menial chores for of-
ficers. I remember doing that in a
grudging manner when I was a private
in the Army. Times have changed since
I served as a private. Today, most of-
ficers treat enlisted men in our Army,
Navy, Air Force, Marines, and Coast
Guard with respect and friendship.
The small minority who do not should
not be tolerated. They should be weeded
out.

We should reappraise the entire situa-
tion and reexamine our Selective Serv-
ice System. We can in the future induce
men to voluntarily enter the air, naval,
and military services for their Nation
rather than induect them and force them
to do so.

I look forward to the end of the peace-
time draft in the near future.

AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
the growing concern over American for-
eign policy is a matter of record. There
are, of course, highly vexatious problems
in the world today and not all of them
are to be, or will be, solved easily.

Nevertheless in the last 3 months
there has occurred a series of mishaps
around the world that has made it clear
we are at a policy standstill. This
dilemma was the subject of thoughtful
discussion by Senator EVERETT McKIN-
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LEY DmxseN, Republican leader of the
Senate, and Representative CHARLES A.
HanLeEck, Republican leader of the
House of Representatives, at a press
conference today where they spoke for
the joint Senate-House Republican
leadership.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
statements printed in the Recorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the state-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
REcorD, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR DIRKSEN

One of the responsibilities of the party out
of power in the United States is to lend its
support to bipartisan foreign policy wher-
ever mutual accord makes this possible. We,
the members of the joint Senate-House Re-
publican leadership, have repeatedly sub-
scribed to this doctrine since the Democratic
administration took office January 20, 1961.

However, on several occasions during the
last 3 years we have been compelled to as-
sert our mystification as to what policy we
were being asked to support, indeed whether
there was any policy at all. Since Mr. John-
son assumed the Presidency in November,
the mystery has deepened. In those 3
months, the United States has suffered one
setback after another around the world with-
out any coherent policy emerging to right
them. We have been drifting on the high
seas of uncertainty and confusion,

Is President Johnson continuing the late
Mr. Kennedy'’s highly questionable policy of
coexlstence with the Communist world? If
80, how can the United States persuade other
free-world nations not to trade with Cuba or
to extend long-termv credits to the Commu-
nist bloe countries, a pair of bleak problems
which now confront us?

If the policy of coexistence is still in force,
where is the evidence of coexistence on the
part of the Communist nations when they
promote subversion, violence, and anti-
American campaigns in Latin Amerlca,
Africa, and southeast Asia? Have the Ken-
nedy-Johnson administrations paved only a
one-way street with good Intentions?

And what is happening to American pres-
tlge when one little nation after another—
with smaller populations than most of our
larger cities—kicks us in the shins and gets
away with it? If our foreign policy cannot
cope with problems of these dimensions,
what happens when greater issues must be
met?

We think the time is here for a reassess-
ment of American foreign policy. Surely we
Republicans cannot be expected to support
an enigma. We respectfully suggest to Pres-
ident Johnson that Radio Moscow was right
on June 12, 1963, when it applauded our
Government's shift to a policy of “coexist-
ence” as a “renunciation of the policy of
strength” that marked the Eisenhower years.
We stand ready to support a “policy of
strength” and the sooner this nation returns
to it the better.

STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE HALLECK

Perplexity over American foreign policy is
not limited to members of the joint Senate-
House Republican leadership, but it also ex-
ists among the governments of our allies.
The examples that contribute to the con-
fusion are numerous.

One month the administration says that
the war in South Vietnam—crucial to all
southeast Asia—can be successfully con-
cluded by the end of 1965. A couple of
months later Secretary of Defense McNamara
tells us we are withdrawing from South Viet-

nam by the end of 1965 regardless of the
outcome.

One day President Johnson says that if
there is a proposal to neutralize both North
and South Vietnam the United States will
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consider it sympathetically. A few days
later our Ambassador to South Vietnam,
Henry Cabot Lodge, says neutralization
would be regarded as turning South Vietnam
over to the Communists.

One month the White House is promoting
the sale of surplus American wheat to the
Soviet Union. A couple of months later it
is protesting the sale of British-made buses
to Communist Cuba, to which the British
manufacturer replies: “If America has a
surplus of wheat, we have a surplus of buses.”

One day SBecretary of State Rusk is saying
over the Voice of America radio that Amer-
ican consumers may boycott goods produced
by nations trading with Cuba; a couple of
days later the State Department officially
announces the U.S. Government does not
favor such boycotts.

One day American newspapers plcture
the White House as resolute in its determi-
nation not to renegotiate our Canal Zone
rights in Panama; a few days later the same
newspapers report the White House is se-
riously considering admission of the renego-
tiation question.

We Republicans do not recite these exam-
ples of vacillation in American foreign policy
with any satisfaction. We recite them with
dismay. We think corrective steps are ur-
gent and our goal is to encourage them.
President Johnson says we are “beloved”
around the world. We certainly hope so, but
it is equally important to be respected. In
the coldblooded arena of foreign affairs,
love is not enough.

TRIBUTE TO BASIL O'CONNOR

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I
would like to bring to the attention of
the Senate an article appearing in the
January 31 issue of Medical World News,
entitled “Basil O'Connor—One Man’s
War Against Disease.”

This is a vivid and inspiring story of
our Nation’s victory over polio, the dread
disease of our age that has taken so
many thousands of lives and crippled so
many more thousands of children. The
article pays tribute to all those in our
lifetime who fought this battle including
the late Franklin D. Roosevelt who ini-
tiated the March of Dimes war by the
people against polio. The article concen-
trates on the part Basil O’Connor, long-
time confidant and law partner of Pres-
ident Franklin D. Roosevelt, played in the
creation and success of the National Polio
Foundation. Mr. O’Connor has been
president of the March of Dimes, now
known as the National Foundation, since
its ineception in 1938. His 28 years of
service deserve the praise which this ar-
ticle gives, %

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to have the article printed in the Recorp
together with my remarks.

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

Basiu O'CONNOR: ONE MAN’S WAR AGAINST
DisEASE—GUIDING FORCE OF THE VICTORY
OvVER PoLio, THE FoRMER Law PARTNER OF
F.D.R. CONTINUES HIs “ASSAULT ON MAN'S
OLDEST AFFLICTIONS"

Saturday, January 4, 1964 ended the first
week in U.S. history in which not a single
new case of poliomyelitis was reported. This
was hardly chance: Since 1955, the year
Salk vaccine was first used nationally, polio
morbidity has steadily declined. The 1951-
54 average was some 40,000 cases annually;
in 1963, fewer than 500 cases were reported,
a 98-percent decline.

By common consent of scientists, physi-
cians, and laymen, one man can largely be
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credited as the guiding force behind this un-
equivocal victory. He is Basil O'Connor, a
bantamweight Massachusetts Irishman “one
generation removed from servitude,” whose
combustion point remains perilously close
to room temperature despite his 72 years.
O'Connor 1s president of the National Foun-
dation. It is his restless energy that has
kept him for 30 years at the forefront of
the drive against polio and in major roles in
other health campalgns.

A self-described “barefoot Wall Street
lawyer,” O'Connor was once Franklin D.
Roosevelt's law partner. And he received
his commission as commander in chief in the
war against polio when Roosevelt handed
him a check in a White House ceremony
three decades ago. The check was for more
than #$1 million, the net proceeds of the
first nationwide Birthday Ball for the Presi-
dent, held on January 30, 1934. Presenting
it to O'Connor, F.D.R. turned to onlookers
and said, with his jauntiest grin:

“Now I'm going to appoint you all a com~
mittee of the whole to watch Doc O'Con-
nor."

Greatly enlarged, the “committee” has
been keeping an eye on Doc O'Connor ever
since. The U.S. public has watched with
awe as he collected and spent some 7 bil-
lion dimes in the past 30 years, a half-bil-
lion dollars of it for the polio war alone.

“There's an art in raising money," he says
bluntly, scorning false modesty. “There's
an art in spending it, too

PLANS WAR ON POLIO

For the first 3 years, the antipolio money-
raising campaign centered around the Pres-
ident’s birthday, while the spending was al-
most wholly for the rehabilitation of a de-
crepit spa at Warm Springs, Ga., which Roose-
velt had handed over to O'Connor and a
board of trustees. O’Connor was not much
interested, he recalls, but loyalty to F.D.R.
kept him at the job.

For O'Connor, a gain in wisdom is usually
directly proportional to the accumulation
of experience. He soon saw that the defeat
of pollo was a far more formidable task
than anyone had supposed. Although sus-
pected of being a virus, the enemy had not
yet been ldentified. There were no prison-
ers to be studled, and no routes of invasion
were known, Help for polio’s casualties was
crude and ineffective, though with all the
publicity the demand for medical ald mount-
ed rapidly.

Meanwhile, recelpts of subsequent fund
campalgns dropped sharply from the orig-
inal $1 million total. Yet O'Connor knew
perfectly well that far larger sums would
have to be raised for medical care, rehabili-
tation, and the research that would show
the way to prevention.

“I could see we were headed for a lot
hotter water than Warm Springs unless we
got going with something much bigger,” he
recalls.

What he had in mind is defined by Gerard
Piel, publisher of Sclentific American, as
“O'Connor's unique social invention: a per-
. manently self-sustaining source of funds for

the support of research—the voluntary health
organization.” When it was launched in
1938, the National Foundation for Infantile
Paralysis, Inc., was the prototype of such
agencies, Since then, health organizations
have proliferated, many of them in the Na-
tional Foundation's image, and some with
O’Connor’s encouragement and advice.

As he envisioned it, the new organization
had to be able to generate large numbers of
relatively small contributions to the cause.
It had.to have undisputed control over its
funds. And it needed a mechanism for de-
termining intelligently ‘how those funds
should be spent. His soclal invention was
artfully designed to meet these exacting re-
quirements.

From the outset, O'COnnur created the Na-
tional Foundation partly in the likenesses
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of a political party, a corporation, and an
army. Its national office is an army head-
quarters with O'Connor in undisputed com-
mand.

His adjutant general today is Joseph F.
Nee, a veteran of 18 years of National Foun-
dation battles. Nee succeeded Melvin A,
Glasser, a money-wise sociologist who now
heads the soclal security services of the
United Auto Workers Union.

Under O'Connor and Nee, there functions
& well-oiled machine designed to fight the
foundation’s two-front war: for the money
and against the disease. Like an army it
has its general staff, and psychological war-
fare, intelligence, and supply services. Seven
headquarters generals command the seven
regions into which the foundation has di-
vided the Nation. Under them are State
directors who supervise the fleldwork. Fi-
nally, there are 3,100 chapters and their bat-
tle-seasoned troops, the volunteers who
march forth each January for the assault on
the private American purse. So willing have
Americans been to open that purse and so
effective have been O'Connor's leglons that,
in the peak year of 1954, the foundation col-
lected $6T million.

The image of O'Connor as a brusque marti-
net commanding a fundraising juggernaut
is part of the myths surrounding the man.
Like all legends, it has some basis in truth.
Very much a realist, O’Connor laid down a
few inviolable principles for the National
Foundation from the start. They were not
always calculated to endear him to the public
or to his associates. He stipulated that:

Headquarters, not the chapters, would de-
cide how much money would be returned to
the chapters for local medical care for polio
vietims,

Headquarters, never the chapters, would
plan and allocate disbursements for re-
search.

Grants for research or clinical purposes
would always be made on the advice of
scientific and medical advisory committees.

Ultimate power to approve disbursements
of funds for any purpose, including scientific
ones, would reside in the foundation’'s board
of trustees, composed exclusively of lay-
men.

Commenting on this last rule, O'Connor
says: “Nobody respects sclentists more than
I do. I work with them all the time, though
I'm not a sclentist myself. Maybe that's
why I know for sure that intelligent laymen
can always broaden a scientist’s outlook.
The researcher's word is law in the labora-
tory, but sometimes you have to point out
to him what’s happening right outside the
lab window, not to mention the rest of the
world.”

VACCINE WAS BELIEVED IMPOSSIBLE

O'Connor means what he says. Inside the
sclentist’s domain, he is an attentive and
intelligent listener and commentator. Speak-
ing of the prewar beginnings of the foun-
ggon. one of his close advisers confirms

“This first thing Basil did was to query
all the men of our advisory committee as to
what we thought we ought to find out. We
knew next to nothing about polio then, you
must remember. We suspected a virus, but
we all believed it was absolutely impossible
to make a vaccine—well, almost all of us.
O'Connor was absolutely determined even
then that a way would be found. And when
he gets his teeth into an idea, there’s no
shaking him loose."

From these discussions, O'Connor con-
cluded that the foundation should dig far,
wide, and deep in its search for the burled
treasure of a polio preventative. His ad-
visers agreed with him.

“O'Connor practically created virology,”
says Dr. Edward L. Tatum of the Rockefeller
Institute, who now heads the foundation's
scientific advisory committee. “He did it by

February 27

not concentrating research grants narrowly
on polio, but by encouraging the most basic
studies of all viruses."

O'Connor’s chief adviser in virus research
was the late Dr. Thomas M. Rivers, also of
the Rockefeller Institute. “Dr. Rivers broke
the way for O'Connor with the medical pro-
fession,” says his adjutant, ex-football coach
Nee. “He'd do a little blocking here and
there, and then O’Connor would run with
the ball. Man, they were one tough pair of
backs.”

On Dr. Rivers' advice, O'Connor set up
fellowships to train new men in virology,
among them a promising young Michigan
physician named Jonas Salk. With Dr. Riv-
ers, he also placed foundation money in the
hands of a considerable number of future
Nobel laureates, many of them working in
areas seemingly remote from polio. One ex-
ample was Dr. Linus Pauling's research on the
protein molecule. Another grantee was Har-
vard's Dr. John F. Enders, whose almost
parenthetical discovery of how to grow polio-
virus in non-nerve tissue won him and his
colleagues a Nobel Prize in 1954. Other
grants aimed at identifying all three strains
of polio. And finally, there came the big
push to make and prove out both a killed-
virus vaccine (Salk’s) and a live-virus vac-
cine (Dr. Albert Sabin’'s) as specific preventa-
tives.

Concurrently, the foundation spent mil-
lions on medical care, rehabllitation, and
the training of thousands of paramedical per-
sonnel in the techniques of physical therapy
for paralytic-polio patients. Today, founda-
tion funds supply such care for some 20,000
victims who, as O'Connor says, “got born too
soon.” He declares the National Founda-
tion will never abandon them.

Now that the rout of polio is virtually com-
plete, it has seemed to some that the victory
may prove the very undoing of the National
Foundation. Indeed, a few authorities open-
ly favored closing down as the only honor-
able course for the organization, once triumph
was proclalmed. Nothing could have been
better calculated to get O'Connor into a
fighting Irishman’s stance.

Actually, he was well ahead of his critics.
Several years before the Salk vaccine work
was completed, O'Connor marshaled his ex-
pert forces to begin a study of what new
course, if any, the foundation should set.
Foundation trustee George Gallup and a
group from Columbia University's Bureau of
Applied Soclal Research studied the situation
minutely.

FOUNDATION CARRIES ON

' Btrong support for continuation came
from Dr, Frank L. Horsfall Jr., president of
the Sloan-Kettering Institute, and from
MWN’s editor, Dr. Morris Fishbein. Both
these men shared O'Connor's conviction that
so effective a social instrument for “applying
the beriefits of science to the interests of
humanity'' should not be dismantled.

Many people disagreed, including a sub-
stantial number of erstwhile contributors.
From its $67-million peak, National Founda-
tion income has steadily declined. Last
year's  contributions totaled a '"mere” $21
million. This sum was given to support the
foundation's expanded program of research,
treatment, and professional training in the
flelds of birth defects and arthritis, and for
the partial support of the new Salk Institute
for Biological Studies locaf.ed at La Jolla,
Calif.

The Salk institute is clearly O'Connor's pet
project. He describes it as “‘a focal point of
man’'s greatest endeavor to learn about him-
self and to improve his condition on this
earth.”

Dr. Salk is both director and a research
fellow of the institute. Its board of trustees
is headed by Dr. Warren Weaver, dean of
American natural scientists, In essence, Dr.
Weaver says, the alm is to bring together
under one roof scientists interested not only
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in one branch of sclence, or exclusively in
sclence itself, but in the whole range of the
humanities, the creative arts, and the
creative side of man's life. Resldent fellows
are to be stimulated by contact with visiting
nonresident fellows.

Such a concept is understandably dear to
O'Connor’'s heart. He has been called a kind
of human catalyst who has already set off a
good many reactions. Some of these gen-
erated dazzling light, others blistering heat.
Like a chemical catalyst, O'Connor always
seems to come out relatively untouched in a
human way.

“Sometimes I feel sorry for O'Connor,” ene
of his associates says. “He mingles with the
great and near great on equal terms. He
must have a huge list of acquaintances, but
inevitably his job permits him few close
friendships.”

This sclentist is-one of the few who have
penetrated O'Connor’s disguise as a tough
Irish autocrat whose childlike vanity is pro-
tective coloration for the highly sensitive
inner man. The real O'Connor is much more
like the embattled “diminishing -citizen"”
whose cause he pleaded at the 50th reunion
of his Dartmouth class of 1912. He feels
beset on every hand by what he calls today’s
“climate of enormity."”

“Only at the point where blography inter-
sects history,” he told his classmates, “can
individuals achieve that dignity and mean-
ing which is the mainstay of a free society.”

SEARCH FOR UNIVERSAL IMMUNITY

To Basil O'Connor, that point has been his
role as lay leader of one of the most spec-
tacular offensives ever mounted against a
human ailment. Today, he carries on against
birth defects and arthritis but really for life.
Polio was a disease that plagued rich coun-
tries with good sanitation, and that fact
taught him that “the survivors of bad sani-
tation have acquired immunity to many
diseases. High mortality is one way you get
that kind of broad immunity. There ought
to be a better way to redeem our children
from men's ancient afflictions and defi-
ciencies.”

To the support of the search for that uni-
versal immunity O'Connor obviously intends
to give the rest of a life devoted to leading
privately supported public health programs,
a lifework for which he has never been paid
a penny. He Is the first to assert that he
has received other rewards, far more dearly
prized. To him, the need to help his fellow
man, to participate in what Dr. Salk has

called “an asault on the unreasonableness of

life,” has become as urgent as hunger.

A cynic recently called O'Connor “a man
without a disease.” Not so0, replies an ad-
mirer. O'Connor is hopelessly infected with
life, and he trusts the infection will con-
tinue to be both virulent and contagious.

A WOMAN WRITER TAKES A CRITI-
CAL LOOK AT AMERICA

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, one
of the most outstanding reporters in the
country is Mrs. May Craig, Washington
correspondent for the Portland, Maine,
newspapers. She is especially well
known for her excellent writing and as
a persistent panelist on the television
program, “Meet the Press.”

In the March 2 issue of U.S. News &
World Report, there was reprinted an
excellent article by May Craig, which I
earnestly recommend to the Senate.
Mrs. Craig, like so many of us, seems to
be greatly concerned about the future
of the United States because of policies
both at home and abroad which leave a
great deal to be desired.

I ask unanimous consent that this ar-
ticle be printed in the Recorp.
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There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

A Woman WERITER TAKES A CRITICAL LOOK AT
AMERICA

(By May Craig)

Unless there is a change, deep down, in
the American people, a genuine crusade
against self-indulgence, immorality public
and private, then we are witnesses to the
decline and fall of the American Republic.

Death on the highways, a pack a day,
cheating from top to bottom in our society,
get rich quick, break-up of the family, falter-
ing in foreign policy, reckless debt—these
have destroyed nations before us. Why
should we think we can take that path and
change history?

Look around you, and everywhere you see
lack of principle and steadfastness in the
right and brave. The disgraceful cover on
the recent issue of a publication with a na-
tionwide circulation and its palliating story
of sexual immorality adds adult consent to
the looseness of our youth, already far down
the road of delinquency, shiftlessness, dero-
gation of virginity in our girls who will be
the mothers of tomorrow.

There is no financial morality in our Gov-
ernment—'‘Charge it,” is the accepted prac-
tice.

Round the world they think they can take
our money with one hand and slap us in the
face with the other. We talk of our “leader-
ship,” but we are apparently incapable of
giving leadership.

One listens with dismay to the campaign-
ing for the presidency that is going on. Oh,
for a crusader to call us back to dignity and
strength and austerity.

What was that last word? “Austerity”—
plain lving and high thinking, putting our
money into the real things of life, not mink-
handled saucepans and three cars in every
garage; public servants who are not Bobby
Bakers. Schools for the young, care for the
elderly, strength so that none will dare at-
tack us, & worthy succession to those men
with feet wrapped in bloody bandages at
Valley Forge to give us liberty. How have
we used the liberty they bought for us so
dearly?

Because it is unpleasant to think of un-
pleasant things, we say the Soviet Union
may be changing its determination to “bury
us.” Red China is bad, of course, but maybe
not Khrushchev. Halfheartedly we send
American men to die in jungles, where we
do not have the guts to go in to win or to
stay out.

We sell wheat to Russia to save her from
& demonstration that communism cannot
produce enough food for its own people. If
we do this to get rid of surplus wheat, which
we have already subsidized and which we
will subsidize again to give it to the Com-
munists cheaper, we might try discouraging
the production of surplus wheat and remem-
ber the old-fashioned private enterprise
where one grows for the market, not the
Government storage bins.

We faltered in Cuba and now she i the
homeland of subversion of all Latin America
and Africa. Where will we find a strong man
to lead us? Would we vote for one if he
campaigned, crying in the wilderness that we
come and be saved, from ourselves? We
could have saved Cuba for freedom, and
saved ourselves and the rest of Latin America
from this nest of communism, but we did
not. Around the world they do not believe
what we say; they look at what we do.

The United Nations was founded in this
country. Now it is a messy combination
of polyglot nations, old and new, grabbing
for our money and ignoring our halfhearted
arguments.

The idea of letting in a small nation of
fewer than a half million people, utterly in-

experienced in governing itself, unproved as
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a stable, honest state—letting them in with-
in a few days of their establishment. We
might at least insist on a period of proba-
tion.

The United Nations itself should be forced
into financial honesty by the United States
refusing to keep on paying the bills while
many get a free ride while outvoting us. The
idea of letting in Red China in the face of
the charter which says, “peace-loving na-
tlons.” True, we are against letting Red
China in, but all we do is get out our
handkerchiefs and weep into them while the
majority in the U.N. does as it pleases.

We waste untold sums on useless defense,
and fall to keep ourselves truly strong in all
fields, to be able to fight small as well as
missile wars.

We sign test ban treaties with known ene-
mies, known defaulters on treaties, that we
will not test as we may need to. Why should
we put our defense in such an agreement?
If our defense experts—not businessman Mc-
Namara [Secretary of Defense]—say we need
to test, then let us test without asking per-
mission of friend or foe.

We fiddle-faddle in southeast Asia, and
may be ignominiously pushed out. Maybe
we should never have gone in there—let the
Reds take it—but there is one thing for sure:
If we go in anywhere, we should go in to win.

We are losing the respect of the world, and
respect is more necessary to a nation, as to
a person, than affection. We get little affec-
tion from the people we have helped over the
years—and we are losing respect.

Nobody respects a fumbler, a weak man, a
wobbler, in policy or deeds.

First, every one of us has to clean out weak-
ness and selfishness and Immortality of all
types. Then choose leaders who with
strength and principle and intelligence will
lead us to where we can have self-respect and
respect of others.

Would we elect such a man if he cam-
paigned on such a platform?

RACIAL DEMONSTRATIONS ON THE
EASTERN SHORE OF MARYLAND

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, the
past few days has seen a renewal of
street demonstrations in Cambridge, Md.,
and the first sparks of violence in the
small college town of Princess Anne.
The renewal of demonstrations on the
eastern shore of my State is extremely
disappointing to me.

I had been very hopeful that the prob-
lems of racial discrimination could be
worked out entirely at the local level.
The city of Salisbury, surrounded by this
racial violence, has worked hard to meet
the requirements of social change. Its
citizens have been fittingly rewarded by
the presence of peace, good will, and eco-
nomic prosperity.

The need for the civil rights bill now
before Congress is clearly evident in
Maryland. The violence that has oc-
curred in the past days took place in
areas exempted from the State public
accommodations law. There have been
no serious incidents and no racial dis-
turbances in any part of Maryland where
the equal accommodations law exists.

All Americans must be conscious of
their responsibility to live together in
harmony and in peace. The civil rights
bill will, I believe, make a very significant
confribution to community relations in
many parts of our land. I am giving it
my vigorous support in the hope that
it will be helpful in the resolution of
problems on Maryland’s eastern shore.
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In the meantime, every effort must be
made to negotiate differences in an at-
mosphere of calm. We need new ap-
proaches—positive and constructive
thinking, combined with positive and
constructive action. The alternative to
this attempt at a new direction for the
attitudes, ideas, and forces contending
is unimaginable. -

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an editorial expressing these
sentiments, from the February 25 edi-
tion of the Baltimore Sun, be printed in
the RECORD.

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

Handsome old dwellings and the looming
sycamore trees are one part of Princess Anne.
The modern buildings of the Negro college
on the other side of a muddy creek are an-
~other part of Princess Anne. The two parts
have not had much in common. Princess
Anne is a town with a State college which
has nevertheless managed not to become a
* college town. Over.the years the students
have been discouraged from patronizing local
commereial establishments, particularly eat-
ing places, and have looked to nearby Salis-
bury as their off-campus commercial center,
especially since Salisbury proved so respon-
sive to the requirements of social change,

The racial status quo in Princess Anne was
not likely to remain forever. Bitterness on
the campus part of town has been evident for
several years. In the wake of the Cambridge
stalemate, in fact, some of the white leaders
of Princess Anne organized a citizens group
to work out a more viable race relationship
in the town: BSupposedly the eating places
‘were opened to Negro patrons. But as it
turns out, the town had moved only part way,
and part way was not enough.

Abruptly the issue of racial desegregation
in Princess Anne has moved into the streets,
in a direct confrontation between Negro im-
patience and set white minds. The streets
are a poor place to settle delicate issues.
. What is desperately needed is understanding:
The understanding among Princess Anne's
white citizens that the Negro students are
asking for no more than what Negro citizens
throughout the United States have asked for
and, in most instances, have received; the
understanding among the Negro demonstra-
‘tors that there is good will in the white com-
munity which is worth nurturing, even if it
means seemingly endless hours at the con-
ference table.

When tempers flare and irresponsible per-
sons are given an opening for violent retali-
ation, all is lost. Nobody in Princess Anne,
of either race, should want another Cam-
bridge. The State police and, If necessary,
the National Guard can keep the peace by
turning Princess Anne into an armed camp,
but neither side should want that, when in
an atmosphere of mutual desire for reconcili-
ation reasonable men can, if they will, reach
reasonable solutions of differences.

POEM IN TRIBUTE TO THE LATE
PRESIDENT KENNEDY
~ Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. President,
many poems and other tributes have
been written about the late President

Kennedy since his assassination on No-
vember 22, 1963.

One which I felt was very moving was
written by David Randolph Milsten of
Tulsa, Okla., and printed in the Tulsa
World.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Mr. Milsten’s poem, “John
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FPitzgerald Kennedy,” be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the poem
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRrp,
as follows: .

JoHN FITZGERALD EENNEDY
(By David Randolph Milsten)
It is hard to conceive the enormity

Of the events which have taken place,
The full impact of our Nation’s loss

‘Whas reflected in every face.

The assassin’s deed was swiftly done,
Dastardly maliclous, brutal and quick
It left us stunned in lcy shock
And turned our stomachs sick.

Man could not tell to others
The supplications to be said
Yet, propelled by broken hearts
They whispered, “Our President is dead.”

Through the miracle of television
In the homes of our treasured land
They came to know the beloved Chief
And extended him their hand.

He championed the cause of civil rights
And vigor sparked his eyes

Now closed to the mortal world
As in death’s repose he lies.

Prime Ministers, Kings and Princes "
Jolned with thousands to appear
And bestow the honors due him
As they mournfully passed his bier.

The world will know and long remember
That peace was his constant goal,
Surely for such an illustrious son
There is an immortal role.

If prayer can be the passport

To the presence of Almighty's grace
The whole universe has joined to

See him safely to his place.

Dear God, his soul is yours forever
He has come to you without despair
And we pray that what he sought
‘Will be walting for him there.

DEATH SENTENCE FOR ENITTING

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, it is
a barbaric manifestation of Communist
economic and moral values that as many
as nine persons have been sentenced to
death for participation in private enter-
prise. What these unfortunate persons
are guilty of appears to be an effort to
engage mental patients in the production
of knitted goods which were then sold in
a number of places including railroad
waiting rooms in Moscow. _

Mr. President, it is hard for the in-
habitants of any civilized nation to un-
derstand why knitting should be a
crime or the sale of knitted goods would
involve the death sentence. Undoubt-
edly, harsh Soviet action against those
who engage in any form of private eco-
nomic activity is a deliberate attempt to
encourage anti-Semitism in the Soviet
Union. It is no coincidence that these
defendants, as well as a number of
others who received shorter sentences,
are known to be Jewish, and the Soviet
press has gone out of its way to empha-
size this fact in any cases where Jewish
defendants are involved.

Mr. President, the whole free world
should express its dismay at the harsh
sentences handed down in this manner.
The Soviet Union seems to be reverting
to the blackest days of medieval feudal-
ism when capital punishment for steal-

-plore.
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ing a loaf of bread was not uncommon
and when persecution of Jewish mer-
chants was commonplace. Such harsh-

. ness from a Soviet court of justice cer-

tainly suggests that communism is not
the way of the future, but instead the.
way of a dark and terrible past which
other free nations of the world must de-

SHORTAGE OF. SCIENTISTS AND
. ENGINEERS

_Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, in
recent years, especially since the space
race began, we have heard time and
time again about the serious shortage of
scientists and engineers in this coun-
try. Last week an article appeared in the
Wall Street Journal which indicates that
perhaps we have been laboring under a
false impression all this time and that
the shortage was strictly artificial. Ac-
cording to this article, we may even have
a surplus of engineers—at least in de-
fense and space industries.

From 60 to 70 percent of the Nation's
engineers are directly or indirectly in-
volved in defense and space work, ac-
cording to a statement in the article at-
tributed to Mr. Carl Frey, executive sec-

" retary of the Engineering Manpower

Commission. Apparently, it has been
common_practice in these industries to
“stockpile” engineers, since as a rule
the companies operated under cost-plus-
fixed-fee contracts. This practice was—
and is—used to prove the technical com-
petence of the company to defense offi-
cials in order to obtain additional con-
tracts. All this waste of talent was ulti-
mately paid for by the taxpayer. There
is little wonder why we are having such
difficulty in competing for world mar-
kets when consumer-type industries are
deprived of needed engineering and sci-
entific personnel by such practices.

Fortunately this type of activity is be-
ing eliminated through increased reli-
ance on incentive contracts which en-
courage defense and space industries to
cut costs. Although progress is being
made, there is still a long way to go.
For example, I am advised that during
the 1963 fiscal year, 77 percent of NASA’s
direct contract awards of $25,000 and
over—totaling $1,618 million—were made
on a cost-plus-fixed-fee basis. The pic-
ture is improving and it is high time that
corrective action was taken.

According to the Wall Street Journal
article, the current slump in demand for
engineers results primarily from uncer-
tainty about future spending on defense
and space programs. Although the de-
fense budget for the next fiscal year
calls for a reduction of only $1.3 billion,
the space budget is $200 million above
last year’s appropriation. If this minute
shift in defense spending is sufficient to
bring about a severe curtailment in the
demand for engineers and other skilled
technicians, it makes one wonder what
will happen to this important segment
of our economy when there is more than
a token cutback in defense outlays.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
article printed in the body of the Recorp
at this point.
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There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

UNEASY ENGINEERS—MANY SEEE To ACQUIRE
New SKILLs A5 DEMAND SoFTENS, LAYOFFS
MoUNT—DEFENSE CUTBACKS Bi1G FACTOR;
FmrMs CURB STOCKPILING OF ENGINEERS To
Cut CosTs—RUSH BACK TO THE CLASSROOM

(By Alfred L. Malabre, Jr.)

Carl Ferrar recently returned to the class-
room for retraining.

No displaced coal miner, 26-year-old Mr.
Ferrar has a master's degree in electrical
engineering. But he nevertheless feels he
needs more education to keep a firm hold
on his research job at Raytheon Co. So
he’s now on leave from the electronics com-
pany, seeking a doctorate in aeronautical
engineering at the University of Connecti-
cut’'s Storrs campus.

“I've seen several of my colleagues at
Raytheon laid off recently,” Mr. Ferrar says.
His job there is plasma research, a relatively
new sclence not related to the familiar blood
component. It involves finding ways to get
energy from superhot gases, and Mr. Ferrar
says an understanding of aeronautical as
well as electrical engineering has become
necessary in this work.

His efforts to safeguard his employment
is no alarmist precaution, evidence from
many quarters indicates.

DECLINING DEMAND

Demand for engineers and other highly
skilled technicians stands at only 65 percent
of the 1961 average, reports Deutsch & Shea,
Inc., a New York-based technical manpower
consultant. The 65-percent figure is the
lowest on record since Deutsch & Shea's
monthly demand index was started in mid-
1860; the index is based on the volume of
help-wanted advertising In technical jour-
nals and newspapers across the land.

Engineering salaries also suggest a slack-
ening of demand. Since 1960, studies indi-
cate, salarles for beginning engineers have
risen less than 4 percent annually, on aver-
age, far below the average yearly increase of
about 8 percent in the mid-1950s.

“There’s no question that the market for
engineers has softened considerably,” says
Carl Frey, executive secretary of the Engi-
neering Manpower Commission, a nonprofit
arm of the Engineers Joint Council aimed at
promoting more effective use of engineers.
“The man who hasn’t kept up with the latest
developments is in trouble.”

Mr. Frey ticks off a list of emerging engi-
neering technologies that includes not only
Mr. Ferrar's plasma, but also such esoteric
flelds as lasers, masers and bioengineering,
to mention only a few.

IMPACT OF DEFENSE CUTBACKS

Defense spending cutbacks are a major
factor in the demand slowdown. President
Johnson's recent budget message calls for a
£1.3 billion cut in defense expenditures next
fiscal year. And, although the message indi-
cates a slight rise in space spending, a Mc-
Graw-Hill Publishing Co. survey issued this
month finds that industry’s space outlays
will sink 12 percent this year, a sharper de-
cline than in any other of the 23 business
categories polled.

“From 60 to 70 percent of the Na-
tion's approximately 900,000 engineers are
tied directly or indirectly to defense and
space work,” estimates Mr. Frey.

Defense spending, of course, could sud-
denly spurt if the cold war heats up. In
the meantime, however, here's what's hap-
pening to engineers in several defense-
oriented companies:

Sperry Rand Corp.'s Sperry Gyroscope di-
vision recently furloughed 100 engineers, the
first such layoff in the division's 54-year his-
tory. Tied almost entirely to Government
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business, Sperry Gyroscope sliced its total
employment to 6,000 from 32,000 right after
World War II, but dismissed no engineers.

Republic Aviation Corp. has released 240
engineers, most of them aeronautical, just
since January 1. Republic bullds the F-105
fighter-bomber, which is being phased out by
the Air Force.

Radio Corp. of America’s defense elec-
tronies division has furloughed some 500 en-
gineers in the past year at its Camden and
Moorestown, N.J., facilities. By retraining
many of them for other engineering jobs,
however, the company has managed to re-
locate all but 135 of the original 500.

PROBLEM AT BOEING

Boeing Co. won’t discuss engineering lay-
offs publicly, but privately its personnel de-
partment is urgently writing other corpora-
tions trying to find jobs for those dismissed.
Sources close to Boeing estimate 1,600 engi-
neers have been trimmed at its Seattle facili-
ties since August; jobs have been found at
other Boeing plants for only about 350 of the
1,600. Chief cause of the slash: Cancellation
of the Dyna-Soar space glider program.

American Bosch Arma Corp.'s Arma di-
vision in the past year has cut engineering
employment at its plant near Garden City,
N.Y., by 804, leaving only 616 engineers on
the job. Many of those laid off performed
guidance work on missiles that the Govern-
ment no longer wants in large supply.

Some extremely seasoned and respected
engineers were swept from the employment
ranks in the Arma reduction. "“I'm 54 years
old, with 30 years’' experience,” says Edward
Eeonjian, among the most senior of those re-
leased. “I never would have believed I'd be
out hunting for a job.,” Mr. Eeonjian, whose
long list of credentials includes authorship of
a leading book on electronics, has been more
fortunate than many of his former Arma col~-
leagues, however; he recently landed a new
job at Grumman Aircraft Engineering Corp.,
whose force of engineers, contrary to the
trend in many companies, is rising.

“It's just plain nonsense to talk about a
shortage of engineers,” says Mr. Keonjian,
clearly worried by his recent brush with un-
employment.

Increasing Government use of “incentive
type" contracts is compounding the impact
of defense cutbacks, some observers say.

Under such contracts, companlies bid com-
petitively for Government jobs much as they
would in private industry. If the company
winning the contract does the job at less
expense than originally estimated, it receives
a bonus; conversely, if costs go above the
original estimate, penalties are applied.

Previously, the Government relied largely
on cost-plus-fixed-fee contracts, under
which it would pay the cost of the job, plus
a predetermined extra fee, Such contracts
encourage & ‘‘complacent attitude toward
cost reduction,” says an official of Martin-
Marietta Corp.

NINETY PERCENT BY 19662

By 1966 about 90 percent of all defense
procurement will be on an incentive basis,
estimates Frank Coss, a Deutsch & Shea vice
president. And, he notes, “the effectiveness
of incentive contracts is also being studied
by NASA,” the Natlonal Aeronautics and
Space Administration.

Use of incentive contracts, among other
things, will prompt more firms to trim “stock-
pile” engineers from their staffs, Mr. Coss
predicts. By such stockpiling, companies
employ more engineers than they really need,
keeping the extras busy on drafting and
other chores than can be done by less highly
trained technicians.

“The old cost-plus-fixed-fee arrangement
encouraged companies to prove their capa-
bilities by the number of engineers and sclen-
tists they kept on their staffs, in the hope
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of being assigned contracts,” says Mr. Frey,
of the Engineering Manpower Commission.
A Sperry Gyroscope spokesman adds, “The
swing to incentive-type contracting definitely
affects stockpiling of engineers.”

Despite recent tightening up, however,
stockpiling is by no means yet & thing of the
past. i

DRAFTSMEN TO SALESMEN

A recent study by the National Committee
on Employment of Youth, a nonprofit em-
ployment research group in New York, esti-
mates only about half of the country's engi-
neers actually are employed “in engineer-
ing work; the rest are acting in many capac-
ities, from draftsmen to salesmen.”

Despite its big cutback, American Bosch’s
Arma division still has “many engineers per-
forming lower-grade technicians’ work,” an
official says. “We must to preserve as
much of our capabilities as possible, in case
things suddenly turn around.”

On top of the Government squeeze, the
demands of fast-changing technologies are
spurring many engineers, such as Raytheon's
Mr. Ferrar, to return to school. Result 14
pe:cent more engineering doctorates were
awarded in 1963 than the year before and
the master’s count rose by 8 percent;
bachelor awards fell about 4 percent, perhaps
reflecting undergraduate awareness that the
demand for engineers has been softening.

Noting the whirlwind technological pace,
Arthur B. Brownell, University of Connecti-
cut dean of engineering, says, “An engineer-
ing student of 10 or 15 years ago coming
back to college now would hardly know
what's going on.”

Even ancient engineering disciplines now
demand space-age knowhow, Example: The
recently named head of the department of
naval architecture and marine engineering
at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology
is, of all things, an aeronautical engineer.

“There was a time when it was a relatively
simple matter to study about ships,” says
an MIT administrator. “Now you get into
jet propulsion, nuclear reactors and all sorts
of amazing things.”

BOME PAY OWN WAY

Many engineers are paying their own way
back to the campus. Carl Ferrar's presence
at college, for instance, is voluntary; with
the help of a NASA grant, he will pay the
education bill himself and his Raytheon
salary has been suspended.

Still other retrainees are returning at full
salary to the campus on “work study” as-
signments, financed by their companies.

International Business Machines Corp.,
heavily dependent on engineers, maintains a
massive, rapidly expanding work-study pro-
gram. Some 1,200 IBM engineers and scien-
tists currently attend universities across the
country, from Stanford in California to
Syracuse in New York State, taking courses
leading to a master's degree. The employees
study 40 technologles, ranging from electrical
engineering to physics. As recently as 7
years ago, only 334 IBM personnel partici-
pated and only 18 technologies were studied.

IBM's rapidly mounting education bill
suggests the attention the company is pay-
ing to upgrading its employees. The bill
has soared 180 percent since 1958, more than
twice the gain in IBM's gross domestic in-
come in the same period.

University administrators report a rush of
engineers back to the classroom. “We have
560 engineering students, sent to us by vari-
ous companies, taking evening courses lead-
ing to a master’'s degree; that's over 25
percent more than we had last year," says
Mr. Bronwell at the University of Connecti-
cut. “The companies are paying all or part
of the expense in each instance; most em-
ployers now clearly recognize the need for
continuing the education of their technical
personnel.”
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At MIT's Cambridge, Mass.,, campus,
ground will be broken later this year for a
$5 million advanced engineering center, to
be paid for through an Alfred P. Sloan
Foundation grant. The center will provide
“continuing education for seasoned engi-
neers,”” says Harold S. Mickley, named to
direct the program. Mr. Mickley hopes the
center will be in “full operation by 1966;
about 300 engineers will move through the
program in a year, and their tuition pre-
sumably will be paid by their firms.”

Many companies are setting up retraining
programs at plant locations. At a luncheon
next week, for example, E. Donald Gittens,
an American Bosch vice president, will hand
“diplomas"” to 100 Arma division engineers,
the first graduates of a new 17-week “tech-
nical education program'" conducted at the
division's facilities. Two hundred more of
the division’s remaining engineers will par-
ticipate in the second session of the pro-
gram, which will commence shortly. Sub-
jects reviewed range from “advanced tran-
sistor ecircuit design" to “digital computer
systems."

TARIFF NEGOTIATIONS

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the steel
industry recently has been presenting its
views with respect to the forthcoming
EKennedy round tariff negotiations. Rep-
resentative of the industry’s viewpoint
is an oral statement delivered before the
U.S. Tariff Commission by W. E. Mulle-
stein, vice president and general man-
ager of Lukens Steel Co., Coatesville, Pa.
I ask unanimous consent that the text of
his statement be inserted in the RECORD.

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

STATEMENT BY W. E. MULLESTEIN, VICE PRESI-
DENT AND GENERAL MANAGER OF LUKENS
STEEL Co., COATESVILLE, PA.,, BEFORE THE
U.S. TArRIFF COMMISSION, FEBRUARY 18, 1964

My name is W. E. Mullestein, and I am
vice president and general manager of Lukens
Steel Co., Coatesville, Pa. I am generally
familiar with the production and commereial
aspects of the steel plate industry.

First, let me say a word about the company
I represent. Lukens is the Nation's fourth
largest plate producer with annual sales of
about 8100 million. Its plate capacity is es-
timated as T percent of the total plate capac-
ity of the industry and about one-half of 1
‘percent of the ingot capacity of the industry
as a whole. Thus, while by some standards
it may be termed a medium-sized enterprise,
it is relatively small in relation to the total
industry. In contrast to other companies
comprising the steel industry, Lukens comn-
centrates on steel plate as a speclalty pro-
ducer, with particular emphasis upon high
grade carbon, alloy, armor, and clad steels.
We also fabricate various plate shapes and
heads for the durable goods market. Our
production is geared to these products and
the facilities are not convertible to any other
product line without investment prohibitive
to our means.

Our working force consists of 4,600 em-
ployees. Thirty-three percent of these are
highly skilled, 41 percent semi-skilled, and
only 26 percent have limited skills which can
be readily acquired, They are entrusted with
the manufacture of plates which are individ-
ually worth as much as $10,000 on a day-in-
and-day-out basis, and consequently their
acquired skills are so speclalized that they
cannot be readily utilized in other industries.

I have outlined these facts in order to
demonstrate the serlous consequences of any
erosion of our markets. We are not con-
cerned with any legitimate competition, as
we have been in business since 1810 and
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have survived many critical periods. We are.
genuinely concerned with being put in the
position of being hamstrung while being

assaulted from all sides by others possessing .

insurmountable advantages and supported
by their governments. This is exactly the
situation that is shaping up in the import
and export market for steel plates today.

Lukens has spent over $50 million in the
last 8 years in order to remain competitive.
We are now conducting engineering, market,
and cost studies to determine how we may
best continue to invest in the future, but
the fact of the matter is that this would be
futile if our foreign competitors are per-
mitted to steal our business by the use of
dumping practices and with the subsidiza-
tion of thelr respective governments. If they
are permitted to continue, the end result
can only be loss to investors, waste of valu-
able facilities important for national defense,
and unemployment for steelworkers, most of
them homeowners located in what is already
a substantial labor surplus area.

Now let me turn to the plate segment of
the steel industry. Steelplate 1s a product
which is not familiar to most people and is
not generally used in consumer goods. It
can be from three-sixteenths of an inch to
25 inches thick, 8 to 200 inches wide,
and from 5 to over 60 feet long. One plate
can weigh as much as 100,000 pounds.
Its principal use 1s the building of plants
and equipment for the petroleum, chemical,
electrical, machinery, shipbuilding, trans-
portation, and construction industries. It
is a critical product in mnational defense,
being used in submarines, nuclear reactors,
and heavy defense needs.

Historically, the demand for plate does not
necessarily fluctuate with the rise and fall
of the overall use of steel. During the pe-
riod from 1952 to 1957, U.S. plate produc-
tlon averaged about 9 million tons a year
with a peak of over 11 million tons in 1957.
Since that time the average has dropped to
about 7 million tons. This reduction is
attributable to the change in demand from
durable to consumer goods, a shift in mili-
tary procurement from conventional arma-
ments to missiles and electronics, economies
achieved by research and development of

_high strength steels resulting in weight sav-

ings, and, last but not least, the reduction
of exports and the increase in the importa-
tion of foreign steel. On the other hand,
estimated capacity has risen from about 8
to 11% million toms. . This overcapacity
condition is expected to be aggravated since
the forecast of U.S. plate production projects
a reduction to 63; milllon tons in 1970.

Thus in a statlc market where there is al-
ready substantial domestic overcapacity the
effect of reduced exports and increasing im-
ports becomes extremely critical. A ton in-
crease in imported plate does not answer an
increased demand for that product, but actu-
ally results in a ton decrease for the domes-
tle producers. If our position in the domes-
tic market has deteriorated, the situation in
the world market is worse. In 1952, U.S.
plate production accounted for about one-
half of the total free world plate tonnage
whereas in 1961 (the latest figure available)
our participation had dropped to a little over
a quarter and by 1970 it is estimated to be
about one-fifth. Thus it is apparent that
a loss in the domestic market cannot be offset
by making inroads in the world market. On
the contrary, the U.S. producer is losing in
both. The loss in exports would even have
been greater were it not for the fact that al-
most one-half of our steel plate exports in
the first 9 months of 1963 represented AID
shipments which in effect amounted to a
captive market.

I belleve I have said enough to demonstrate
the serlousness of the situation as it applies
not only to Lukens but the U.S. steel plate
industry generally. It is, therefore, now ap-
propriate to explore the causes. The home
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market price is logically the  first place to
look. The principal sources of imports of
plates are Japan, the Common Market, and
Mexico, but the tables of our written state-
ment indicate that the home market prices
of these countries are about the same as
those of the U.S. producers.

While the differences in the cost of trans-
portation and the tariff rates have not been
significant, it should be noted that recently
most countries with lower tariffs on steel
plate just last week raised their rates to the
Italian level which is higher than the U.S.
level. Furthermore, the United States com-
putes its tarif on an f.o.b. rather than a
cif basis in contrast to our principal for-
eign competitors.

The real answer, however, lies in nontariff
trade barriers, subsidization by government,
and dumping. All of these subjects have
been thoroughly discussed and analyzed by
others who have already appeared here and
are illustrated in the written statement filed
with this Commission. I should, however,
like to call attention to the fact that the
cost of entry into the United States of a ton
of carbon steel plate is only $7.31 as com-
pared to three times this much in Japan
and as high as six times this much in France.
I should also like to point out that not -
only do our forelgn competitors have this
advantage as a protection against imports,
but they are also subsidized by their gov-
ernments in the export market by such de-
vices as tax rebates. Needless to say, the
U.S. producer does not expect such favored
treatment, but we do believe that we should
be given protection against others who do
receive it. The tables of the written state-
ment show effect of such policies, in con-
Junction with the ability to practice dump-
ing, and the comparison between home mar-
ket prices and export prices is striking.

Furthermore, the importation of foreign
steel causes a net loss in tax revenue accru-
ing to our governmental authoritles. Our
brief shows that over $5 million in taxes
were lost in 1962 as a result of the 150,000
tons of plate which foreign producers shipped
Into the United States. Thus, the net loss
in tax revenue for each ton of imported steel
plate amount to $33.

Over the past 2 years, Japan, Mexico, and
the E.C.S.C. have together accounted for more
than three-fourths of the steel plate imported
into the United States. It is interesting to
note that the country with the highest tariff,
Japan, is also the one that in the past few
years has shipped the largest amount of
plate into the United States. The second

-largest importer to the United States Is

Mexico, a country which’ has not been
referred to extensively by others. You will
note on page 24 of our statement that Mexico
in the last 6 years has Increased its export
of plates to the United States from nothing
to over 50,000 tons in the first 10 months of
1963, whereas our exports have decreased
from 2,000 tons to about 600 tons over the
same period of time. The Mexican imports
represent about 10 percent of the steel plate -
market in the southwest area of our country.
Mexico {s now the fastest growing participant
in the U.S. plate market.

Mexico and Japan have been the two larg-
est reciplents of U.8. financial assistance in
their steel industry, eight Japanese steel
companies have received $276 million and
nine Mexican companies over $80 million.
The U.S. producer with private capital 1is
now ironically faced with serious injury as a
result of the predatory practices of those
foreign producers financed out of the U.S.
producers’ taxes.

A look at the written statement will show
that Mexico sells steel to the United States at
a base price of more than 831 a ton lower than
the price In Mexico. At the same time, how-
ever, this problem of cost of entry, referred to
above in connection with other foreign
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countries, does not even apply to Mexico. VICIOUS ANTI-SEMITISM OF THE  Last October, Izvestia, the Government

There is no cost of entry into Mexico be-
cause there is no entry except by license,
and this is given only if the steel cannot be
produced in Mexlco. In effect, imports are
prohibited.

I have tried briefly to sketch the serlous
consequences for the U.B. steelplate indus-
try which will result if the present foreign
practices are not prohibited or equalized.
I have tried to point out what these prac-
tices are and how they unfairly penalize the
U.S. steelplate producer. On behalf of Lu-
kens and other U.S. steelplate producers,
I should now like to urge your earnest con-
sideration that:

1. U.8. steel tariffs be placed on the re-
serve list.

2. Effective action be taken to prevent
dumping of steelplates in the United States.

3. The cost of entry of steelplates into
the United States and other countries be
equalized.

4. Falling the above, U.S. tariffs on plates
be adjusted upward to accomplish a com-
parable result.

5. If tariffs cannot be adjusted sufficiently
to be effective, a system of plate quotas be
adopted as a temporary measure until the
U.S. producer is granted the opportunity
to compete on an equal footing with the
foreign producer.

Gentlemen, we belleve that your aggres-
give and successful efforts for such reme-
dial action will go far to remove existing
inequitable conditions and enable U.S. steel-
plate producers to compete with producers
in other nations whose economy has not
as yet reached our standards, whose gov-
ernments subsidize thelr industries, whose
depreciation rates are designed to attract
capital, and whose corporations are allowed
to enter into international monopolies.

Thank you for your attention.

FLORIDA EAST COAST RAILWAY

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I hope the
issue raised yesterday by the Senator
from Oregon when he introduced S. 2561
receives early attention by the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency of the
Senate. It seems an urgent and impor-
tant matter.

As my friend from Oregon remarked
last evening, the Florida Du Pont estate
appears to be an extraordinary combina-
tion of banks, industries, railroads and
real estate. The Miami Herald of last
Sunday described this Du Pont estate
as “Florida's most powerful economic-
political force,” valued at well over a
billion dollars—and all in the hands of
one man.

One would expect combinations of this
sort to be subject to our antitrust laws.
As my colleagues know, I have a partic-
ular interest in the antitrust field. It
is an area of great concern to me.

It surprises one that this great Du
Pont estate, with its 31 banks, was ex-
empted from the Bank Holding Com-
pany Act. As the Senator said, that
act is essentially an antitrust measure,
designed to prevent unfair competitive
practices and the growth of monopolis-
tic tendencies in the banking industry.

Certainly the Du Pont estate’s exemp-
tion from the Bank Holding Company
Act—based on the record put before us
by the Senator from Oregon—deserves
early attention. I hope the committee
will be able to consider this bill at an
early date.

RUSSIAN GOVERNMENT

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, the New York Times for Feb-
ruary 27 contained a shocking report that
an official agency of the Soviet Govern-
ment was publishing a vicious and slan-
derous tract attacking members of the
Jewish faith.

A book entitled “Judaism Without Em-
bellishment” is being distributed under
the imprint of the Ukrainian Academy
of Sciences. It is an absolute perversion
and distortion of fact under the guise of
“science.” The Jews were viciously perse-
cuted under the czars. It is a tragic fact
of history that the present totalitarian
regime in Russia has inherited and con-
tinued the anti-Semitic policies of its
predecessor. The shocking fact is that
this book is not the work of some de-
mented crackpot, but an official effort of
an alleged academy of science. The
cruelest lie in this tract is the charge
that Zionist leaders aided the Nazis,
This is brazen and outrageous rewriting

of history.
Religion is and will be the greatest
threat to totalitarian rule. The strength

men draw from their faith in God will
always make them strive for freedom.
The Russians have worked relentlessly to
destroy religious faith. They have not
been successful and never will be.

I hope that outraged world opinion
will force the Russians, who pass them-
selves off as the protectors of minorities,
to stop continuing the ideology of the
Nazis they say they so despise.

I ask unanimous consent to insert the
two articles in the Recorp on the subject.

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

Sovier Sam To Doom NINE IN B Fraup RiNG
(By Theodore Shabad)

Moscow, February 26.—Nine persons have
been sentenced to death as members of a
Moscow fraud ring involving Soviet officials,
according to reliable sources.

Four others have been given 15-year jail
terms and about 10 others, lesser prison
sentences after a 2-month trial of 23 persons,
all of whom were found guilty of having par-
ticlpated in a private enterprise ring.
Eighteen of the accused are understood to be
Jews.

It was not known how many of the nine
sentenced to death were Jews and whether
they included the ring leader, identified as
Shakerman, who received a separate death
sentence earller this month. The only other
members of the ring who have been identi-
fled in the press are Roifman and Galperin,
both Jewish names,

The ring was sald to have netted three
million rubles ($3.3 million) by using mental
patients to produce knitted goods, which
were then sold through illegal retail outlets
in the marketplaces and rallway stations.

The illegal shops and vast supplies of raw
materials were obtained by bribing Soviet
officials.

In an appeal to Premier Khrushchev, made
public February 17, a group of distinguished
Western citizens, including six Nobel Prize
winners, expressed concern that about half
of those executed in the Soviet Union for
economic crimes in the last 3 years were Jews.

Soviet authorities have steadfastly denied
that the nationality of the accused in crimes
of embezzlement, bribery, theft of state prop-
erty and so forth had any bearing on the
cases,

newspaper, demanded a major show trial of
the Shakerman ring as a deterrent against
economic crimes which have shown no indi-
cation of declining despite the imposition of
the death sentence since 1961.

Izvestia identified some of the Jewish ac-
cused by name and added:

‘“We meption the Jewish surnames * * *
because we pay no heed to mallcious slander
that is being stirred up in the Western press
from time to time. It is not Jews, Russians,
Tartars or Ukrainians who will stand trial—
criminals will stand trial."”

TRIAL CLOSED TO FUBLIC

Plans for a show trial were shelved, pre-
sumably because of the involvement of bribe-
taking Soviet officials. When the trial
opened without publicity late December, the
public and Western newsmen were not ad-
mitted.

Outsiders were understood to have been
barred from the courtroom because the
bribetakers were to be identified during tes-
timony.

RAILROAD OFFICIALS INVOLVED

The officlals are known to include two
former masters of the KEursk rallroad station,
one of the busiest railroad stations of the
Soviet capital.

They were given T-year prison terms last
September for having accepted 1,300 rubles
1(_101.%3) and other gifts from the Shakerman

ng.

The Western expression of concern over
Jewish involvement in the economic crimes
was contained in the appeal urging better
treatment of the Soviet Union's 21 million
Jews. The appeal, dated December 2, was
made public by Bertrand Russell, the British
philosopher, after no reply had been received
from Mr. Ehrushchev.

The signers told the Soviet Premier they
hoped Soviet Jews would "“be permitted full
cultural lives, religious freedom, and rights
lo; ? national group, in practice as well as

a ."

The Nobel Prize winners who joined the
appeal were Dr. Max Born of West Germany,
Francols Maurlac of France, Lord Boyd Orr
of Britaln, Prof. Linus C. Pauling of the
United States, and Dr. Albert Schweltzer.

KEATING DISTURBED

Senator KeNNETH B. EraTiNg sald today
that he was disturbed by State Department
reluctance to blame the Russian Govern-
ment for anti-Semitism within the Boviet
Union.

“The fact that ‘official Soviet spokesman
consistently deny the existence of any anti-
Semitic blas in Soviet policy’ 1s no reason for

" the citizens of the United States to accept

without protest this continuing Soviet prej-
udice and injustice,” the New York Repub-
lican said on the floor.

He made public a report from the State
Department, prepared at his request, on anti-
Semitism in the Soviet Union. In it the
Department concluded that official protests
would not be “in the best interests of Soviet
Jews.”

“There is no evidence,” the report stated,
“that the authorities intend to incite the
public to acts of antl-Jewish vioclence.
Rather, they seem to be using popular anti-
Semitic sentiments for their own purpose.”

Sovier BoOR ATTACKS JEWS
(By Irving Spiegel)

The American Jewish Committee reported
yesterday that an official body of the Soviet
Government had published a book utilizing
Nazi-like caricatures to attack Jews and
Judaism. The committee displayed a copy
of the book.

Details of the 180-page volume, in the
Ukrainian language and entitled “Judaism
Without Embellishment,” were outlined by
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Morris B. Abram, president of the commit-
tee, at a news conference at the organiza-
tion's headquarters at the Institute of Hu-
man Relations, 165 East 56th Street.

The book bears the imprint of the Ukrain-
fan Academy of Sclences. The author is
M. E. Kichko, described as a professor of
philosophy. The book was printed in Kiev in
1063.

Mr. Abram, a U.S. member of the United
Nations Subcommission on the Prevention of
Discrimination and Protection of Minori-
ties, denounced the book as a “hodgepodge
of misinformation, distortion, malicious gos-
sip, and insulting references to Jews and
Judaism.”

CARICATURE ON COVER

The book’s cover bears a caricature of a
Jew clad in a prayer shawl, leading a congre-
gation in prayer and holding money in his
hand.

Other captions over caricatures say: “All
sorts of swindlers and cheats find refuge in
the synagogues,” “The swindlers In religious
articles sometimes wage battles among them-
selves over the divisions of the spoils,” and
“During the years of Hitlerite occupation the
Zionist leaders served the Fascists.”

Ridicule is leveled in the book against the
Talmud, one of the most revered books of
Judaism. The Talmud is a compendium of
religious and ethical laws that provide a
code to daily living and behavior.

Mr. Abram sald that about 12,000 coples
of the book were in circulation in the Soviet
Union.

He added that he would protest the book
to Boris S. Ivanov, a Soviet member of the
United Nations Subcommission on Minori-
tles.

REPRESENTATIVE RALPH J. RIVERS
DISSECTS THE CIVIL SERVICE
COMMISSION'S ILL-ADVISED AT-
TEMPT

Mr. GRUENING. Mr, President, a
very foolish attempt is being made by
the U.S. Civil Service Commission to
upset the long-established patterns of the
cost-of-living allowance paid to classified
Federal employees in the outlying areas
of the United States where unique condi-
tions have properly called for appropri-
ate employment practices. The Commis-
sion has sponsored legislation which
would seek to substitute in-grade promo-
tions for the present well-established
generally satisfactory if not wholly ade-
quate system. Naturally the people of
Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the
Virgin Islands who would be gravely and
adversely affected are up in arms. The
economy of these areas would also suffer
seriously at a time when the President
is waging an-all-out war on poverty, and
has suecessfully sponsored tax-cut legis-
lation designed to bolster our economy.

. An excellent statement opposing the
proposed legislation as far as Alaska is
concerned but applicable to the other
areas that would be affected if this ill-
considered proposed legislation were en-
acted, was made this morning by Alaska’s
able Representative, the Honorable
Ravpra J. RiveErs, before the House Post
Office and Civil Service Committee sub-
committee considering the Ilegislatio:

proposed in H.R. 7401. ;

I ask unanimous consent that Repre-
sentative RivErs’ remarks be printed in
the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

STATEMENT OF RALPH J. RIVERS, U.S. REPRE-
SENTATIVE FROM ALASKA, BEFORE THE Com-~
MITTEE ON PosT OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE
OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, IN OP-
POSITION To H.R. 7401, oN FEBRUARY 27, 1064

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this oppor-
tunity to be heard in opposition to H.R.
7401, which would terminate the cost-of-
living allowance paid to classified Federal em-
ployees in Alaska, Hawail, Puerto Rico, and
the Virgin Islands, and amend the so-called
Federal Salary Reform Act of 1962 in such
a way as to stretch the pay system set forth
in that act to make it fit the unusual situa-
tion in Alaska, and the situations in the ref-
erenced offshore areas.

Before criticizing this bill, I wish to make
it clear that it is my impression that the
distinguished chalrman of the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service introduced it
upon request (although such words were not
included on the face of the bill), and that in
doing so he lent his name to a bill drafted
by the U.S. Civil Service Commission, spon-
sored by the Civil Service Commission, and
promoted by the Civil Service Commission.
I base this statement upon the executive re-
quest addressed to Hon. JoHN W. Mc-
CorMack, Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives, under date of May 14 and signed
by John W. Macy, Jr., Chairman of said Com-
mission.

Involved in HR. 7401 is a fundamental
dispute. In pressing for the legislation, the
Civil Service Commission contends that it is
acting under a mandate from the Congress
contained in the Federal Salary Reform Act
of 1962. I have read this act with care, rec-
ognize its applicability to the 48 contiguous
States, note that section 502 sets up a cri-
terion of comparability with private enter-
prise salary rates for the same levels of work
upon the basis of national averages, but I
fail to find any mandate telling the Civil
Service Commission to seek legislation to
abolish the cost-of-living allowance in areas
where the rates of pay found by determining
nationwide averages are Inadequate, and,
therefore, invalid.

This is highlighted by the fact that up-
ward adjustments authorized in section 504
of the Salary Reform Act of 1962 are lim-
ited to the seventh salary rate prescribed by
law for classification grades or levels, which
fits the economic situation and re-
quirements of the older 48 States but is in-
adequate to encompass the economic situa-
tion and Federal salary requirements in
Alaska. This is consistent with the fact that
a 25-percent cost-of-living allowance has
been in effect in Alaska for many years, and
ostensibly when the Congress enacted the
18962 act, it intended to keep the cost-of-
living allowance in Alaska and  the other
cost-of-living allowance areas,

This point becomes clearer when you look
at the rates of starting pay and maximums
within grades up to and including the sev-
enth level presently in effect. The rate at
the seventh level is not high encugh to en-
compass present base rates in Alaska plus 25
percent as the equivalent of the cost-of-
living allowance, even without considering
the increased tax factor. This is tacitly
admitted in H.R. 7401, on page 2, section
3(1), lines 19 to 22, which read as follows:

“Provided, That in no case, except in
Alaska, shall any minimum salary rate so

established exceed the seventh salary rate

prescribed by law for the grade or level.”

Additionally, you will find in section 4 of
the bill, lines 6 through 13, on page 3, that
admittedly the maximum salary of §20,000
set by the Salary Reform Act of 1962 is con-
sidered inadequate for several top grades in
Alaska,

February 27

This demonstrates to me that in passing
the 1962 act, the Congress intended that the
base rates to be established thereunder would
apply to Alaska without changing the cost-
of-living allowance.

Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee, let us now look into the original
reason for establishing the cost-of-living al-
lowance in 1949 and the part it has played
in the maintenance of a good civil service
establishment in Alaska.

Postal employees and other Federal eivil
servants in Alaska couldn't make ends meet
on the regular base pay rates in effect in the
48 States. The cost of living in Alaska, which
was as high as 60 percent over the national
average, impelled the establishment of a
cost-of-living allowance. Such allowance,
also found to be warranted in other non-
contiguous areas of Hawall, Puerto Rico, and
the Virgin Islands, was, therefore, estab-
lished by section 207 of the Independent
Offices Appropriation Act of 1949 with a
maximum of 25 percent above the regular
base rates. This allowance did not entirely
cover the excessive difference between the
cost of living in Alaska and the 48 contiguous
States, but was a great palllative in remov-
ing hardship and in solving the Federal Gov-
ernment’'s recruitment problem. This 25-
percent cost-of-living allowance, combined
with exempting same from the Federal in-
come tax, established an equitable situation
in Alaska. Permit me to say that in the
ensuing years the situation hasn't changed.
The latest Bureau of Labor statistics report
on the cost of living—using Washington,
D.C. as the base—shows as follows: An-
chorage, 143.2; Fairbanks, 146.5; Juneau,
132.8. Included in establishing those figures
are the following items: market basket,
clothing, housing, transportation, recrea-
tlon, medical care, household services, and
household furnishings. Not included in the
figure are such items as the high total cost
of the large total amount of fuel needed to
heat a house during the long Alaska winters,
and the cost of heavy winter clothing for all
members of the family in addition to the
usual wardrobe requirements.

Let us now consider the fact that even if
the base pay of Alaska's classified Federal
employees were to be raised by an amount
equal to the cost-of-living allowance, such
base pay raise, as distinguished from the
cost-of-living allowance, would be subject,
at the top, to the Federal income tax. This
alone, generally speaking, would result in
20 percent to 30 percent of such increase in
base pay being withheld for taxes and in an
equivalent reduction of take-home pay. I
might add. that in my conversation with
Civil Service Commission representatives, I
find no disposition to assure that the in-
crease in base pay will equal amounts now
attributable to the cost-of-living allowance,
much less overcome the added Federal in-
come tax. Thus, under this bill the Federal
employees in Alaska are bound to suffer a
reduction in total compensation if this bill
is passed.

This brings me to a fundamental provision
in the Salary Reform Act of 1962 entitled
“Saving Provision,” to wit: Section 1008,
which reads as follows:

“Notwithstanding any provision of this
act, no rate of basic, gross, or total annual
compensation or salary shall be reduced by
reason of the enactment of this act.”

This, In effect, guarantees the classified
Federal workers in Alaska that they shall not
be penalized, as the Civil Service Commis-
sion urges should be done, by the passage
of this bill, The Civil Service Commission
wishes to mitigate such a penalty by pro-
viding in section 8 of H.R. 7401, an amend-
ment to the Salary Reform Act of 1962 which
would exclude Alaska from the salary ad-
Justment limitation of the seventh
rate. Obviously this proposal will not suf-
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fice to fulfill the promise of the language
of the “saving provision” above quoted, and I
challenge the witnesses for the Civil Service
Commission to demonstrate how they pro-
pose to live up to that promise by virtue of
this proposed amendment, and to warrant
to this committee that the Federal employees
in Alaska will be fully protected against any
loss of take-home pay.

I think I have demonstrated the unique
human and Federal problem existing in re-
gard to the maintenance of a civil service
establishment in Alaska. What I am say-
ing is that the Congress, in its wisdom, solved
the referenced problem in Alaska and the
other noncontiguous areas under our flag,
by establishing the cost-of-living allowance
in 1949, and demonstrably did not, in the
Salary Reform Act of 1962, give the Civil
Service Commission a mandate to seek legis-
lation to distort the matter by trying to
fit—and I coin a word—an “unfittable” ele-
ment into the formula governing the con-
tiguous 48 States.

There are several other inconsistencies
contained in H.R. 7401 which I would like
to call to the attention of this committee.
For example, the general authority for the
Civil Service Commission to upgrade sal-
aries on a job by job basis, to coincide with
the rates of pay used by private enterprise
in Alaska upon & regional basis, 15 a de-
parture from the general requirement of
using national averages, and leads in the
direction of setting up another wage board
system In Alaska. Then there are also the
complications which would be incldent to
paying higher salaries in Alaska for given
grades than In the rest of the country.
Withholding for retirement on the higher
wage base, for example, would be incon-
sistent with the lower wage paid to the em-
ployee upon his reassignment to the con-
tiguous States. Other complications, admin-
istrative involvements and troubles would
result from passage of this bill. Therefore,
I urge that we keep the cost-of-living al-
lowance and its application and familiar
pattern and its equitable results for the
benefit of all concerned.

There are 13,607 classified civil servants in
Alaska at this time. Most of them have be-
‘come permanent residents of" Alaska by mak-
ing the usual commitments of their incomes
along the lines of keeping up with contracts
for the purchase of homes, the furnishing,
and maintenance of same, various kinds and
degrees of insurance coverage, local property
taxes, provisions for sending children to col-
lege, automobile expense, and all the items
that go into the cost of living in the high-
cost State of Alaska. These people of whom
I am now speaking, in making their com-
mitments and thereby establishing their
respective standards of living, have definitely
depended upon what they considered to be
the reliability of their employer *Uncle Sam,"
in terms of, at least, keeping up the existing
level of their take-home pay. They need
every bit of what they are getting as base
pay plus the Federal tax free cost-of-living
allowance. Thus, they look at this bill—
as do I—with a critical eye and the percep-
tion that the repeal of the cost-of-living al-
lowance as provided for in this bill would
surely undermine and cut down on their
take-home pay. Understandably, this would
cause hardship and bitter feelings and ruina-
tion of the morale of these classified civil
service workers in Alaska. This In turn
would erode the present satisfactory Federal
Establishment in Alaska by increasing turn-
over. It would also increase the cost of
training replacements, and multiply the
costly procedure of transporting 2-year turn-
around employees and their families into
and out of Alaska, In my opinion, the pas-
sage of this bill could not save the Govern-
ment any money, but would, on the contrary,
result in deterioration of the service, added
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costs and the compounding of administra-
tive complications,

Let me now mention the Federal civil
service workers stationed in Alasks on tem-
porary tours of duty. Presently, when they
arrive in Alaska with their established grade,
they simply commence receiving the cost-of-
living allowance and continue to undergo
withholding for retirement purposes consist-
ent with the level of their base pay. Then
when they return to the lower 48 States, the
cost-of-living allowance is dropped, without
effect upon retirement plans, and other
factors. Under the new system which would
be used pursuant to this bill, the nonresi-
dent Federal employees of whom I speak
would recelve ingrade elevations and up-
ward adjustments of base pay, upon which
retirement withholding would be based, and
upon leaving Alaska to fulfill assignments
elsewhere, downgrading and reduction of
base pay would ensue. This would in turn
becloud the retirement situations involved
and lead to other complications.

Let us now think of the very important
concern of the Federal Government in re-
gard to situations where the Government
finds itself at a disadvantage in competing
with private industry in the recruitment
of qualified people with the desired talents
and skills and other endowments.

Basically, the Congress in its wisdom re-
moved this disadvantage in Alaska by au-
thorizing the cost-of-living allowance, which
has enabled the executive branch to ade-
guately staff its agencles in Alaska and which
system has proved to be satisfactory to the
Federal civil service workers in Alaska. This
system has also been easy to administer in
consonance with the basic grade and salary
specifications prevailing within the contig-
uous 48 States. As to this problem of Fed-
eral Government recruitment handicaps
which underlies the situation in Alaska, the
solution has been achieved. We already have
it. The cost-of-living allowance is the an-
swer to the unique situation in Alaska. When
you have a winning combination to meet a
particular situation, why change it? Espe-
clally when the winning combination coin-
cides with fair play and satisfaction to all
concerned.

I now offer for inclusion in the record of
this hearing many letters and telegrams
which I have received from Federal em-
ployees throughout Alaska—all in opposi-
tion to H.R. 7401. Other letters from Alaska
have been sent directly to the committee
for inclusion in the record. In summary,
these communications make three main
points:

1. The cost of living in Alaska is so high
that many of the Federal civil service work-
ers now residing there would be forced to
move elsewhere if their take-home pay were
to be reduced.

2. It is impossible to discover salary rates
as to jobs in private industry in Alaska
comparable to many job classifications in
the Federal civil service because private in-
dustry in Alaska is largely made up of small
businesses and no labor market exists in
private industry for such services.

3. The augmentation of civil service sal-
aries by virtue of the cost-of-living allow-
ance has had an important effect upon the
economy of the State of Alaska, as well as
being beneficial to the employees themselves.
Thus no change should be made without ex-
haustive consideration of all factors. Such
consideration should include hearings in the
principal cities of Alaska, to give the thou-
sands of Federal employees most concerned
a chance to be heard before this issue,
which is of such vital concern to them and
to Alaska, is resolved. If, after these hear-
ings are completed, this committee still wants
to pursue this matter any further, it may
consider that I join with my constituents in

requesting that it hold hearings in the prin-
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cipal cities of Alaska. If it turns out that
this bill is rejected upon the case as pre-
sented here, s0 much the better.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and other dis-
tinguished members of this committee, for
your courteous attention and consideration.

TRUTH IN LENDING

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, ap-
proximately 3 weeks ago the chairman of
the Senate Banking and Currency Com-
mittee, the junior Senator from Virginia,
placed in the Recorp a series of 83 legal
questions that the junior Senator from
Wyoming had raised during the recent
hearings by the Production and Stabi-
lization Subcommittee of the Senate
Banking and Currency Committee on S.
750, the truth-in-lending bill.

I am. delighted to say that, as I had
suggested, the chairman forwarded these
questions to the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve System and the Fed-
eral Trade Commission so that these
agencies, both of which have had exten-
sive experience in administering similar
types of legislation, might provide the
Banking and Currency Committee with
competent legal advice on these 83 ques-
tions. The committee has received re-
plies from both of these agencies, which
responded in full to the 83 questions
asked. In my opinion the answers pro-
vided by the Federal Reserve Board and
the Federal Trade Commission clearly
dispel any genuine doubts about the
purposes of the truth-in-lending bill and,
indeed, the meaning of specific language
included in S. 750.

I am delighted that we have cleared
away this legal underbrush and that we
can now get back to considering the
fundamental issue in the committee, and
that is whether or not the consumer is
entitled to full and accurate information
on finance charges and interest rates
whenever he borrows money or buys on
the installment plan.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the questions that the junior
Senator from Wyoming has raised and
the answers from the Federal Reserve
Board and the Federal Trade Commis-
sion be included in the REecorp at this
point.

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

QuesTIONS ON 8. T50

1. Let me direct your attention to the third
clause of the definition of “credit” in section
3(2), which reads: “* * * any contract to
sell, or sale, or contract of sale of property
or services, elther for present or future deliv-
ery, under which part or all of the price is
payable subsequent to the making of such
sale or contract. * * *” Would this lan-
Euage COVEr a contract to purchm good.s for
cash on delivery if the goods aren't delivered
until aubsequent to making the contract?

2. The definition of “credit” would apply
then to an agreement to buy a car, for ex-
ample, where the car was not picked up and
pal% for until the following week, would it
not

3. And this is true even though the full
price of the car is paid by the purchaser, is
it not?

4. The definition of “credit” also applies
to services. What If I make an agreement
with my next door neighbor’s son, whereby




3814

he will mow my lawn each Saturday after-
noon and I will pay him 50 cents each time
he completes the job. Would this be in-
cluded in the definition of credit also?

5. Transactions such as those I have just
outlined, where payment and performance
occur at the same time, are normally thought
of as cash transactions and not credit trans-
actions, are they not?

6. Why, then, are these transactions in-
cluded in the bill's definition of credit?

7. Look a little further down in the defini-
tion, where you will see the phrase, “* * *
any contract or arrangement for the hire,
bailment, or leasing of property * * *." Is
a lease of property a credit transaction?

8. Are not the charges commonly incident
to a lease, rental payments?

9. A finance charge is defined as a charge
incident to the extension of credit. Since
credit is defined to include the leasing of
property, this means charges incident to a
leasing of property. Are rental payments
gna.nce charges within the meaning of the

111?

10. How can a lessor fulfill the require-
ments of section 4 with respect to such
charges?

11. There isn't any cash or delivered price
for the property, is there?

12. Is there anything to which an interest
charge can thus be computed?

13. Do you think the bill intends to reach
such a transaction by the definitions of
“gcredit” and “finance charge"?

14, But the definitions would seem to,
wouldn't they?

15. Anyone reading the definitions and
then section 4 would be puzzled as to just
what he had to do, wouldn't he?

16. Wouldn't he be worrled that if he
guessed wrong he would be subject to the
penalties of section 7?

17. Wouldn't the problem be the same if
a company rented cars for $50 a week, pay-
able at the end of the period?

18. Wouldn't the definitions of “credit™
and “finance charge” similarly cover the hire
of taxicabs rented for an hour, or of & horse
for half an hour?

19. Doesn't the fact that those definitions
would cover such transactions prove that
there is something wrong with the defini-
tlons?

20. What kinds of leases, if any, was the
definition of credit intended to reach? Can
you think of any?

21. What kind of contracts of hire? What
kind of bailments?

22. Don’t you think the language of the
statute should be limited to those transac-
tions which it is intended to reach, and not
to all leases, contracts for hire, and balil-
ments?

23. Now let's take the next phrase, “any
option, demand * * * or other claim against,
or for the delivery of, property or money."
Suppose that for $100 one person sells an-
other an option to buy a house. Wouldn't
that come within the statutory definition
of credit?

24. If it does, should the definition of
credit apply to it?

25. What kind of option, if any, could or
should the bill apply to?

26. Now how about the word “demand.”
What kind of a demand is it for which a
charge is made?

27. If the word is tled in with the sub-
sequent phrases “against, or for the delivery
of, property or money,” what kind of trans-
actions would it apply to?

28. And if there are some demands to
which the definition of credit could apply,
certainly every demand for property or
money for which a charge is made shouldn't
10::13 within the definition of credit, should

29, Isn't the same true about the words
“other claims against, or for the delivery of,
property or money"?
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30. What kinds of claims are intended to
come within a definition of credit like this,
if any?

31. Would there be many others which
couldn't it under it?

32. What about the words “lien" or
“pledge”? Is every lien or pledge for which
a charge is made a credit transaction?

33. Bhould all such liens or pledges be
included in the definition or credit?

34. If not all, which ones should?

356. Shouldn't the definitions make this
clear?

36. What about a rental-purchase con-
tract?

37. Should all such contracts be subject
to this definition of credit?

38. If there are any such transactions
which are intended to be covered, shouldn't
the definitions be tied down to them?

39. Doesn't the above make it clear that
this broad classification, including leases,
bailments, options, pledges, liens, demands
and claims in the definition of “credit” goes
much too far, and indeed makes no sense,
and that the whole definitlon should be
thought out more carefully?

40, Refer to the beginning of section 3(2),
which starts with the phrase "any loan.”
To take the simplest transaction, if a bank
lends you $1,000 at a specified percent of
interest, is there any reason why all the
other items in sectlon 4(a) should be
specified?

41. Refer to the word “mortgage.” This
applies, of course, to real estate m
as well as chattel mortgages, does it not?

42. Don’'t mortgagees usually know the
rate of interest they are paylng?

43. Is it really desired that all fees such
as lawyers' fees, fees for credit investigations,
title searches, title Insurance, be included
within the interest rate?

44, Is that the way it is done now?

45. Aren’t the buyers or mortgagees ade-
quately informed now when they are told
the interest rate and the dollar amount of
these charges?

46. Isn't it more accurate to say that the
mortgage is at a 6 percent rate plus $200
for fees which are paid once at the beginning,
than to lump them all together and say that
the rate is 6-plus percent?

47. What is meant by “deed of trust”?

48. Is every deed of trust a credit transac-
tion, using that term in its normal sense and
not with the enormously inflated meaning
given it in this bill?

49. Even if there is a charge for a deed of
trust, would 1t necessarily be -a finance
charge?

50. What is meant by “advance”?

51. In sectlion 4(a)(4) the bill says that
charges must be itemized “which are not in-
cldent to the extension of credit.” This con-

trasts with section 3(3) which includes fees

and service charges, among other things, as
among the charges incurred as incident to
the extension of credit. Can anyone tell
clearly what charges are or are not “incident"
to the extension of credit?

52. Would a fee for a title search or credit
investigation be incident?

53. How about a lawyer's.fee in connec-
tion with the sale of property or for record-
ing a mortgage?

54(a). How about title insurance?

(b) Or the fee for collision insurance on a
car sold on an installment basis, or theft in-
surance for jewelry bought on time?

(c) Or the fee for fire insurance on leased
or mortgaged property?-

(d) Or the cost of life insurance on the
borrower for the duration of a loan?

55. Is 1t clear whether any of the above
charges are or should be included in the
finance charge?

56. Don't you agree that if these Insurance
charges are finance charges they must be in-
cluded in the numerator in computing the
percentage rate required by section 4(a) (7)?
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57. And if they are so included, would this
not increase the percentage figure?

58. Don’t you agree that people normally
carry insurance on such items, even if they
buy them outright for cash?

59. And where the merchandise is sold on
time, such insurance operates to protect the
buyer as well as the seller, doesn't it? It
will cover the buyer's obligation to the seller,
and also protect the buyer himself as he
gradually pays that obligation off.

60. In view of this, isn't 1t unfair to the
seller to require him to state insurance
charges in such a way that they appear to
increase the interest rate being paid by
the buyer?

61. Doesn't this analysis suggest that the
phrase “incident to the extension of credit”
is too broad? It either includes (1) all such
insurance, which is unreasonable, or (2)
only some such insurance, in which case no
one can tell which is included and which is
not.

62. Wouldn't it seem that money actually
expended for various cost items incurred at
the time of the transaction should be in-
cluded In computing the total cost of the
purchase, or the total amount to bé financed,
rather than in computing the amount of
interest and the annual interest rate to be
earned In the future, as seems to be required
under the bill?

63. Section 4(a) requires dellvery of a writ-
ten statement to the debtor “prior to the
consummation of the transaction.” Take, as
an example, a typical sale of merchandise,
where the store delivers to the customer a
few days later. Is the transaction consum-
mated when the buyer signs the contract to
purchase, or when the goods are actually
delivered?

64. The bill does not make this at all
clear, does 1t?

656. Look at section 5(a), page 6, lines 9
through 12, which states that the Board shall
prescribe rules and regulations requiring
that the information specified in section 4
“be set forth with sufficlent prominence to
insure that it will not be overlooked by the
person to whom credit is extended.” How
can this be insured? Some persons will over-
look this information no matter what the
Board prescribes, wouldn’t you say? And
what about a blind person?

66. Sections 4(b) (1) and (2) require “a
clear statement in writing” setting forth the
simple annual interest rate. What is meant
by “clear"—big, legible print, or a statement
of the percentage which can be understood?

67. Does this. mean a statement written in
English?

68. Several witnesses who testified before
this committee about being duped Into mak-
ing purchases have been unable to speak
English. I the buyer can't speak or write
English, will a statement written in English
convey any information to him?

69. Does the requirement that the wrl):.t.en
statement be “clear” mean that in such cases
the seller must furnish the buyer a state-
ment in his native tongue?

T0. Section 6(2) provides that State laws
shall not be affected except-to the extent
that they are directly inconsistent “with the
provisions of this act.” Does the reference
to provisions of the act include the rules
and regulations promulgated by an adminis-
trative agency?

71. The penalty provisions refer to viola-
tions of this act “or any regulation issued
thereunder.” Does the absence of any ex-
press reference to regulations in section 6(a)
give rise to the argument that the section
doesn't apply to regulations, and that State
laws Inconsistent with regulations under the
act are not to be regarded as inconsistent
with the act and are not superseded? 2

72. Section 6(a) provides that State laws
are not superseded “except to the extent that
such laws are directly inconsistent with the
provisions of this act.” Would that exclude-
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a State law making it illegal to disclose any
of the items required by the Federal law, if
there was such a State law?

73. If the State law required additional
information, would that be all right?

74. Suppose the State law required ap-
proximately the same information, stated or
computed somewhat differently. Would it
be “inconsistent” if the information were
given both ways, so as to satlsfy both the
State and Federal requirements?

75. Couldn't this be confusing, if the rate
of interest was to be computed in two dif-
ferent ways? If so, would it be inconsist-
ent?

76. If the creditor put in both rates, would
that violate the Federal requirement of “a
clear statement?"

T7. If the creditor merely followed the
Federal form, might not he be in violation
of the State law?

78. Section T(a) exempts the seller from
any _civil penalties “if the percentage dis-
closed to such person pursuant to this act
was in fact greater than the percentage re-
quired by [section 4] * * * to be disclosed.”
Does this mean that a seller or lender who
wants to be sure he is avolding civil pen-
alties may adopt a procedure whereby the
percentage rate is intentionally overstated?

79. There 1s no such exemption in the
criminal penalty provision, section T(c), is
there?

80. Would such a person be “willfully”
violating the act by knowingly overstating
the interest rate, and hence subjecting him-
self to the criminal sanctions of section
T(c)?

81. Section 3(5) defines the term persons
as including the United States and any
other government or subdivision or agency
thereof. Would it thus cover loans by the
Federal Government or State governments?

B2. Section 7(d), however, says that no
penalties shall apply to those agencies. Does
this mean no civil penalties or no criminal
penalties or no penalties at all?

83. Must the debtor pay the agency the
undisclosed finance charge?

BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE
FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM,
Washington, D.C., February 17, 1964.
Hon, A. WiLL1s ROBERTSON,
Chairman, Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeAR MR. CHAmMAN: This refers to your
letter of February 6, 1964, which enclosed
a list of questions relating to 8. 750, Sen-
ator Doucras' bill, “To assist in the promo-
tion of economic stabilization by requiring
the disclosure of finance charges in con-
nection with extensions of credit.”

Because of the rather technical and de-
tailed nature of most of the 83 questions
on the list, it was submifted to the Board's
stafl for study. In response to your letter,
there is enclosed a memorandum which the
stafl has prepared commenting on the vari-
ous questions. It is hoped that the memo-
randum will be useful in connection with
further considerations of the bill.

In this connection, the Board would like
to point out again that it is in full accord
with the purpose of requiring creditors to
disclose their finance charges. .There is no
doubt that the more information borrowers
and credit purchasers have about the prices
they are paying for credit, the more ef-
ficiently they can choose among the alterna-
tives available to them. The Board expressed
the same view In its report of February 20,
1963, to you on 8. 760 and also in its re-
ports on.similar bills introduced in 1960 and
1961.

However, as these reports have stated, the
Board believes that administration of such
legislation would not constitute an appro-
priate activity for the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem. The regulation of trade disclosure
practices would be foreign to the Board'’s
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present responsibilities. As noted in its re-
port to you of February 20, 1963, the Presi-
dential message of May 15, 1962, concerning
consumer protection stated that: “Inas-
much as the specific credit practices which
such a bill would be designed to correct are
closely related to and often combined with
other types of misleading trade practices
which the Federal Trade Commission s al-
ready regulating, I recommend that enforce-
ment of the new authority be assigned to
the Commission.”

Accordingly, as stated in its earller re-
ports, the Board endorses the objective of
requiring creditors to disclose their finance
charges, but believes that it would be inap-
propriate for the Board to administer such
a bill.

Sincerely yours,
W, McC. MARTIN, Jr.
COMMENTS OF THE STAFF OF THE BOARD OF

GOVERNORS OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

oN QuesTIONS CONCERNING S. 750 Sus-

MITTED WITH CHAIRMAN ROBERTSON'S LET-

TER oF FEBRUARY 6, 1964

COMMENTS CONCERNING QUESTIONS
1 THROUGH 39

These questions involve principally the
definition of “credit" in section 3(2) of the
bill, and, in effect, suggest—as does question
22 specifically—that the definition *“should
be limited to those transactions which it is
intended to reach.”

Where the apparent intent of the legisla-
tion, as in the case of 8. 750, is to prescribe
rules for a broad area of activity, invelving
innumerable technical problems and wide
variations in types of transactions and prac-
tices, it may well prove more feasible and
workable for Congress to establish compre-
hensive definitions or standards and leave to
an administering agency the function of fill-
ing in the detalls as may be necessary or ap-
propriate in effectuating the congressional
purpose and design in the light of experl-
ence and developments. A more limited
approach might fall adequately to provide in
the legislation for categories of transactions
or practices not specifically anticipated at
the time of the legislation, but which clearly
should be subject to it.

An example of the broader approach in-
volves the definition of “credit” in section
602(d) (2) of the Defense Production Act of
1950 (64 Stat. 814) after which the defini-
tlon of “credit” in S. 750 seems to be pat-
terned. The definition in the 1950 act, of
course, applied to a control of the use of
credit in a selected area.

On the other hand, while S. 750 is limited
to the disclosure of the cost of credit, it is
intended to apply to credit transactions in
a much broader area. Narrowing the defini-
tion in B. 750 might be undesirable, particu-
larly in the light of the great variety of
the means for effectuating credit transac-
tions and the tendency for changes in prac-
tices among grantors of credit. In any event,
however, the bill clearly would not apply to
cash transactions.

It may be observed also that the applica-
tion of the definition of *“credit” in S. 750
is dependent on other relevant provisions
of the bill. Thus, the requirements of the
bill apply to credit extended by a creditor.
The latter term is defined In section 3(4)
of 8. 760 to mean “any, person engaged in
the business of extending credit * * * who
requires, as an incident to the extension
of credit, the payment of a finance charge."”
The term “finance charge” is defined in sec-
tion 3(3) of the bill which, at various places,
including sections 4 and 5(a), places broad
regulatory authority in the agency designated
to administer the bill, including authority to
prescribe “‘classifications and differentiations
* * * adjustments and exceptions as * * *
are necessary or proper to effectuate the pur-
poses of this act or to prevent circumvention
or evasion, or to facilitate the enforcement
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of this act, or any rule or regulation issued
thereunder.”

The foregoing provisions of the bill, it
is believed, answer many of the questions
1 through 39 either specifically or indicate
that a specific answer would depend on rules
or regulations prescribed under the bill. In
addition, specific answers, in some instances,
might be misleading since the correct con-
clusion would necessarily depend upon all of
the facts and circumstances of the particular
transaction.

COMMENTS CONCERNING QUESTION 40

This question seems to ask whether, If a
bank makes a “loan” at a given rate of in-
terest, there is any reason why “all the other
items” in section 4(a) of 8. 750 should be
set forth in the statement required to be
given to the borrower, meaning, apparently,
the items covered under subparagraphs (1)
through (7).

As indicated in the opening sentence of
section 4(a), such ltems would have to be
set forth “to the extent applicable” to the
transaction “and in accordance with rules
and regulations prescribed” by the adminis-
tering agency. It may be noted that items
(1) through (8) relate to regulated trans-
actions where the credit is to finance the
acquisition of “property or services.” With
respect to item (4), the answer would depend
on the facts. As to items (5) through (7),
the information would seem necessary in any
regulated transaction.

COMMENTS CONCERNING QUESTION 41

As suggested by the question, the word
“mortgage” in the definition of “credit” in
section 8(2) of 8. 750 would cover both real
estate mortgages and chattel mortgages.

COMMENTS CONCERNING QUESTION 42

Whether the mortgagors usually know the
“rate of interest” they are paying might de-
pend on whether the mortgage involved is a
chattel mortgage or a real estate mortgage.
It is belleved to be a usual practice for real
estate mortgage papers to specify the “rate
of interest” applicable to the mortgage loan.
In the case of chattel mortgages, this may
not be the case. In the case of real estate
loans, there may be some question in varl-
ous situations as to whether the “rate of
interest” specified in the mortgage papers
might fail to reflect certaln costs of the credit
included, for example, in the closing costs.

COMMENTS CONCERNING QUESTION 43

This question concerns the fees that
should be included within the “interest rate"
apparently in the case of a real estate mort-
gage transaction.

This question would seem to be discussed
quite fully by the letter of June 19, 1962, to
SBenator DoucLas from the General Counsel
of the Housing and Home Finance Agency, set
forth at pages 189 and 190 of the hearings
in May 1962 on 8. 1740 before the Subcom-
mittee on Production and Stabilization of
the Senate Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency (“Truth in Lending—1862"). Y

COMMENTS CONCERNING QUESTION 44
- Whether the practice today is to include
certain fees within the “interest rate"” appli-
cable to real estate mortgage transactions
would depend both gn the particular fees in
question and the practice followed in the
particular locality. As stated in the letter
referred . to in the comments concerning
question 43, the matter would be one for
continuing study so that the regulations to
be issued under 8. 750 could reflect changes,
from time to time, in terminology and
practices.

COMMENTS CONCERNING QUESTION 45

This question seems to suggest that buyers
and mortgagors are now adequately informed
of various charges incident to the extension
of credit “when they are told the interest
rate and the dollar amount of” various
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charges related to the transaction. An an-
swer to the question would necessarily de-
pend on the practices followed by the lenders
involved; and the practices of various lend-
ers are not the same. In some cases the
guestions would require a negative answer.

COMMENTS CONCERNING QUESTION 46

The answer to this question involves a
matter of policy. The purpose of 8. 750 is
to establish uniform standards on the basis
of which meaningful comparisons of the
cost of credit may be made, and the bill has
adopted a specific design, rather than some
other approach, by which that purpose may
be attained. Where competing lenders, for
example, follow the different practices sug-

in the question, borrowers would find
it difficult to make meaningful comparisons.

COMMENTS CONCERNING QUESTIONS 47
THROUGH 49

A deed of trust can be used for various
purposes. In some States an Instrument
known as a deed of trust is used in the
financing of real estate purchase transactions
which, in other areas, would be covered by
& mortgage. In such cases the trustees un-
der the deed of trust holds the property
until the fulfillment of a condition, which
is the payment in full of the loan by which
acquisition of the property was financed.
The deed of trust thus secures payment to
the lender of the amount of his loan. It
would seem relevant in this connection to
refer again to the definition of “credit" in
section 602(d) (2) of the Defense Production
Act (64 Stat. 813) which covers, among
other things, “any loan, mortgage, deed of
trust.”

COMMENTS CONCERNING QUESTION 50

This question asks what is meant by “ad-
vance.” The reference apparently is to that
word as used in the definition of “credit” in
section 3(2) of 8. 7560. In the context of
the bill, the word includes a credit transac-
tion in which funds are transferred by one
person for the use of another on the condi-
tion that they will later be repaid to the
former. It may be noted that the definition
of “credit” in section 602(d)(2) of the De-
fense Production Act (64 Stat, 814) includes
“advance.” The word is used to describe a
credit transaction in other provisions of law
such as, for example, section 13 of the Fed-
eral Reserve Act (12 U.S.C. 347) relating,
among other things, to “advances” by Fed-
eral Reserve banks to member banks, and
section 6(a) of the Bank Holding Company
‘Act (12 U.B.C. 1845) concerning “advances”
by banks on certain security.

COMMENTS CONCERNING QUESTIONES 51
THROUGH 62

.These questions all seem to relate to the
' provision in section 4(a) (4) of 8. 760 which
~ requires any creditor “to furnish to each
" " person.to whom credit is extended, prior to
" consummation of the transaction, a clear
statement in writing, setting forth, to the
extent applicable, and in accordance with
rules and regulations prescribed by" the ad-
ministering agency, among other things, “the
charges, individually itemized, which are
pald or to be paid by such person in con-
nection with the transaction but which are
not incident to the extension of credit.”
Sections 3(3) and 4(a)(6) are companion
provisions concerning charges “incident to"
the extension of credit. The questions are
- concerned, in the main, with what might or
might not be regarded as incident to an ex-
tension of credit.

This matter is gone into at some length
at pages 189 and 190 of the May 1962 hear-
ings cited in the comments on guestion 43.
It is also discussed in the memorandum in
the appendix to the hearings in July 1961
on 8. 1740 before the Subcommittee on Pro-
duction and stabilization of the Senate
Committee on Banking and Currency
“Truth in Lending,” page 1309. As there

pointed out, precedent in this connection has
been established not only in the Uniform
Small Loan Act but also in connection with
the administration and supervision of Fed-
eral credit unions, Whether a charge is or
is not incident to the making of a loan is a
question that must be answered by Federal
credit unions in connection with their loans
under sectlon T(5) of the Federal Credit
Union Act of 1934 (12 U.S.C. 17567). In any
event, specific answers would depend in part
on the regulations that the administering
agency would issue under sections 4(a) and
5(a) of 8. 750.

In connection with guestion 62, it may be
noted that the policy of the bill, in effect,
is to emphasize the cost of credit to the bor-
rower. Where the emphasis should lie on
this matter is, of course, for the decision of
the Congress.

COMMENTS CONCERNING QUESTIONS 63 AND 64

These questions concern the requirement
of section 4(a) of 8. 750 that the creditor
shall furnish to each person to whom credit
is extended a clear statement in writing set-
ting forth certain detalled information “prior
to the consumption of the transaction.”

The questions suggest that the bill does
not make it at all clear when the transaction
Is consummated. It would seem that the
transaction, for the purpose of the bill, would
be consummated when the buyer or borrower
became legally committed or obligated to
pay for goods or services or repay a loan, for
example. Just when this occurs would be
a question to be determined by the rules
applicable under the laws of the appropriate
State. It may be of interest that section
187.2(a) of the Federal Trade Commission’s
regulation relating to the sale and financing
of motor vehicles contalns a similar require-
ment (16 CFR 187).

COMMENTS CONCERNING QUESTIONS 65
THROUGH 69

These questions relate to section 4(b) (1)
and (2) and section 6(a) of 8. 760. The first
of these sections requires, in connection with
a revolving or open-end credit plan, that the
creditor, in accordance with the rules and
regulations prescribed by the administering
agency, furnish the customer, (1) prior to
agreeing to extend such credit, "'a clear state-
ment in writing" setting forth the charge
for the credit, and (2) at the end of each
monthly period following the extension of
credit, “a credit statement in writing” setting
forth the outstanding balance of the account.

The second of the sections referred to
above requires the administering agency, by
rule or regulation, to require that certain
information *be set forth with sufficient
prominence to insure that it will not be
overlooked by the person to whom credit is
extended."”

. The questions ask how this can be “in-
sured,” for example, In the case of a blind
person, and what would be "clear” to a bor-
rower, for example, who could nelther read
nor write in the English language. This in-
volves practical problems that are no doubt
frequently faced under laws and regulations
by many of the same classes of creditors who
would be subject to 8. 760. An example is
the regulation of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion regarding the disclosure of certain in-
formation relating to instalment sales of
automoblles (16 C.F.R. 197). Similar prob-
lems no doubt arise under such statutes as
the 1858 Act of Congress requiring the dis-
closure of certain information concerning
new automobiles, including prices (15 U.S8.C.
1231, et seq.). Another example is the Wool
Products Labeling Act (15 U.S.C. 68, et seq.).
Thus, 8. 7560 presents no novel questions in
this regard.

COMMENTS CONCERNING QUESTIONS 70 AND 71

These questions seem to refer principally to
section 6(a) of 8. 750, which provides that it
“shall not be construed to annul, or to ex-
empt any creditor from complying with, the

February 27

laws of any State relating to the disclosure
of information In connection with credit
transactions, except to the extent that such
laws are directly inconsistent with the provi-
sions of this act.”

Under the holding of the court in United
States v. Mersky, 361 U.S, 431 (1960), it can
be argued that the language “the provisions
of this act” would include the regulations
issued thereunder by the administering
agency. However, it might be preferable to
amend the language “the provisions of this
act” so as to include specifically the rules
and regulations issued by the administering
agency pursuant to the act. The penalty
provisions in section 7 of the bill specifically
refer not only to violations of the act and
provisions of the act, but also to the regu-
lations issued thereunder. Thus, a technical
amendment to section 6(a), as Just suggested,
conforming that section in this respect to
section 7 might seem desirable as a precau-
tionary matter. -

COMMENTS CONCERNING QUESTION T2

It seems clear, under section 6(a) of 8. 750,
that the bill would supersede a State law
making it illegal to disclose any of the items
required in a given case by S. 7560 to be dis-
closed. The question, of course, would always
be whether, as a legal matter, the State law
was “directly inconsistent” with 8. 750.

COMMENTS CONCERNING QUESTION 73

The fact that a State law required the dis-
closure of information in addition to that
required to be disclosed by 8. 750 would, of
itself, seem to be unobjectionable under the
bill.

COMMENTS CONCERNING QUESTIONS T4
THROUGH 77

The answers to the specific questions nec-
essarily would depend on the facts and cir-
cumstances, including any applicable regu-
lations of the administering Federal agency,
and particularly its regulations under sec-
tion 6(b) of the bill. Where the State law
‘was more severe than the provisions of 8. 750
by requiring the disclosure of more complete
information, for example, a creditor might
be in violation of the State law if he chose
merely to follow the less severe provisions
of 8. 750.

COMMENTS CONCERNING QUESTIONS 78
THROUGH B0

These questions, which rest on a very lit-
eral reading of the bill, suggest that it might
be desirable that the standards for civil pen-
alties in section 7(a) and the standard for
criminal liability in section 7(c¢) be reexam-
ined in order to remove any possiblity of
unintended hardship or undue severity.
However, since the exemption from civil
penalties for overstating percentages would
exempt any creditor who erred on the high
side to protect himself, he would seem clear-
ly to be exempt also in such a case from
criminal prosecution, because he would not
be “willfully” violating the act.

COMMENTS CONCERNING QUESTIONS 81 AND 82

Like the definition of “person” in section
702(a) of the Defense Production Act of 1850
(64 Stat. 815), the definition of that term in
section 3(5) of 8. 750 includes “the United
States or any agency thereof, or any other
government, or any of its political subdivi-
slons, or any agency of” the foregoing. Thus,
as was true in certain situations under the
1950 act, it would also be the case under S. 760
that the Federal Government, for example,
would be a person for the purposes of the
definition of “creditor” in the bill, and,
therefore, depending on the circumstances,
might be subject to the requirements of the
bill in extending credit.

However, a civil or criminal penalty could
not be enforced agalnst the Federal Gov-
ernment because, under section T(d) of S.
750, no punishment or penalty provided in
the bill could be imposed against “the United
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States, or any agency thereof * * *." Here
again, the bill follows the principle of the
Defense Production Act which, in section
702(a), specified that no punishment pro-
vided for violations of the act would apply
against “the United States or any agency
thereof.”

COMMENTS CONCERNING QUESTION 83

Bection T(b) contains a provision that
“nothing in this act or any regulation there-
under shall affect the validity or enforce-
ability of any contract or transaction.”
Thus, it appears that a debtor would not be
relieved of his obligation fto the creditor
simply because the creditor, in the case of
a regulated transaction, failed to disclose the
cost of the credit as required by the bill.
Section T(d) draws no distinction between
whether the creditor is a private business or
governmental agency.
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FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., February 18, 1964.
Hon. A. WiLL1s ROBERTSON,
Chairman, Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: On February 6, 1964,
you submitted to this Commission a serles of
83 questions concerning S. 750, 88th Con-
gress, 1st session, a bill to assist in the pro-
motion of economic stabilization by requir-
ing the disclosure of financial charges with
extensions of credit, with a request that our
answer be supplied by February 18, 1964.

Before specific referral is made to the 83
questions posed, it is believed that some at-
tention should be given to the general pur-
pose of this proposed legislation and the
procedure provided within the act for insur-
ing the effective and efficient attainment of
this purpose.

Section 2 of 8. 750 provides that: “The
Congress finds and declares that economic
stabilization is threatened by the untimely
use of credit for the acquisition of property
and services. The untimely use of credit re-
sults frequently from a lack of awareness of
the cost thereof to the user. It is the purpose
of this Act to assure a full disclosure of such
costs with a view to preventing the uni-
formed [sic] use of credit to the detriment
of the national economy.”

When introducing S. 750, Senator Douc-
Las stated: “The truth-in-lending bill is both
a simple and effective measure. It requires
that all lenders and credit sellers fully dis-
close to the consumer the costs of using
credit in an accurate and uniform manner.

“Anyone engaged in the business of ex-
tending credit at the retall level would have
to fully disclose in writing the costs of
credit to the borrower before the credit trans-
action 1s signed.”

In short, the purpose of this bill is to re-

quire that any creditor, as defined in the
bill, furnish to each person to whom credit
is to be extended, a clear written statement
prior to the consummation of the transac-
tion. This statement must apprise the pro-
spective debtor of exactly how much more
than, and what percentage of, the cash price
of the property or services to be purchased
will be the amount added as a result of
any credit that is to be extended. Further-
more, it 1s required that such an amount be
itemized in order that the prospective pur-
chaser can ascertain exactly what he will be
paying for.
' It is belleved that the draftsman of this
legislation, recognizing the impossibility of
specifically providing for every presently
known and future means of extending credit,
envisioned that the Board empowered to
issue rules and regulations pursuant to sec-
tion 5 of this act, would develop an exper-
tise that would allow it to provide for ad-
justments and ptions n ¥ or proper
to effectuate the purposes of the act, prevent
evasion of the act and facilitate its enforce-
ment.
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If the Federal Trade Commission, as sug-
gested by President Eennedy, were to be the
agency given the authority of prescribing
such rules and regulations as may be neces-
sary to carry out the provisions of the act,
the Commission would be opeérating within
a procedural area in which it has had con-
siderable experience.

The Commission now exercises Jurisdic-
tion over acts authorizing it to issue sub-
stantive rules and regulations. The grant-
ing of such authority to the Commission by
Congress has been expressly included in
several laws. Among these special acts are
the Wool Products Labeling Act of 19389, fol-
lowed by the Fur Products Labeling Act of
1951, the Flammable Fabrics Act of 1953, and
our latest, the Textile Fiber Products Identi-
fication Act of 1958. Under all of these
labeling acts, the Commission has been au-
thorized to, and has, issued rules and regula-
tions, which, when adopted in accordance
with the provisions of the respective acts,
have the binding force and effect of law.

Before any rules or regulations are promul-
gated under these acts, the Commission
notifies all interested parties of the nature
of the proposed rules and regulations and
invites comments from them. Other Gov-
ernment experts are also consulted in order
that the benefit of their views can be ob-
tained. Should Congress, in the proposed
bill, authorize the Commission to prescribe
rules and regulations provided therein, the
same procedures will be followed before their
adoption.

In addition to administering these fairly
narrow statutes, the Commission has, of
course, had much experience In giving
specific definition to the broad provisions of
section 5 of the Federal Trade Commission
Act which, as amended, forbids *“Unfair
methods of competition in commerce and
unfair or deceptive acts or practices in com-
merce * * *." It is thought that the ad-
ministration of legislation containing broad
provisions and rulemaking powers such as
are contained In 8. 750 would similarly re-
quire the utilization of expertise in relating
the provisions of such a bill in the light cf
its purpose to specific economic practices
which may evolve.

Thus, in responding to the questions at-
tached to your letter of February 6, 1964, the
Commission feels that its answers, as set out
below, are necessarily subject to qualifica-
tions that might be Indicated as a result
of further information that might come to
its attention during the course of the pro-
cedures set out above.

In requiring that all lenders and credit
sellers fully disclose to the consumer the
costs of using credit, section 3 of 8. 750 con-
tains certain definitions indicating exactly
what types of transactions are deemed to be
of such a nature as to fall within the purview
of the act.

First, there must be a transaction involv-
ing “credit” as defined in section 3(2). Sec-
ond, a “finance charge” as defined in section
3(3) must be im in this transaction
involving *“‘credit” as defined in section 3
(2). Third, only a “creditor” as defined In
section 3(4) ls required to make the dls-
closure required under this act.

It must be understood that “credit" as
used in this bill is a term of art which en-
compasses many legal forms which can be
employed in entirely cash transactions.
However, each of these transactions has the
potentiality for use in credit in the ordinary
sense of that word. In order to determine
whether any transaction which involves
credit within the meaning of section 3(2)
falls within the scope of the bill, it is nec-
essary to inquire whether a “finance charge'
is imposed, i.e., whether the borrower or
credit purchaser is required to pay any
amount which would not be incurred in
a cash transaction.

Thus, based on a consideration of sec-
tion 3 as a whole, it is believed that

your questions 1 through 39 can be ex-
amined as a single entity. As you will
recall, questions 1 through 39 contain
a serles of examples of typical financial
transactions. As each example is set out,
it is questioned as to whether such a trans-
action is a “credit” transaction, under the
definition provided in section 3(2) of the
act. Then, based on the assumption that
said transactions are “credit” transactions
within the meaning of section 3 in its en-
tirety, it is further questioned as to whether
these transactions are meant to fall within
the scope of this act. For it is apparent
that if this bill is construed to subject the
exemplified transactions to the disclosure
requirements and enforcement procedures
set out in sections 4 and 7, respectively,
serious difficulties will arise,

In construing section 3 in its entirety, the
serious difficulties demonstrated in questions
1 through 39 become obviated as the hypo-
thetical transactions do not fall within the
coverage of this act. The reason for this is
that none of the exemplified transactions in-
volved a creditor as “creditor” is defined in
section 3(4) of the act and only a “creditor”
as defined under section 3(4) of the act is re-
quired to make a disclosure as set forth in
section 4 of the act or is subject to a penalty
as set forth in section 7 of the act.

To clarify and exemplify the theory set
out above let us examine the specific trans-
actions detailed in questions 1 through 39.
Question 1 involves “a contract to pur-
chase goods for cash on dellvery if the goods
aren't delivered until subsequent to making
the contract.” In this situation, although
the transaction is a credit tranmction within
the meaning of section 3(2) in that payment

is not required until subsequent to the

making of the contract, no finance charge Is
required as an incident to the extension of
credit. Without a finance there can

be no creditor as defined in section 3(4) and -

without a creditor as defined in section 3(4)
no duties of disclosure arise under this act.

The same reasoning applies to an-agree-

ment to buy a car where the car was not
picked up and pald for until a week after
the agreement (questions 2 and 3); an agree-
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ment with a neighbor's son wherein it is

agreed that he undertakes to mow a lawn
every Saturday and you agree to pay him 50
cents each time he completes the job (ques-
tions 4, 5, 6); a lease of property (ques-
tions 7 to 16), et cetera.

The fact that the examples set forth in

questions 1 through 39 fall within the defi-
nition of “credit” In section 3(2) of the bill
does not prove that there is something wrong
with these definitions as the limifing pro-
visions of the remainder of section 3, the
definition of finance charge in section 3(3)
and the definition of creditor in section 3(4),

eliminate the possibility of considering the
hypothetical transactions within the scope

of this act.

-With specific reference to questions 40
to83:

QUESTION 40

MNo. Section 4(a) provides that the state-
ment, “to the extent applicable,” should con-
tain the prescribed information. In the in-
stance cited of a simple transaction of a bank
lending $1,000 at a specified rate of interest,
the only provisions of section 4(a) applicable

would be—(5) the total amount to be fi-

nanced; (6) the finance charge to be ex-
pressed in dollars and cents; (7) the per-
centage that the finance charge bears to the
total amount to be financed expressed as a
simple annual rate on the average unpaid
balance of the obligation.
QUESTION 41
Yes. The language apparently is meant
to include all types of mortgages.
QUESTION 42
Not necessarily. It is presumed that thh
question was meant to refer to “mortgagors"
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rather than “mortgagees.”” From our un-
derstanding, it is certainly true that it is
much more common in real estate mortgages
than in personal property transactions to
state the interest rate in terms of annual
interest on the unpaid balance. But even
here, the bill would serve a useful function
by requiring a statement of the total amount
of interest payments as well as the rate.
Real estate transactions, wherein mortgagors
usually pay interest only on the unpaid
principal balance as it diminishes, are un-
like the typical credit transaction involving
personal property where monthly payments
usually do not reduce the amount of inter-
est, which has already been predetermined on
an annual basls. Thus credit is usually given
the borrower for the periodic diminution in
his principal balance, in terms of interest,
whereas the same is not usually true in the
case of credlt sales of personal property. The
buyer is often unaware of this fact, which
results in the true rate of interest being
considerably greater than the rate stated to
‘him.
QUESTION 43

The Commission is of the opinion that a
guideline as to which charges or fees are in-
cident to the extension of credit can be
developed from the preliminary study re-
ported by the Housing and Home Finance
Agency on page 190 of the 1862 hearings.

QUESTION 44

Not necessarily. Such practices are de-
pendent on the procedures utilized by indi-
vidual lenders and the varled requirements
imposed by State laws now in existence.

QUESTIONS 45 AND 46

No. It is believed that it would be more
i to the consumer if all charges
defined as incldent to the extension of
credit would be disclosed in both chattel and
real estate transactions in terms of interest
percentages as well as specifically broken
down by charge.

QUESTION 47

A “deed of trust” is a legal instrument
conveying legal title to property to a trustee
in order to provide security for the perform-
ance of some condition, such as the payment
of a cred!t obligation incurred by the grantor
of such deed, l.e., the buyer of such property.

QUESTION 48

No. By definition a deed of trust can be
for a condition other than the extension of
credit. (Black’s Law Dictionary, 4th ed.,
1957, p. 503.)

QUESTION 49

Not necessarily. It would depend on the
purpose for which the charge is imposed;
or, stated differently, it would depend on
whether the charge comes within the defini-
tion of a finance charge.

QUESTION 50

An advance is the supplying, beforehand,
of money or goods (or other thing of value)
before an equivalent is recelved. (Black's
Law Dictionary, 4th ed., 1957, p. 72.)

QUESTION 51

Yes. As noted by Senator DoucLAs’ memo-
randum appearing in the 1961 hearings,
pages 1308-12, the charges which are in-
cident to the extension of credit are deter-
mined by the following criteria:

1. Is the expense one which the debtor
would not normally incur if he did not re-
celve the particular extension of credit—if,
for example, he purchased for cash?

2. Is it required by the creditor as a con-

* dition to extending credit?

8. Does it run for the same term as the
credit?

4. Is the benefit of the charge primarily
to the creditor and only secondarlly to the
debtor, or is the benefit of the charge pri-
marily to the debtor and secondarily to the
creditor?
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5. Is the charge paid to the creditor or to
a third party to purchase a service ot protec-
tion for the debtor?

QUESTION 52

It would appear that a fee for a title search
would not be incident to the extenison of
credit, whereas a fee for a credit investiga-
tion may properly be so designated. There
possibly may be an exception to the above
where a title search is required by a lender
as a condition for making a loan.

QUESTION 53

It would appear that a lawyer's fee in con-
nection with the sale of property, particularly
where he acts in lieu of a broker on behalf of
a client, would not ordinarily be “incident to
the extension of credit” unless the attorney
also aids in the procurement of a loan in con-
nection with such transaction, whereas a fee
for recording a mortgage would more prop-
erly be within the scope of such term.

QUESTION 54
See the answer to question 51.

QUESTION 55
The answer 1s “yes,” In view of Senator
DoucLas’ memorandum appearing in the re-
port of the 1961 hearings at pages 1308-12, as
set forth in answer to question 51.

QUESTION 56
Yes. If the insurance charges are incident
to the granting of credit, they are included
in the finance charges and must be included
in the numerator in computing the percent-
age rate required by section 4(a) (7).
QUESTION 57

The inclusion of any charges incident to
the granting of credit in addition to the
nominal interest rate would naturally in-
crease the percentage stated as required by
section 4(a) (7).

QUESTION 58

No. It is true that people may carry in-
surance on outright purchases for cash, but
the nature of the insurance and the extent
of the insurance would vary with the circum-
stances.and would be determined by the pur-
chaser and not by the seller or, in the case
of a credit transaction, not by the lender.
The purchaser would also pay the premiums
in such a case. In case of credit transac-
tions, the premiums are often advanced by
the creditor and charged to the purchaser as
part of his loan.

QUESTION 59

Yes. Where merchandise is “bought on
time” and the buyer is required as an inci-
dent to the extension of credit to purchase
some type of insurance, it cannot be ques-
tioned that benefits from such insurance
may inure to the buyer as well as the seller.

QUESTION 60

Not necessarily. In order to determine
whether or not it is “unfair” to the seller to
require him to state insurance charges in
such a way that they appear to increase
the interest rate to be paid by the buyer, the
insurance being purchased would have to
be tested under the standards set out in
the answer to question 51. Since an in-
surance charge which is not incldent to the
extension of credit as determined by the
standards set forth in answer to question 51
need not be included in computing the in-
terest rate, it is not belleved that there
would be any unfairness.

QUESTION 61

No. It is not believed that the phrase “in-
cident to the extension of credit” is too broad
in relationship to the context of question 61.
Not all insurance would fall within the cate-
gory of belng “incident to the extension of
credit” and it is belleved that the agency
empowered to administer the act could, un-
der the provisions of section 5(a), promul-
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gate rules and regulations which would pro-
vide a framework for determining what types
of insurance should be regarded as incident
to the extension of credit under the terms
of the act.
QUESTION 62
It appears that the answer to this question
is covered in our answer to question 46.
QUESTION 63
The proposed legislation contemplates that
the duty of disclosure would arise when the
transaction is "“consummated” that is, for

the purpose of the bill, when the contract to
purchase is signed.

QUESTION 64

The bill appears reasonably explicit in this
regard. Dellvery, in and of itself, is not ordi-
narily an incident prellminary to the exist-
ence of contractual obligations, and the pur-
pose of the bill, quite clearly, Is to require
disclosure before the consumer enters into
a binding contractual obligation.

QUESTION 65

Compliance with this section of the bill
can be reasonably insured by the issuance
of appropriate regulations prescribing the
manner, detalls, and form which such com-
pliance will take. There is no more of a
problem here than in the case of any other
commercial transaction in respect to which
& particular statute, state or otherwise, re-
quires a lucid presentation of pertinent in-
formation in connection therewith. The
problems of blind persons are no more serious
in this respect than in other commercial
transactions where they must, of necessity,
rely on the eyes of one whom they trust for
enlightenment in this area.

QUESTION 66
The word “clear"” in this connection would
appear to mean s statement of the simple
annual percentage rate which can be easily
understood. Of course, it is recognized that
it is essential that the writing in question be
legible.
QUESTION 67
Ordinarily. It is presumed that the state-
ment would ordinarily be required to be In
the English language as parties to y
all commerclal transactions within the Unit-
ed States, with some few inconsequential ex-
ceptions, are warranted in the use of this,
our national language. The exigencies of the
situation may, of course, dictate the seller's
or creditor’s use of another language, in order
to effect a sale or credit transaction. This
is a matter properly a subject for future
regulations,
QUESTION 68
Of course the answer to this is “no.”
QUESTION 69
In the absence of a person upon whom the
prospective buyer or debtor can rely for an
appropriate translation, the word *“clear”
may require that the statement be in the
prospective buyer's (debtor's) native tongue.
However, this is a matter to be more appro-
priately covered by future regulations, after
due consideration of all the pertinent facts
in connection with this problem.

QUESTIONS 70 AND 71

Questions 70 and 71 point out an incon-
sistency in the draftsmanship of this act.
Although it is belleved that section 6(a)
would apply to the provisions of the act as
well as any regulation issued thereunder, it is
recommended that line 14 of section 6(a)
should be amended to include the words “or
any regulation issued thereunder’” after the
“Act.,” In this manner, any ambiguity that
might now exist about this section could be
removed.

QUESTION 72

Yes. Any State law making it illegal to
disclose any of the items required by the act
would be inconsistent with the act to the
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extent that the State law made such dis-
closure illegal.
QUESTION 73

As the purpose of this statute is to assure
a full disclosure of credit costs to the con-
sumer without placing any undue burdens
on creditors, the act imposes a minimum
rather than a maximum disclosure require-
ment. If a State felt that it was necessary
to pass legislation requiring a disclosure ad-
ditional to that required under the act, such
legislation would not ordinarily be incon-
sistent with the act.

QUESTION 74

Not necessarily. If a State law required
the same information, “stated or computed
somewhat differently’’ such a State law would
not necessarily be inconsistent with this act.
As long as the requirements of the act were
met, additional information complying with
the requirements of the State law could be
glven by the creditor.

QUESTIONS.75 AND 76

Although 1t is recognized that the possi-
bility exists that the computation of in-
terest on different bases could be confusing,
and possibly inconsistent, it is believed that
rules and regulations could be promulgated
pursuant to section 5 that would provide for
.compliance, with the Federal requirement
even though a different type of computation
may be required under State statutes.

QUESTION 77

“If the creditor merely followed the Fed-
eral form" he would not, by reason of that

act alone, be in violation of any State law .

requiring a more detailed disclosure than
that required under the act. However, as
the bill only establishes a minimum standard,
compliance with this bill would not satisfy
a State law calling for a more detailed dis-
closure than that required pursuant to the
provisions of the act. The resolution of such
problems may be found in the exercise of
discretionary powers provided under section
6(b).
QUESTION 78
It would appear so, but we do not envision
that sellers or lenders will find it necessary
to engage in such a practice in order to be
assured of protecting themselves. ,
QUESTION 79
It is true that there is no such exception
in the criminal penalty provision.
v QUESTION 80
It does appear that a person may techni-
cally be in violation of the proposed criminal
provisions of the legislation; however, a cul-
pable intent would be patently lacking in
such ‘an instance, where no one would be
injured by an intentional overstatement. An
amendment to the bill would be desirable, to
make sure that overstatement by the creditor
would have at least the same exculpating ef-
fect which it now has under the civil penalty
portion of the bill.
- QUESTION 81
Yﬁ. ’
QUESTION; 82 s
No penalties at all. The provision pro-
vides that “No punishment or penalty pro-
vided by this Act shall apply to [these
agenc‘ieg] L '_"
QUESTION 83
Yes. Section T(b) of the bill provides:
“Except as specified in subsection (a) of this
section, nothing contained in this Act or any
regulation thereunder shall affect the validity
or enforcibility of any contract or transac-
tion.” However, the problem is de minimis
in respect to governmental agencies, as they
are usually scrupulously careful to fully in-
form members of the public with whom they
deal of all the pertinent facts in connection
with financial transactions.
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With the qualifications as expressed above,
it is hoped that this information will be of
guidance in your consideration of this bill.

By direction of the Commission, Commis-
sioners Anderson and MacIntyre not partici-
pating.

PauL RAND DIxonN,
Chairman.

ADDRESS OF GEORGE HERON,
PRESIDENT, SENECA NATION OF
INDIANS

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, on Febru-
ary 7, the House of Representatives
passed H.R. 1794, a bill to compensate
the Seneca Indians for the taking of their
property to construct Kinzua Dam. I
am happy that the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. CHUrcH] has scheduled hearings
before the Indian Affairs Subcommittee
for March 2 on the House bill and a sim-
ilar bill, S. 1836, of which I am a co-
sponsor.

Since the Kinzua Dam is being con-
structed at such a rapid pace, it is essen-
tial that the Federal Government move
quickly to keep faith with the Senecas.
Although completion of the dam is only
7 months away, because of inaction by
the Congress, the Indians have not been
able to make definite plans. Therefore,
I hope that early action will be taken to
bring this bill to the Senate floor.

Recently, President George Heron de-
livered a “state of the Seneca Nation
message,” to his people. In this address,
he declared:

I hope that the Kinzua Dam will serve as a
monumental reminder to the Government of
the United States, the executive, legislative,
and judicial bodies of this great country, to
respect the solemn pledges made by their
forebears, to live up to their word, keep their
promises, and to cease, desist, and abstain
from any further encroachments on Indian
lands protected by solemn treaties.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that excerpts from Mr. Heron's mes-
sage be inserted at this point in the Rec-
ORD.

There being no objection, the excerpts -

were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
orp, as follows:
STATE oOF THE SENECA NATION MESSAGE

I take this belated opportunity to extend to
you all my wishes for a happy and prosperous
New Year. The year 1964 will long be re-
membered as a crucial year for the Seneca
people. For once again, we are being com-
pelled to rehabilitate ourselves to a new way
of life. Ahead of us lies the task of building
new communities, adjusting to new neigh-
bors, acquainting ourselves to new sur-
roundings, and above all, the ordeal of leav-
ing behind us a peaceful valley which we
and our forefathers have been so much a
part of for these many, many years.

The old Indian towns—Onoville, Quaker
Bridge, Coldspring, Red House, Shongo—will
be gone forever. Landmarks which we so
fondly cherished will soon be just a memory.
I know of the mental anguish being experi-
enced by that old gentleman living in Cold-
spring. I know of that ache in the heart of
that aging Seneca grandmother residing in
Red House. I know, because I, too, experi-
ence that same anguish and that same ache
in my own heart.

Sometime in the year 1964, the Kinzua
Dam will be completed. Elaborate cere-
monies will be held. People will come from
miles around to marvel at the mechanics of
the enormous structure. I sincerely hope
that it will accomplish all of the purposes for
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which it was intended. I hope it will pro-
tect downstream cities against catastrophic
flooding, provide ample water for industries
during low water periods, provide a large
recreation area for the local populace and
tourists; but above all, I hope that the Kin-
zua Dam will serve as a monumental re-
minder to the Government of the United
States, the executive, legislative, and judi-
cial bodies of this great country, to respect
solemn pledges made by their forebears, to
live up to their word, keep their promises,
and to cease, desist and abstain from any
further encroachments on Indian lands pro-
tected by solemn treaties. If this dam were
to serve no other purpose than that, I would
consider $115 million well spent. I would
likewise consider the time, effort and money
expended by the Seneca Nation in opposition
to this structure a wise investment.

ACCOMPLISHMENTS IN 1963

I should like to congratulate this council
for its many achievements during the past
year. You will be called upon to make many
more important decisions in the year ahead.
The year past has not been an ordinary year.
None of us here have ever had any previous
experience with the workings of governmen-
tal agencies. We may often wonder why we
are required to act upon resolution after
resolution, meet deadlines, fill out applica-
tions by the dozen, adopt workable pro-
grams, overall economic development pro-
grams, attend seemingly unending
conferences, consultations with appraisers,
engineers, architects, contractors, econo-
mists, statisticians, attorneys, and an endless
stream of experts in every field
through the nation’s offices and through the
reservation.

It seems almost impossible that so much
could be absorbed in so short a time. Yet,
this council has responded to the challenge
magnificently. I ask for your continued in-
dulgence and patience in dealing with the
many problems yet confronting the Seneca
Nation. I am grateful to the Individual
Seneca members who have so unselfishly
given of their time and effort in laying the
groundwork for our future programs., Many
of you have served on the various commit-
tees whose responsibility has been to study
our future needs with respect to education,
industrial and recreational development,
housing and relocation, and cemeteries.

Much of this painstaking work is now re-
flected in H.R. 1794, the Seneca rehabilitation
bill, now pending before Congress. This leg-
islation has been carefully studied by the
House Subcommittee on Indian Affairs under
the concerned chairmanship of Representa-
tive James A. HaLEY, of Florida. This sub-
committee has unanimously approved a $20
million figure to provide for the socio-
economic development of the Seneca Nation.

I should like to leave the year 1963 at this
point and project into the future. A suc-
cessful future for the Senecas depends much
on H.R. 1794 and specifically on the rehabili-
tation portion of this bill which calls for a
congressional appropriation of nearly $17
million. This money can be used for a num-
ber of purposes—agricultural, commercial,
and recreational development on the Seneca
reservations; industrial development on the
reservations or within 50 miles of any ex-
terior of sald boundary of said reservations;
relocation and resettlement, including the
construction of roads, houses, utilities, com-
munity buildings, and other community fa-
cilities; an educational fund for scholarship
grants, vocational training and counseling
services; the acquisition of lands either with-
in or contiguous to the Allegany Reservation.
These are some of the uses for which this
money can be spent.

I should like to point out here that no part
of this rehabilitation fund may be used for
per capita payments. Congress won't allow
that and I, for one, concur with this policy
wholeheartedly. We will therefore need to
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establish certain legal entitles outside of the
political structure of the nation to carry out
- the plans and programs which now exist and
to administer these funds accordingly.

For example, a board of trustees is re-
quired to put into operation the educational
scholarship program so diligently and metic-
ulously planned by our subcommittee on
education. Fair-thinking, Interested, re-
sponsible people must be asked to serve as
directors and trustees. Petty differences
‘must be set aside and a pooling of our best
brains is essential.

Members of the Seneca Nation of Indians—
both men and women—have worked hard
these past 2 years with the help of many
good friends and public agencies to prepare
sound relocation and rehabilitation plans
for congressional consideration. We hope
that Congress will pass our legislation quick-
1y s0 that we may have one full construction
season to bulld homes before the deadline
for our move in September. We have only a
few months left.

When President Lyndon B. Johnson puts
his signature on H.R. 1794, he will present a
challenge to the Sesneca Nation of Indians
and to every individual Seneca—the young
as well as the more mature—the women as
well as the men.

From that time forward, the future of
the Seneca Nation will depend on us. We
shall then have a chance to prove what we
Seneca Indians can do for our own people,
troubled and disrupted as we have been by
this Einzua Dam crisis in our history. Even
more we shall be challenged to show that we
American Indians can still make a unique
and important contribution to this whole
country which we love as our ancestors did
thousands of years before us.

To achieve this great purpose—to bulld
2 noble future for our children and their
children—we have only to follow the old
Iroquois precept: En gal wil yok deswadaja-
dahgehhah deswalyenhnonh—Let there be
good will among us. Let us help one another
and work together.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Isthere

- further morning business? If not,
morning business is closed.

MILITARY PROCUREMENT AUTHOR-
IZATION—1965

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate the un-
finished business, which is H.R. 9637.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of H.R. 9637, an act to authorize appro-
priations during fiscal year 1965 for
procurement of aircraft, missiles, and
naval vessels, and research, development,
test, and evaluations, for the Armed
Forces and for other purposes.

Mr. RUSSELL obtained the floor.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Georgia yield, without
losing his right to the floor?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

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

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

Mr., RUSSELL. Mr. President, the
pending bill, HR. 9637, would authorize
appropriations for the procurement of
aireraft, missiles, and naval vessels, and
for research, development, test, and eval-
uation activities by and for the Armed
Forces.

The total authorization is $17,040,-
140,000. Appropriations based on this
authorization will constitute a little more
than one-third of the Department of
Defense appropriations request for fiscal
year 1965, and a sizable percentage of
the total budget.

The activities that are not subject to
new and specific authorization annually
are personnel, operations, and mainte-
nance, and all of procurement other than
aircraft, missiles, and naval vessels.

The requirement for the authorization
contained in this bill exists in section
412(b) of Public Law 86-149, as amend-
ed by Public Law 87-436 and Public Law
88-174.

PROCUREMENT

The procurement part of this author-
ization bill totals $10,613,300,000 for the
procurement of more than 2,700 aircraft
and about 35,000 missiles for the 3
military departments, and 53 new ships
and 7 ship conversions for the Navy.

The $10,613,300,000 in authorization
is considerably less than the $11,915,200,-
000 authorized and $11,411,099,000 ap-
propriated for the same procurement
items in fiscal year 1964. The reduction
should not be attributed to an arbitrary
cutback in established force structures.
This reduction is not a result of any con-
clusion that the threat this country faces
has diminished in any degree since last
year. Instead, I believe that at least
three factors contribute to the smaller
amount asked for procurement this year:

First, improved management and ad-
ministration of the procurement pro-
grams have made some reductions possi-
ble.

Second, the requirements for our
forces have been refined in an attempt
to eliminate unnecessary purchases;

And third—in my opinion, the most
significant—has been the relatively large
procurement programs during the last
several years, especially for missile pro-
curement, which have caused us to ap-
proach the inventory objectives needed
to support the forces in the planned mili-
tary structure.

The principal procurement items to in-
crease the power of our strategic retalia-
tory forces are the Minuteman II and
the Polaris A-3 missiles.

In June of this year there will be 600
Minuteman I missiles deployed and by
June of 1965 there will be 800. The fiscal
vear 1964 budget contained funding for
the first increment of 150 Minuteman
II's and this year's program concludes
the procurement of additional Minute-
man II missiles that will provide in-
creased range or payload, a greater ac-
curacy, and the ability to fire at any one
of a greater number of predetermined
targets.
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The last 6 of the fieet of 41 Polaris sub-
marines were funded in fiscal year 1964.
The 1965 procurement request includes
funds for A-3 missiles which will have
a range of 2,500 nautical miles, as com-
pared with the 1,500-nautical-mile range
of the A-2 and the 1,200-nautical-mile
range of the A-1, or the first Polaris mis-
sile. We have, therefore, more than
doubled the range of the Polaris sub-
marine missile, as well as having greatly
increased its accuracy.

Eventually, 28 of the 41 Polaris sub-
marines will be equipped with the A-3
missile and 13 with the A-2 missile.

The entire force of 41 submarines and
656 missiles will be deployed by the end
of fiscal year 1967.

For the continental air missile defense
forces the procurement authorization in
this bill is principally for missiles that
would be used by interceptors, such as
Sparrow and Sidewinder.

The general-purpose forces are made
up of most of the Army’s combat support
units, practically all Navy units, all Ma-
rine Corps units, and the tactical part of
the Air Force. For these forces the bill
would authorize a variety of procurement
items, such as Pershing missiles to pro-
vide nuclear air support for a field army;
Shillelagh, a new antitank weapon sys-
tem; Redeye, a shoulder-fired missile to
protect deployed ground forces from low
flying aireraft; Chinook helicopters to
lift Army troops and supplies in the com-
bat zone; Iroquois helicopters for the as-
sault transport of infantry squads; A-6A
attack bombers; a new close air support
type, now designated as VAL, for the
Navy; more of the Phantom II all-
weather fighters designated F—4B by the
Navy and F-4D by the Air Force; a re-
connaissance model of this aircraft for
both services; helicopter transports for
the Marine Corps; antisubmarine heli-
copters for the Navy; the F-111, for-
merly known as the TFX, the Navy
model of which will be used largely as an
interceptor and the Air Force version for
close support of Army operations; and
training aircraft for all the services.

The Navy shipbuilding program, which
is described in some detail beginning on
page 8 of the committee report, involves
the construction of 53 new ships and the
conversion of 7 others. Included are 6
nuclear-powered attack submarines, sev-
eral new ships needed for balanced mod-
ern amphibious force that can proceed at
speeds of 20 knots, 16 destroyer escorts,
some new auxiliaries, tenders, and re-
search ships.

For the airlift and sealift forces, the
new procurement is for the C-141, a
turbofan-powered jet transport, and a
roll-on/roll-off ship for the sea trans-
portation of vehicles.

The items I have mentioned are those
that come to mind quickly as the more
prominent weapons in the program.

The committee report contains addi-
tional and full information on other air-
craft and missiles to be procured.
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION

Turning now to the research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation authorization,
the bill would provide a total of $6,426,-
840,000 for this activity. Last year only
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the R.D.T. & E. programs relating to air-
craft, missiles, and naval vessels required
authorization and hence there is no di-
rect basis for comparing this year's au-
thorization with that of last year. How-
ever, appropriatiens in fiscal year 1964
for the same activities covered by this
authorization bill totaled about $6,799,-
230,000. Thus it will be seen that the
Department of Defense has also reduced
its request for research and development
funds, since the amount requested this
year was $6,572 million.

The R.D.T. & E. program recommended
by the committe¢ is $145,160,000 less
than the amount requested by the De-
partment of Defense. Since the figure
approved by the committee includes $52
million not sought by the Department of
Defense for development of advanced
manned strategic aircraft, this $52 mil-
lion must be added to the $145,160,000 to
get the true measure of the reductions
in the R.D.T. & E. programs that the
committee’s recommendations represent.

Except in one instance that I shall ex-
plain later, the committee has not des-
ignated the programs to be reduced.
The committee is keenly aware of the
vital importance of imaginative research
and development, and there is no incli-
nation on our part to discourage creative
thinking and the transformation of ideas
into effective weapons by placing unrea-
sonable limitations on the scope of re-
search activities.

Some stages in the rather evolutionary
progression from almost pure research
to the fabrication of prototypes are by
their very nature exceedingly difficult to
evaluate. The committee believes that
the relatively moderate reductions its
authorization bill requires can be accom-
plished by continued careful administra-
tion and management of some of these
programs, especially in the exploratory
development category.

Beginning on page 10, the committee
report outlines the general nature of the
research and development effort funded
under each of eight budget categories,
beginning with the military sciences and
ending with program management and
support. I think it is unnecessary to at-
tempt to list the projects involved; in-
deed this would be a very exhaustive and
exhausting undertaking in the basic re-
search and exploratory development
areas. I shall, however, discuss some of
the major programs involved.

In strategic missile developments, im-
portant improvements are being added
to the A-3 Polaris missile and to the
Minuteman II. I have referred to these
in my remarks about procurement.

There is, moreover, a substantial pro-
gram to improve the reentry systems for
ballistic missiles and to assure that our
missiles can penetrate enemy defenses.
This program is being conducted by the
Advance Research Projecfs Agency, the
Air Force, and the Navy. This work
which is designated by the acronym
ABRES, is carried on in conjunection with
the substantial program on ballistic
missile defense conducted by ARPA un-
der the project name of Defender.

In the continental defense field, the
search for an effective defense against
ballistic missiles is of transcendent im-
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portance. In addition to the Defender,
work being conducted by ARPA, the
Army is continuing work which involves
adding a new multipurpose radar, called
MAR, and a new fast-reacting missile,
called Sprint, to the basic Nike-Zeus
concept. For 1965 the development pro-
gram on Nike X involves about $306 mil-
lion and the continued testing of the
Nike-Zeus system at Kwajalein will re-
quire almost $40 million. To these sums
should be added the $128.7 million for
the Defender program in 1965 to measure
the financial consequences of antibal-
listic-missile development and the em-
phasis this effort is receiving.

In space, a substantial part of the 1965
effort will be applied to the continued
development of the Titan IIT booster
that will provide capability for launch-
ing payloads up to 25,000 pounds in a
near-earth orbit. The principal role
now foreseen for the Titan III is as a
booster for the manned orbital lab-
oratory—MOL—which will use a modi-
fled Gemini vehicle that will be coupled
to a pressurized eylinder designed as an
orbiting laboratory. The research of-
ficials in the Department anticipate that
the thrust of the Titan III is likely to
be useful in connection with the other
military space roles when this booster
becomes operational. Although the re-
quirement for manned military opera-
tions in space is still not precisely de-
fined, this definition may come about in
the near future and we must be prepared
to explore this new area.

It is difficult for me, even though I
hear this testimony from year to year,
really to contemplate a laboratory in
space from which men will work and
from which they can descend to the
earth, and to which, after the laboratory
has completed perhaps a month or more
of revolutions in space, they can return,
couple their vehicle to the space lab-
oratory, and reenter to see the progress
that has been made on the experiments
they left when they departed from the
laboratory in the first instance.

I am sure that Senators will be in-
terested in the action that has been
taken to discharge the commitments of
the Department of Defense to the four
specific safeguards prescribed by the
Chiefs of Staff when the nuclear test
ban treaty was under consideration.
These were:

First, continued underground tests to
add to our knowledge and to improve our
weapons.

Second, maintenance of modern nucle-
ar laboratories with programs to attract
qualified persons to continue progress in
nuclear technology.

Third, a standby capability to resume
tests if resumption were essential to our
security, or if the treaty should be abro-
gated.

Fourth, improvement of our ability to
detect violations.

The 1965 program for carrying out
these safeguards, much of it in the re-
search and development area, involves
the expenditure of more than $279 mil-
]jsog5 by the Department of Defense in
1965.

Another research and development
field receiving great emphasis and im-
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portance is antisubmarine warfare.
Three hundred and eighty-six million
dollars of the Navy's R.D.T. & E. budg-
et—about 27 percent of the total—is di-
rected toward the development of new
weapons or systems and continuing im-

provements in performance, reliability,

and maintainability of its offensive and

defensive ASW weapons. This work in- .
cludes programs to increase the ranges-

at which enemy submarines can be de-

tected, a new ASW escort ship, improved

sonars and radars, and more effective
torpedoes and missiles to dest.roy enemy
submarines.

In the field of general or limited war,

-both the Army and the Navy are con-

tinuing development of what was called

the TFX and is now ‘designated the F-
111. All the services are participating in

a coordinated effort to develop aircraft
that can take off and land vertically or
on very short runways. The Army is
trying to perfect the Mauler missile and
the Navy is trying to overcome the prob-
lems that have beset us with the so-called

3T missiles—the Tartar, Terrier, and

Talos."
If there has been one consistency in

the mistakes which have been made by

the Department of Defense, it has been
one of overoptimism about the perform-
ance of the missiles, in practically all
categories while they were in the stage
of research and development. Congress
has contributed to that mistake by au-
thorizing the procurement of very expen-
sive missiles before they had been fully
tested and had proved themselves.

The Army is now giving preliminary

study to a new system to defend the field:
The =

army against attack in the 1970’s.
Navy, after having canceled the Typhon
program, which was presented to us as
a very promising possibility a few years
ago, is now beginning the early stages of
work on an advanced system to provide
air defense for the fleet to replace the
canceled Typhon program.

. Joint development of a new main bat-
tle tank with the Federal Republic of
Germany is being continued, and better
infantry and artillery weapons of the
conventional type are being sought.

Two committee actions in the field of
research and development deserve spe-
cific treatment. First, the committee
earmarked an additional $52 million for

the development of advanced manned

strategic aircraft, which has also been
described as an advanced manned pene-
trator, and as a follow-on bomber. The
Department of Defense had requested $5
million for this purpose,

Speaking in all candor, and judging
by the experience of the past, it is un-
likely that the Department will use all or
any substantial part of the additional
authorization. However, the committee
has decided that this amount should be
made available, although it is limited
only to this purpose. Therefore, if it is
not expended it cannot be transferred to
other activities, but will remain in the
Treasury.

By providing this sum, the committee
is underlining its previously expressed
concern that we have no new bomber un-
der development. The committee con-
tinues to think that a combination of
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missiles and bombers should be in in-
ventory, to be used as our strategic de-
terrent, rather than to place sole reliance
on missiles.

Manned strategic aircraft are no longer
in production. No new planes have been
produced for our strategic squadrons
since October 1962.

The Air Force has been studying sev-
eral new bomber concepts. It expects to
receive the results of three contract stud-
ies on the subject this spring. The com-
mittee has added $52 million to the bill in
order that the program definition phase
and the procurement of long leadtime
components could be initiated if these
studies should result in a decision to ac-
celerate the development of a new
bomber. As I have stated, if no such
decision is made, the money is not avail-
able for other purposes.

The second committee action on which
I desire to comment is that of designat-
ing the MMRBM program as the one to
which $70 million of the $96 million Air
Force R.D.T. & E. reduction is to be ap-
plied. The MMRBM concept is that of
a medium-range, highly accurate missile
that would be mobile through installa-
tions on trucks, or perhaps surface ships.
As a practical matter, the range of the
missile is such that it would not be de-
ployed in the United States, except per-
haps in the State of Alaska. While the
committee understands that such a mis-
sile system could have some utility in
places such as the NATO area, the com-
mittee believes that the additional capa-
bility this missile provides is not at this
time sufficient to justify the hundreds of
millions of dollars required to develop
and to deploy it as a supplement to our
existing retaliatory systems. Conse-
quently, the committee has indicated its
view that not more than $40 million
should be applied to this program in 1965,
and that this $40 million should be used
for the continued development of the
guidance system for this MMRBM con-
cept. The thought is that this guidance
system can be adaptable to improve-
ments in our current missile programs,
or to new generations of missiles.

Mr. President, before yielding for ques-
tions, I should like to invite the atten-
tion of the Senate to the part of the
statement by the Secretary of Defense
on the cost reduction program that he is
pressing throughout the Department.
By encouraging purchases of only what
is really needed, through refining require-
ments calculations, increased use of
surplus material in lieu of new procure-
ment, eliminating unnecessary quality or
gold plating, by shifting to more com-
petitive procurements, by using more
fixed-price and incentive contracts to
replace cost-plus-fixed-fee contracts, by
terminating unnecessary operations, and
by increasing operating efficiency, the
Secretary estimates that throughout the
Department, savings reflected in the
fiscal year 1965 budget total $2.4 billion,
and that by 1967 these practices will
result in savings of $4 billion. Mr. Presi-

- dent, let it be understood that the word
‘“savings,” when used in this context,
may not be gquite the precise word, but
what is meant is that except for these
practices, the 1965 budget would likely be

$2.4 billion more, and that it is hoped
these practices will keep the 1967 budget
$4 billion below what it would have been
without the application of these sound
business principles.

Measuring savings or efficiency in some
of these areas is not an easy undertaking,
and it is not necessary to accept each
detail of that presentation, for even with
substantial allowances for uncertainties,
the accomplishments in this field of
Secretary McNamara and those as-
sociated with him in managing the af-
fairs of the Department of Defense, the
Military Departments, and all the Armed
Forces are impressive. Indeed, the prog-
ress in some of these areas has been so
encouraging and so rewarding that “im-
pressive” is hardly an adequate descrip-
tive adjective.

Secretary McNamara has been praised
by many persons, from the two Presi-
dents he has served so capably on down.

I have complimented him often be-
fore, and I am glad to do so again, and
to restate my appreciation that a person
of his ability and devotion to the welfare
of his country is willing to undertake the
arduous and frustrating task of heading
the Department of Defense.

Mr. President, I think Secretary Mc-
Namara would be the first to say that
there are others who deserve much credit
for the manner in which the Department
of Defense, the Military Departments,
and the Armed Forces are now being
operated. Certainly he has some first-
rate civilian assistants, and the persons
to whom I should like to pay & special
compliment are the dedicated and tal-
ented military officers who direct and
man our Armed Forces. I think no one
could sit through hearings such as those
that resulted in this bill without being
very favorably impressed by the com-
petence of the military officials who are
members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
also those who have special responsi-
bilities for our procurement and research
and development programs.

I regret that in recent years there have
been some attempts to portray many of
the commissioned personnel, particularly
those in the higher grades, as being in-
different to the financial consequences
of their recommendations and require-
ments, as aspiring to power exercised
under our system of government by ci-
vilians, and as being largely preoccupied
by interest in “more pay, faster promo-
tions, and earlier retirement.”

My observations of persons who have
followed a military life and who have
risen to positions of high rank and re-
sponsibility cause me to reject all these
insinuations, for I have a profound sense
of appreciation for the leadership and
the talented services of our military offi-
cers, many of whom could earn a great
deal more in private life than they earn
in the discharge of their military duties.

Having said this, I think I should also
say that under our system it is neces-
sarily a function of the legislative branch
to question, to criticize, and to require
full justification. I am sure Congress
will continue to do all these things, but
I do express the hope that Congress will
continue fo do them impersonally and
with full appreciation of the fine qual-
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itles of those in the executive branch
who are charged with administering our
defense activities.

Mr. President, I think the executive
branch—and this comment applies par-
ticularly in this instance to the Depart-
ment of Defense, to Secretary McNa-
mara, and to his subordinates through-
out all areas of the Department and
those of all grades and degrees—did a
good job in trying to refine its requests
this year. I believe that the House com~
mittee and the Senate committee have
conscientiously reviewed the results of
these efforts, and the requests that finally
were cleared for presentation to Con-

gress.

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to pass
the bill.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Georgia yield briefly?

Mr. RUSSELL. I am glad to yield to
the distinguished Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DIRKSEN. There isin the bill an
earmarking, for the Air Force, of $52
million for the development of advanced
manned strategic aircraft—which is an-
other way of saying $52 million for ad-
vanced bombers.

The distinguished senior Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. SavLTonsTtaLL], the
ranking minority member of the Armed
Services Committee, is confined to his
home with a severe cold. However, this
morning he telephoned me, and asked
that I state, for him, that he is very much
in sympathy with, and unequivocally
supports, this item in the bill.

In addition, only this morning I had
occasion to talk with some of the mem-
bers of the House Committee on Armed
Services; and they concur in what the
Senate committee has done in connection
with the bill, in earmarking $52 million
for that purpose; and, of course, they do
so on the basis of the rather extended
testimony which was taken on this item.

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the Senator
from Illinois for making that statement.

I always miss the Senator from Massa-~
chusetts. I regret that he has been in-
disposed by a cold. A cold is sufficiently
disagreeable by itself, without having it
bring the added affliction of making one
so hoarse that he cannot speak—which,
of course, is a particularly annoying ex-
perience for Senators to undergo.

I regret very much the indisposition
of the Senator. He is one of the best
informed Senators on the military serv-
ices of our country. In times past he
has served as chairman of the commit-
tee. He has been the ranking member
of the minority party on the Committee
on Armed Services for a number of
years. No one has given more dedicated
and effective service to legislative work
affecting legislation for our Armed
Forces than has the distinguished Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. I appreciate
the fact that he has called the Senator.

The House approved the item of $52
million to which the Senator referred.
But under the House bill if the money
were not used for the purpose intended,
it could possibly be available for applica-
tion to other activities. The Senate
committee was of the opinion that if the
money were not expended for accelerat-
ing bomber development, it should not
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be expended. For that reason we in-
cluded a limitation that this authoriza-
tion would be available only for the
development of manned strategic air-
craft. If it is not used for that purpose,
the money may not be expended for
other purposes. I believe that was really
the intent of all those who were inter-
ested in that item.

I thank the Senator for his statement.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I
should like to speak in reference to one
other item. I am in a slightly awkward
position on it when I observe that if
there are Senate amendments to a bill,
logically and normally the bill will go
to a conference of the two Houses. I
realize there is an urgency about the au-
thorization. But under the circum-
stances I did desire to insert what has
been bandied about as the “Dirksen for-
mula,” which would insert on page 1,
line 5, after the word “appropriated,” the
language “out of funds supplied by the
Nation’s taxpayers or out of funds bor-
rowed on their credit.”

That language has been written into
other bills by agreement. But I would
not wish to put the chairman of the com-
mittee in a difficult position if, as he has
indicated, there is the expressed hope
that the House may conceivably concur
in the Senate figures, and that a con-
ference and the delays that ensue as a re-
sult of a conference might be avoided.
But I am confident also that the distin-
guished Senator from Georgia, with his
long experience on the Appropriations
Committee, knows that in terms of ap-
propriations terminology we have oper-
ated under a peculiar fiction, and always
recite that “there is appropriated out of
funds in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated.”

I do not for a moment wish to ham-
string the bill if a conference can be
avoided. But I believe the Senator will
agree—and I want the REcorp so to
show—that I have not been remiss in my
duty with respect to that formula.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the
amendment suggested by the Senator
would be more applicable to an appro-
priation bill which states specifically,
‘““out of funds in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated,” than it would be to
an authorization bill which proposes to
authorize an appropriation.

The Senator is, of course, correct. He
is exposing a legislative and legal fiction
that has existed almost since the time of
President Jefferson. I believe at one
time in the Jefferson administration,
when the Nation had no public debt and
there was a little excess in the Treasury,
the excess was distributed among the
States for various public works pro-
grams. With that exception, it has been
purely a legal fiction to say, “appropri-
ated out of any funds in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated,” because there
have been no surplus funds in the Treas-
ury for a great many years.

The factual predicate of the Senator's
amendment is absolutely unchallenge-
able. Of course, money is appropriated
out of tax funds paid by the people or
from borrowed funds. That is the only
-viray in which we can meet appropria-
tions.
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I hope the Senator will not press his
amendment to the bill now before the
Senate, which is an authorization bill
and not an appropriation bill. With all
due deference, it would be more appro-
priate to present it when the appropria-
tion bill comes before the Senate.

I also have high hopes that the changes
made in the bill by the Senate committee
will be accepted by the other body with-
out the necessity for a conference and
without the delays attendant thereon.
In view of the reputation that I bear in
some quarters for desiring dilatory op-
portunities, I suppose I should accept the
Senator’s amendment, go to conference,
and have the conference report come to
the Senate in the middle of the debate
on the so-called civil rights bill. But
there are some things that have a prior-
ity—and very properly so—and if there
is any one item that should have prior-
ity, it is the maintenance of our Nation's
defenses. I have always given it prior-
ity in my legislative work. For that rea-
son, I hope the Senator will not press his
amendment, in order that the bill may
have an opportunity to become law at
the earliest possible date, enabling the
Committee on Appropriations of the
other body that is now holding hearings
on the appropriation bill to know the
limits of the authority under which they
are to appropriate.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, I as-
sure the Senator I shall not press it, but
I believe it is applicable to an authori-
zation bill no less than to an appropria-
tion bill. It might conceivably happen
that when the pertinent appropriation
bill came to the floor of the Senate, some
Senator might rise in his place when I
offered the formula and say, ‘“Where was
the Senator from Illinois when the money
was authorized in the first instance?” It
might be alleged that I was remiss in my
duty. But I appreciate fully——

Mr. RUSSELL. I hope the REcorD
will show very clearly that I am plead-
ing with the Senator from Illinois not to
press the amendment on the bill, because
the bill should become law at a very early
date, and also for the reason that the
Senator will have an opportunity at a
later date to offer his amendment to the
appropriation bill.

Mr, DIRKSEN. In conclusion, what
I have been speaking about is in the
nature of a one-man educational effort
to alert the taxpayers of our country
that as we deal in billions and billions
of dollars, and they feel so remote from
the seat of government, perhaps if we
keep at it long enough, we shall become
aware of the fact that it is the people’s
money and their credit that is being
authorized and appropriated.

On other occasions I may have told the
story about the young man who wrote an
examination paper to become a rural
mail carrier. One of the questions was,
“How far is the sun from the earth?”

He had not the slightest idea. After
chewing over the matter. for ‘awhile he
wrote, “Far enough so it would not in-
terfere with me in the duty of carrying
the mail.” [Laughter.]

There is a sense of remoteness. I be-
lieve that the educational point must
be pressed constantly that it is the
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money that we extract from the people
at home and the credit which we
pledge—which is their credit—that is
finally dealt with in both authorization
and appropriation bills.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator is indeed an op-
timist as well as a man of rare courage
if he undertakes to do combat with all
the forces in our country that are con-
sistently and daily telling the American
people that they can get something for
nothing. That has become one of the
popular obsessions of the times. Some
sources are holding out to the people
the hope and the belief that the mirage
which has haunted, pursued, and dam-
aged mankind throughout history was
not really an illusion, and that they could
get something for nothing. By his
amendment the Senator reminds them
that they will not get something for
nothing. In faet, the Treasury does not
contain inexhaustible funds that may be
appropriated.

I commend the Senator on his effort.
I salute him for his courage. He is
one man in public life who is undertak-
ing to dispel a dangerous illusion that is
being created by many, not only those
who are in public office, but also practi-
cally all of those who are trying to at-
tain public office.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I con-
clude by repeating for the RECORD one
of the favorite quotations of William
Jennings Bryan, who was born in the
State of Illinois. On a number of occa-
sions I heard him say—and the state-
ment was taken from the Great Book—

One man armed in righteousness is a match
for all the hosts of error.

So in that spirit I shall persist in this
educational effort. I am glad that I have
the cooperation and concurrence of my
distinguished friend, the Senator from
Georgia.

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the Senator.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me briefly?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. First, I commend the
Senator from Georgia for the fine way
he handled the bill in the hearings. To-
day is only the 27th of February, and this
colossal bill—and it is colossal in
amount—has already had hearings com-
pleted on it and is being presented on
the floor with very little, if any, con-
troversy about any items in it. Only the
skill and fine knowledge of the subject
matter of the Senator from Georgia made
that possible. y

I also commend Mr. McNamara for
the very fine business principles of his
cost-reduction program.. He made an
extraordinary showing of what. can be
done. Iam glad the Senator from Geor-
gia brought into the ‘REcorp the fizgures
and calculations of savings in fiscal year
1965 and those in prospect for future
years. ;

It may be that one of the most im-
portant-decisions the Senate makes this
year—certainly on the military pro-
gram—will be on the question of what to
do with the proposed additional funds
for at least some modest acceleration of
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the feasibility studies and planning for
advanced bombers.

The Senator from Georgia has already
expressed himself as being in favor of
funds of $52 million, instead of the $5
million that was recommended by Secre-
tary McNamara. v

At the same time, if I correctly under-
stand the position of the Senator from
Georgia, he intends no refiection upon
any bombers or missile systems in exist-
ence, but merely urges that plans for new
bombers for future use be prepared. The
Senator from Georgia is looking forward
to the day when the present bombers
will be out of the inventory because they
are obsolete and worn out.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, there
has never been a time of such revolu-
tionary development in the art of weap-
onry as there has been in the past 20
years. We have made great strides tech-
nically—and I undertook to touch on
some of them in my statement—in our
missile systems and aircraft, but it is an
inescapable fact that we have not been
procuring a single new manned bomber
for our bomber squadrons. It is & mat-
ter of which any court would take judi-
cial cognizance, or any citizen would
know, that the bombers in our Air Force
are being worn out. We are phasing out
the B-47, which, when it went into pro-
curement, was the most modern manned
aircraft. We are phasing it out very
rapidly. We will soon be down to what
is left of the B-52’s and the B-58’s. They
are magnificent bombers for their period,
but we all know that those planes are, or
soon will be, obsolescent. They are not
obsolete; they are the best we have; and
we hope and believe they are as good as
any other nation has. But other nations
are working on improved manned air-
craft. That activity is not confined to
the Soviet Union.

The French and British have a joint
venture on a large manned aircraft that
is now designed primarily as a commer-
cial transport plane—but which could be
subject to an adaptation to military
purposes.

I would dislike very much to see the
manned bomber completely eliminated
from our arsenal and to have our stra-
tegic striking force limited solely to the
missile. I think it would be a mistake.
I do not think we would be measuring up
to our responsibility to defend what we
are defending in this country—the
American way of life, the greatest civili-
zation that has ever existed on this earth,
in which our people enjoy more good
things than have ever been enjoyed by
any people. We have more to lose by
having an inadequate defense than any
nation ever had.

I do not believe we snould stop all
effort to provide an adequate manned
bomber. I have said before that its
psychological value alone could justify
its development. For a long time we
have had such an ascendancy in manned
aircraft that the world looks to us
as the leaders. Senators will remember
how shocked the nations associated with
us were when Russia first developed the
Sputnik, before we had put any satel-
lites into orbit or into space.

If we now ceased to make a substantial
effort in an area where we have had un-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

questioned predominance since the
bomber came into being, I think it would
shake the confidence of the world in us.
We can tell them that we have missiles.
We may say to them, “Come up into
Montana and South Dakota and we will
show you where we have missiles buried
in concrete and earth.” But the manned
bomber on an airfield in foreign
countries is tangible evidence of this
country’s strength and its military strik-
ing power; and it would be a great loss
to our defense system, when the manned
bomber is phased out, as it may be in
the 1970's, if we do not take steps to
develop a new, more effective, and ef-
ficient strategic aircraft.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator.

I have one other brief question. The
bill as presented by the Defense Depart-
ment recognized the need for some study
of the need for an additional bomber.
The only question is over the amount
that should be devoted to that purpose.
The committee amendment would make
it possible to push the program further
and faster, and perhaps save a year or a
year and a half. Is that correct?

Mr. RUSSELL. To be perfectly can-
did, the purpose is to encourage the Sec-
retary of Defense to take that step. The
Secretary of Defense apparently has
modified his views somewhat with re-
spect to the manned bomber. This is
evidenced by the fact that he put $5
million in his budget for the study of a
manned bomber. Two years ago he
seemed completely committed to the mis-
sile as our strategic deterrent.

This provision is to encourage the Sec-
retary. He does not have to spend the
money. I have already said that I doubt
that he will spend all of it. But it is
hoped that he will be encouraged to
study the subject more closely and review
this proposal if the Congress of the
United States—and, after all, we have
the constitutional responsibility for na-
tional defense—is urging him to devote
his great capabilities to the development
of an effective and  efficient manned
bomber. If he is not satisfied with its
design and proposed use, and he has been
justified in his opposition to the B-70,
or the RS-0, or whatever the last letter
used on the 70 is, that does not neces-
sarily mean that we should completely
eliminate the manned bomber from our
arsenal and from our weapons system.

I hope this will encourage the Secre-
tary of Defense, working in cooperation
with the Congress—and the Congress
has shown every desire to cooperate with
him and to laud him for the magnificent
work he has done—to lend his great
talents to advise us in the development of
a new manned bomber fo replace those
that will soon be exhausted.

There are a number of reasons for
that. Some of the bombers have been
used in a manner for which they were
not originally designed, but whatever
may be the cause, the life expectancy of
our manned bomber fleets has been re-
duced. We should move forward now, I
believe, to assure a proper balance in our
military arsenal, and to encourage the
Secretary to cooperate with the view of
Congress that this manned bomber
should be developed.
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It is rather unfortunate that on prior
occasions it was made to appear that the
manned bomber controversy was limited
to a difference in views between the Sec-
retary of Defense and the Chief of Staff
of the Air Force. I hope no Senator will
vote on the bill under any such assump-
tion, because that would be a poor way
to make a decision on a matter of such
vital importance to over 185 million
Americans. This is no popularity con-
test with me. I am a great admirer of
both the Secretary of Defense in his area,
and of General LeMay in his area as a
fighting man, prepared to direct the ac-
tivities of all of the Air Force in the
event of war. I support the revival of
the idea of maintaining a proper mix in
our arsenal, based upon my own views
and convictions. I desire to measure up
to my responsibilities under the oath of
office which I took as a Senator of the
United States. I regard it as unfortu-
nate that in the other body it was sug-
gested that the issue was as to whom
one voted for and in whom one had faith.

I hope the Senate will approve this
item. In times past the Senate has,
after prolonged debate, manifested its
belief in maintaining a proper mix in our
strategic weapons and not relying
wholly, solely, and exclusively on mis-
siles, as effective as they are sure to be.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator.
I agree wholeheartedly with the senti-
ments of the Senator from Georgia that
we do not wish to deal in personalities,
but should prepare to vote on the most
important bill the Senate will consider in
a long time.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Georgia
yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, in 1949 a minority of the Senate
insisted on voting for a larger Air Force
than the then President, President Tru-
man, believed in good conscience he could
recommend. Subsequently that year a
majority of the Senate voted to increase
funds for aireraft procurement by about
$500 million. Congress insisted on ap-
propriating the money, but the Execu-
tive felt it was inexpedient to spend it,
even though Congress forced the funds
upon him.

Immediately after the beginning of
the EKorean war—which no one had
anticipated—I visited bases overseas
and came across the. latest type of
American planes which had been pro-
duced. Some of thém were the most
modern fighter jet bombers we had.
They numbered approximately 45. They
were, at tkat time, the latest and fastest
plane available to attack the Soviet Union
in the event the Korean war should de-
velop into a war between the United
States and the Soviet Union.

Our pilots were so courageous that they
were willing to go only one way, if need
be, in order to reach the heart of the
Soviet Union. Unfortunately, the Nation
had only approximately 45 fighter bomb-
ers at that time, each of which was capa-
ble of carrying an atomic weapon, with
sufficient speed to outrace any inter-
ceptor and reach the targets.
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The testimony, as the Senator well re-
calls, that was later given before the
committee investigating the dismissal of
General MacArthur, headed by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Georgia [Mr.
RusseLL] was to the effect that we should
be extremely cautious in any move we
might make in the Korean war, because
we were not adequately prepared. Much
of the lack of preparation was due to
the fact that the will of Congress had
not been carried out, that the Executive
had not gone far enough with imple-
menting the appropriations which Con-
gress had voted, to make sure that the
Air Force was second fo none and in an
advanced state of readiness in the event
such an emergency should overtake us.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from
Louisiana is undoubtedly correct. Of
course, we had our heads in the sand.
We were amazed when we got to Korea
and ran into the Mig fighters, which per-
formed far beyond what intelligence had
ever estimated. We have been mistaken
time and again in estimating the inge-
nuity and capability of the Soviets to
produce weapons. In the Korean war,
although we were not engaged direct-
ly with the Soviets, we were engaged with
people to whom the Soviets were supply-
ing weapons. We found, to our amaze-
ment, that the latest type Mig encoun-
tered over there had a capability we had
never believed the Russians could incor-
porate in that airplane at that time.
Its performance was superior to that of
our own planes. The only reason we pre-
vailed over them was that our pilots
were better trained and had more ex-
perience than the pilots flying the Migs.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. We can find
many examples where the military was
less optimistie than the facts established
in the use of the many weapons and
fighting machines that we produced.

During World War II I served as an
officer on a tank landing craft. I believe,
if one had available an estimate of the
fitness of that type of craft, it would
show that it was anticipated that, by the
time it had been used two or three times,
the enemy would have destroyed it. I
served in the Mediterranean theater of
operations. Of the LCT’s numbering
approximately 100 American craft of
which I had knowledge, we did not lose a
single LCT in four different invasions,
although the estimate was that we
would lose in excess of 25 percent in each
invasion. I do not believe we lost a single
LCT by gunfire, although we may have
lost one or two because the sea tore some
of them up; but as I recall, all of them
survived such enemy gunfire as they re-
ceived. Perhaps, because some of them
were not sufficiently seaworthy, we have
lost a few of them in storms but not as
the direct result of enemy action.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is amazing. I
did not know that we did nof lose a
single LST——

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. LCT—Iland-
ing craft tank.

Mr. RUSSELL. I mean LCT—in an
invasion of southern Europe. A number
?jcihem were under rather vigorous at-

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. We may
have-lost a few as a result of storms
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breaking them in two, or perhaps due to
poor seamanship or lack of experience in
handling that type of craft. I am speak-
ing, of course, of my service in the Medi-
terranean, where hardly a one was lost
as a result of enemy action.

Mr. RUSSELL. If we avoided losing
oge at Anzio, that was rather remark-
able.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. My recol-
lection is that not one was lost due to
enemy gunfire. That was, of course, in
the Mediterannean. The record at Nor-
mandy may have been less favorable,
but neither there nor in the Pacific was
the attrition more than nominal for
that type of craft.

Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
amendments may be agreed to en bloc,
and that the bill as amended be con-
sidered as original text for the purpose
of amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none and
it is so ordered.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, as I
have said, this could be the most im-
portant vote of the entire year. I be-
lieve that perhaps it will be the most
important vote. Certainly it will be the
most important vote on the authoriza-
tion of money for our military program.

What the Senator from Georgia has
said about the need for accelerating our
plans for manned bombers has covered
the subject adequately. Perhaps noth-
ing more needs to be said.

Our Preparedness Investigating Sub-
committee has gone into this matter
thoroughly. It held its first hearings
some 3 years ago, and it has kept up with
the status of our strategic striking power
since that time.

The recommended additional funds
are entirely in keeping and in line with
what most of us who are intimately
connected with this problem have
thought for several years.

Let us remember that there are no
manned bombers coming off the produc-
tion line to replace those that are being
lost and worn out. There have not been
any manned bombers coming off the
production line for almost 2 years, and
none will be produced under this amend-
ment, which would accelerate the pro-
gram substantially for 6 or 8 years more.

Let us remember, too, that 'these
planes will wear out. They are con-
suming themselves, so to speak, through
use, to the extent that we will have no
effective bomber force after the early
seventies, unless something is done to
develop and produce another manned
bomber. i

That means that by that time, the
early seventies, we will be relying en-
tirely on our missiles. Missiles certainly
have their place now, and they doubt-
less will be of increasing importance.
However, it certainly has not yet been
proven that we can rely on them. en-
tirely, and that they will fill all our
needs. It is clear that a balanced pro-
gram of manned and unmanned systems
is the only program we can safely rely
on. It is also clear as a bell to me that
we will need this program for the fore-
seeable future.
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I wholeheartedly support the recom-
mendation of the Senate Armed Services
Committee that $52 million be author-
ized for the accelerated and more rapid
development of a follow-on manned
bomber.

For years I have been concerned and
disturbed by the fact that we have had
no follow-on manned bomber in develop-
ment to replace our present fleet of
B-52's and B-58's when they become ob-
solete. The last B-52 and the last B-58
came off the production line in the fall
of 1962. They cannot last forever.
Sometime in the early 1970's at the latest
they will be worn out and obsolete and,
unless action is taken now, we will then
have no bomber fleet worthy of the
name.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. I am not deeply in-
volved in these particular matters, but I
have great respect for the Senator's views
in this particular area. I should like to
ask the Senator a question which ties in
with what he said. Can the Senator give
us his own concept—that is, if he feels
free to do so—on the phasing out of these
bombers? I might point out to him that
on previous oceasions I voted to sustain
the committee's position on this subject.
Therefore, I am not at all unsympathetic
in this matter. Could he give us some
concept with respect to phasing out of
the existing bombers and phasing in of
the new program, taking into considera-
tion the need for bombers and missiles,
and with the understanding that, with
progress in modern weapons, we may
eventually phase out all manned
bombers. Therefore, can the Senator
give us some idea of the phasing out
plans; where we stand now, where the
Senator would like to see us fit this
manned bomber program which is under
discussion, and what his thoughts are on
the whole manned bomber concept?

Mr. STENNIS. The manned bomber
force that we have now, with no new
bombers coming off the line, will be ob-
solete by the early 1970's. That seems
to be generally agreed by those who are -
knowledgeable in this field. The pro-
posed new bomber will take from 6 to 8
years at least from its present status
until we have them in the operational
inventory. :

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. I believe this is rather
important. We would be out of bombers
in the early 1970’s. Then this develop-
ment program gets phased in. For how
many years does the Senator contem-
plate, will there be a strategic require-
ment for manned bombers? From 1970
until when?

Mr., STENNIS. That is highly uncer-
tain. However, I believe we will need
a manned bomber for the foreseeable
future. There is certainly no proof yet
that we can take the risk of placing our
entire reliance on missiles. It may be
that this will be established in the 1970’s
but it has certainly not been established
at this time. In fact, without deprecat-
ing the missiles in the least, the proof"
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at this time is to the contrary, in my
opinion. There is recognition of the
need for manned bombers in the bill as
presented, of course.

Mr. JAVITS. In other words, the
stakes are so high that, unless we can
meet them, we have no business in the
game; and we must stay in the game.
Is that about the essence of it?

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. There are tables
which reflect how these bombers will be
phased out; but, generally speaking, it
is in the early 1970’s. Also, generally
speaking, if we push this matter, we
might have a follow-on manned bomber.
If we do not push it, the time will come
when we will be relying exclusively on
missiles.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr, CARLSON. I appreciate very
much the statement that is being made
by the distinguished Senator from Mis-
sissippi and the statement by the chair-
man of the committee with regard to the
need for continuing in the field of pro-
. ducing new bombers. It is a very inter-
esting background as we look back on
fhe production of bombers, how one
bomber was phased out after another.
I happen to come from a State which is
quite familiar with the production of
bombers. We had the B-17, B-29, B-36,
B-52, and B-58.

If we do not get a bomber on the line,
we will certainly be phased out and in
that way we will be endangering our
national defense. It is essential that we
keep these bombers in production. I
live in an area where we are surrounded
by missiles. I am not revealing any
secret. Everyone knows about that. In
the interest of national security, we must
get these bombers on the line.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator.
I said that we would be phasing out our
present bombers in the early seventies.
Prior to making that statement I checked
to see if that information was classified.
I thought it might be. It is not classi-
fied. However, the tables showing the

precise information are classified.
Therefore we cannot put them in
the RECORD.

We are losing B-52's right along.
They are being put to uses for which
they were not designed. That makes for
a higher attrition rate. They are wear-
ing themselves out. These are the facts

of life.

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

Mr. STENNIS. 1Iyield.

Mr. GORE. The Senator from Ten-
nessee has listened with a great deal
of interest and attention to the distin-
guished junior Senator from Mississippi.
He made a statement about reliability
of our missiles. I understood him to say
that the record indicated some question
about whether reliability had been
proven. I may not be correctly stating
his position. Will he restate his posi-
tion?

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from
Mississippi was not trying to pass judg-
ment on the reliability of our missiles
in his previous remarks. That will be
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covered in a different way. A special
study of it is being made now by the Pre-
parcdness Subcommittee. The reliabil-
ity of our missiles has not yet been proven
to the extent that we can put all our eggs
in that basket, and rely entirely upon
missiles. The concept for years to come
has to be one of a balanced and flexible
force. Our strategic striking power
must be balanced between missiles and
bombers. Bombers can complete their
mission and return and be recycled for
further use. There are human brains in
their cockpit. In many cases, they carry
their own missiles with them.

To eliminate altogether the manned
bomber with its flexibility, its ability to
assess damage, and its ability to return
and be used again, and rely entirely upon
electronic and mechanical missiles is a
risk that we cannot take.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield.

Mr. GORE. I am listening to the
debate, hoping to obtain sufficient infor-
mation to reach a decision on this ques-
tion. It seems to me that the date when
we can safely rely upon missiles goes to
the heart of the question as to whether
the manned bomber should be phased
out. It was for that reason that I asked
the distinguished Senator from Missis-
sippi to elucidate the point upon which
he had touched.

Mr. STENNIS. It is purely a matter
of judgment as to exactly when that
will be. We may reach that point by the
early 1970’s. It is theoretically possible
that a bomber could be built, but that
missiles would have advanced so far that
the bomber would not be used. But we
cannot now afford to take that chance.
To the Senator from Mississippi, that is
as clear as a bell.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. With respect to the
basic question asked by the Senator from
Tennessee, the reliability of missiles is
improving every day and is measuring
up to the estimates that were made 2
years ago concerning their proficiency.
But that does not necessarily mean that
we can dispose of the manned bomber.
That is so for a number of reasons. Both
we and the Russians—the degree may
be secret, but not the fact—are spending
large sums in undertaking to prepare de-
fensive systems for both these weapons.
If we eliminate the bomber and let the
Russians devote all their resources to
defense against missiles, they are sure
to develop such a defense more rapidly
than they would if they had to prepare
two defensive systems.

We are in exactly the same position,
but I insist that we have more things
of greater value to defend than do the
Russians. We can afford to undertake
to develop the two weapon systems and,
at the same time, work on defenses
against theirs.

There are some things that a bomber
can do that a missile cannot in any cir-
cumstances do. Certain missions re-
quire pinpoint accuracy as when the
bomber would go into an area after mis-

February 27

siles have been fired, to see whether the
estimate of the targets was correct, and
even to finish them off.

Mr. STENNIS. If I may interpose,
such action would include finding hid-
den or mobile targets.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is correct. It
is not revealing any secret to say that
our potential enemy has infinitely more
information about the location of our
military targets than we have with re-
spect to his. Therefore, it matters not
how many missiles we might have; some
of the targets might be overlooked or
not found because the missile could not
locate them; whereas the manned
bomber, if the original missile firing has
been successful and has impaired the
enemy’s defensive system, can go into
the area, pinpoint the remaining essen-
tial targets, and knock them out.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Mississippi further yield,
so that I may ask the Senator from
Georgia a question?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield for that pur-
pose.

Mr. GORE. Do Icorrectly understand
the view of the distinguished Senator
from Georgia to be that, first, the ac-
curacy and dependability of missile de-
velopment are, as of now, attaining the
schedule which had been anticipated?

Mr. RUSSELL., That is correct.

Mr. GORE. Second, even though the
accuracy, dependability, and proficiency
of missilery, if I may use that word, con-
tinue to develop satisfactorily, the Sen-
ator views the situation as requiring a
supplementary system, even though the
missilery produced satisfactory results?

Mr. RUSSELL. That is exactly my
position. A mix is needed, because how-
ever much missiles may be perfected,
there will be some targets that missiles
will not find, that can be found only
through the eyes of men. No device that
can be attached to a missile will enable
the missile to seek out and destroy such
targets.

I believe our missiles would wreak un-
told havoc on any enemy. But the
enemy, likewise, has such capacity. If
there is a war of extermination, I hope
that such seed as is left will be in the
United States, not in some opposing
country. We cannot be assured of that
if we do not maintain a flexible, stra-
tegic offensive system that can be
adapted to any circumstances that might
arise.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Mississippi further yield?
Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield.

Mr. GORE. The distinguished senior
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL],
like the senior Senator from Tennes-
see, will recall the photographs of atomic
launching cellars and missile launching
cellars, made by the renowned V-2
planes, which he and I and other Sena-
tors viewed.

Mr. RUSSELL. The U-2.

Mr. GORE. The U-2. As I recall
those photographs, many launching sites
were in isolated areas which could be
reached only by a missile having pin-
point accuracy. Is this type of spe-
cialized target one of the types to which
the Senator refers?




1964

Mr. RUSSELL. That is one of them,
but in addition, there may be secret
targets that will not be located by any
ordinary intelligence.

Some of our airplanes are kept in the
air at all times today, even in a relatively
cool period of the cold war, so that they
will not be vulnerable. If all these planes
are phased out in the early 1970's—
frankly, I fear they may not be opera-
tional that long in view of some of the
defects that have shown up as a result
of their being used for purposes for
which they were never intended—we
could be denied a very valuable weapon.
I believe that is an ultraconservative
statement.

I do not believe that a country as rich
and as powerful as ours can afford to
depend on one punch for its salvation
and defense when two are available at a
not inordinate expense. When we talk
about a billion dollars, it is expensive,
but a billion dollars in this area, when
measured against the total value of the
United States and our emergence as the
remainder of civilization in a nuclear

* war, is a very small amount.

Mr. GORE. 1 thank both distin-
guished Senators.

Mr. STENNIS. I may say to the senior
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Gore] that
the ability to survive an enemy attack
is something that is presently unknown.
It will probably continue to be unknown
to a great degree in the 1970’s and even
the 1980's perhaps. To have bombers
available for that eventuality alone justi-
fies, in my opinion, the development and
procurement of an advanced bomber.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. STENNIS. Iyield.

Mr. GORE. The statement which the
Senator has just made is challenging.
Would a part of the ability of the U.S.
missile capacity to survive attack be in-
volved in something other than direct
destruction, such as electroni¢ disturb-
ance and advanced scientific instru-
ments?

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is cor-
rect. It would not have to be physical
destruction. The system could be ren-
dered ineffective by having its capacity
for guidance and other fragile parts of
the system incapacitated.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Mississippi yield for a ques-
tion?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
McINTYRE in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Mississippi yield to the Sena-
tor from Kentucky?

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield.

Mr. COOPER. The Senator from
Mississippi knows that often when ap-
propriations are proposed for new weap-
ons of defense, the experience is that
before the new weapons are available,
they are found to be obsolete.

Mr, STENNIS. Yes.

Mr. COOPER. I remember that last
yvear, in connection with the appropria-
tion for the Nike-Zeus, at our closed ses-
sion we decided, by majority vote, that
the appropriation requested for the Nike-
Zeus would not be made, but that instead
the appropriation requested for it would

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

be extended and applied to a new
of weapon. ¥

Mr. STENNIS. Yes.

Mr. COOPER. I think it was argued
at that time that a continued appropria-
tion for the Nike-Zeus would be wasteful,
because by the time that weapon would
be developed, it would not meet the need.

I wholly support the position of the
Senator from Mississippi and the posi-
tion of the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
RusseLL], the chairman of the commit-
tee.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
from Kentucky.

Mr. COOPER. Let me ask whether the
design of this bomber is capable of modi-
fication as time passes, in order to meet
any new needs.

Mr. STENNIS. Yes; for this bomber
is not yet in the design stage.

Mr. COOPER. I realize that.

Mr, STENNIS. This is a feasibility
study; and then will come the question
of defining the major requirements and
characteristics of the aircraft—its capa-
bilities at high and low altitudes, its
speed, range, and payload.

This decision is to push forward that
part of the program; but it is adaptable.

Mr. COOPER. It is adaptable?

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. Itis now in only
the first stage, and it can be modified to
any necessary extent.

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator
from Mississippi. He and the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL] are always
most persuasive.

Mr., STENNIS. I thank the Senator
from Kentucky.

Mr. President, to continue my state-
ment, I was saying that it is unthinkable
that we should be left without a bomber
fleet. If that were to occur, we would be
forced to place our entire strategic reli-
ance upon long-range missiles. That is
an eventuality which I hope will not
come to pass.

In saying this, let me make clear that
I am not downgrading the importance or
destructiveness of our intercontinental
ballistic missiles. They are an essential
and important part of our deterrent and
striking power. However, I am firmly
convinced that the security of this Nation
now requires—and- will require for the
foreseeable future—a mixed and bal-
anced force of strategic missiles and
manned, long-range aircraft. Only with
such a force can we achieve and main-
tain the operational flexibility which is
so essential. ’

For the follow-on manned bomber, the
recommendation of the committee is
that $52 million be authorized in the fis-
cal year 1965 for the program definition
phase. This compares with the $5 mil-
lion requested by the Secretary of De-
fense—an amount which I consider en-
tirely inadequate.

I am completely persuaded by the testi-
mony of Gen. Curtis E. LeMay, Chief
of Staff of the Air Force, who told the
committee positively and flatly that it
is of the utmost urgency that action be
commenced now for the orderly and ex-
peditious development and ultimate pro-
curement of a new bomber. The logic
behind this is apparent. To get a new
aircraft of this nature from the drav-ing
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board into the operational inventory will
take from 6 to 8 years. If, as we are told,
our present aircraft will not be capable
of doing the necessary job 6 to 8 years
from now, there is no sound argument
for delay in getting the development
started, unless one believes, which I do
not, that manned aircraft are completely
out of the future military picture.

The proposed follow-on manned bomb-
er would have greatly enhanced opera-
tional capabilities. It would be able to
penetrate enemy defenses at very low
levels—or “on the deck”—at the speed
of sound. At high levels, its speed would
be more than twice the speed of sound.
It would have sufficient range to be able
to penetrate to many enemy targets and
return to its home base without refuel-
ing. That is a point which the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Gore] might con-
sider. It would carry a wide variety of
improved armament, including versatile
and accurate air-launched missiles.

The funds which would be authorized
under the bill as reported would be used
to make a start on the components and
subsystems which have the longest lead-
time for development and production.
An early start on such long leadtime
components is essential and vital to the
timely completion of the entire aircraft
system.  All of us know that the devel-
opment and production of such com-
ponents sets the pace for the completion
of the overall weapon system. :

To assure that all of the technical bar-
riers are surmounted in accordance with
the development and production sched-
ule, contracts will have to be let to a
number of contractors who will submit
design proposals on a competitive basis.
All of this takes valuable time.

Therefore, I believe that the provision
of the amount recommended by the
committee will buy precious time for us.
A lesser sum would limit our activities
in the fiscal year 1965 to feasibility
studies only, which would delay getting
the operational aircraft into the inven-

.tory. In recent years there seems taq

have been a growing tendency to limit
to such studies the work on major
weapon systems which are essential to
our national defense; and, in many
cases, such systems have literally been
studied to death. The B-T0 is a prime
example: of what happens. to weapon
systems development when it .is sub=
jected.to repeated stops and starts and
when there is not a strong, orderly, and
continuous program to bring it.to com=-
pletion. : o i, 7

General LeMay has told us' that the
proposed follow-on bomber has already
been studied for the past 1% years. He
also told us that the development and
production of it are well within the
present state of the art and the current
capabilities of our aerospace industry.
He also said, without any reservation
whatsoever, that there is a clear, pres-
ent, and urgent need for designing and
developing a follow-on bomber as expe-
ditiously as possible. I cannot help
being persuaded by this firm and posi-
tive testimony from a man who is rightly
considered to be the greatest expert in
the world on strategic airpower.
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Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
will the able Senator from Mississippi
yield?

. Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to
the distinguished Senator from Missouri.

Mr. SYMINGTON, Mr. President, we
are now listening to one of the great
authorities in this'-body and in the coun-
try on problems incident to our military
strength. I am much impressed with
his excellent presentation. And also
with that made by the Senior Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL], chairman
of the committee. They are most ex-
perienced authorities in this body on
this subject.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr, President, I am
flattered, indeed, by the kind words
of the Senator from Missouri; but I
point out that most of what I have
learned on this subject, I have learned
from the Senator from Missouri. It is
my good fortune to sit beside him in this
Chamber.

®  Mr.SYMINGTON. Mr. President, the
Senator from Mississippi is very kind.

Is it not true that world history often
shows when people begin to dig into the
ground as the basic way to defend them-
selves—whether it be by means of a
Maginot line or otherwise—eventually
they find they have dug themselves into
deep trouble? }

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from
Missouri is indeed correct, for history
shows that such a course results only
in defeat, rather than in victory.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Does not the Sen-
ator from Mississippi also agree that,
whereas the outbreak of a strategic war
in which missiles are utilized appears
more improbable today than a few years
ago there are now actually going on in
the world many conflicts in which con-
ventional weapons are being used, and,
therefore in which manned aircraft are
being used heavily?

Mr. STENNIS. That is true.

Mr. SYMINGTON. If in the future a
war of that character were to break
out—although all of us hope and pray it
will not, would not such a war be more
likely to be of the conventional type,
including the use of manned planes,

Tather than one in which missile equip-
ment would be used? Does the Senator
from Mississippi believe that to be true?

Mr. STENNIS. Yes, I heartily agree.
The Senator from Missouri has set forth
correctly the situation with which we
are faced.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Finally, I would
ask my able and distinguished friend
from Mississippi the following: If all the
targets in our country which have to be
considered by a possible aggressor, are
limited in effect to our fixed missile bases,
which can be clearly targeted, would not
the problems of those who might wish to
attack our country be very much simpli-
fied as contrasted with the problems an
enemy would face if we had bomber dis-
persion and the aggressor did not know
where all our retaliatory weaponry was
located?

Mr. STENNIS. That is an excellent
point. The Senator from Missouri is the
first to bring out that point clearly. If we
limit our striking force to missiles alone,
a potential enemy would know exactly
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where the missile sites were located. All
the enemy would have to do to render us
defenseless would be to develop a system
which would render our missiles inopera-
tive. He would not have to destroy the
missiles, but merely make them inopera-
tive. The versatility and resourcefulness
of the manned bomber could not possibly
be overcome in any such simple way.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sena-
tor. As the able Senator from Louisiana
brought out, there was a time when the
Congress did not agree with the adminis-
tration and, therefore, appropriated ap-
proximately $800 million more for
manned aircraft. The money was not
used at that time. Everyone later wished
it had been used, because when we were
forced into the Korean war a few months
later, we found ourselves inadequate in
either quantity or quality of aircraft.
This cost many American lives. I re-
member something about that subject,
because during that year I was Secretary
of the Air Force. Does not the Senator
agree that if we appropriate this money,
we are expressing the considered opinion
of the Congress that this Nation should
not abandon further development of of-
fensive combat aircraft in favor of mis-
siles exclusively? Nevertheless we are
not requiring the Secretary of Defense
to spend the money if he still believes it
not to be necessary.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is correct.
After all, it is a guestion of judgment.
The Secretary of Defense is as honest,
upright, and sincere as it is possible for a
man to be. The Secretary must make
thousands of decisions, major decisions,
on our far-reaching military program
each year.

It is rather striking to me that those
of us who sit at the committee table and
hear testimony on these subjects year
after year—including the Senator from
Missouri, who has been involved in these
questions since 1947 or before—are
unanimous in the opinion that we ought
not to take a chance, but ought to push
the proposed new bomber. That decision
is underscored by the fact that, as has
been mentioned earlier today, our B-52's
are being used for purposes for which
they were not primarily designed. That
use puts additional strain on them. They
are not cracking up, but they are wear-
ing out much faster than had been an-
ticipated. That fact shows that they
will become obsolete earlier than ex-
pected. We shall not have them as long
as we once thought we would.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
there are many other questions I should
like to ask the Senator from Mississippi,
but at least from my standpoint, and
I am sure that of a large majority of
Senators, in view of the fact this money
would be spent only as a result of a
decision on the part of the Commander
in Chief and the Secretary of Defense,
and in view of the fact that its authoriza-
tion would merely be an expression on
the part of the Congress that we should
not abandon offensive manned aircraft,
in favor of missilery, I shall not take any
more time, since the Senator from Mis-
sissippi has made his point so well.

I would say at this point in this dis-
cussion, however, that no one in this

February 27

body has more respect for Secretary
McNamara than have I. We here, how-
ever, have the duty to offer our best
thinking through our advice.

I express my complete agreement with
the Senator from Mississippi and present
to the Senate that what he has said is in
my opinion sound and correct. After lis-
tening to the testimony for many years,
the committee has become convinced that
it is important for the United States to
preserve offensive aircraft, manned by
people, instead of concentrating entirely
on electronics and underground develop-
ments as the only strategic method of
defending the United States. I thank
the Senator, and congratulate him on his
remarks.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
again. He has made many fine points.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Does the Senator
from Mississippi agree that the Secre-
tary of Defense, the President of the
United States, and all the members of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff except General
LeMay, and so far as I know, all members
of the Senate committee, agree that we
should go ahead with the study of a
manned bomber? There is no doubt
about that, is there?

Mr. STENNIS. Yes; we all agree.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Did the Senator
imply in the course of his remarks that
in the event we should not begin to pro-
duce a manned bomber within the next
couple of years, by 1970 there would be
such an attrition of B-52’s that we would
be virtually out of an effective manned
bomber force?

Mr. STENNIS. The testimony on that
particular point is that we would be out
of them by the early 1970's.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not correct
that in 1961, when Secretary of Defense
McNamara opposed the continuation of
the B-52’s, and said that they should be
ended in October 1962, he wrote the
Senator from Wisconsin a letter in which
he said that the assembly lines could be
restarted in a matter of a few months;
and that he personally had made a care-
ful study. The Secretary of Defense is,
of course, an expert on assembly line
production. Did he not indicate that
within a short time, if it became ap-
parent that we needed additional pro-
duction of B-52 bombers, though rec-
ognizing that the design is old and
subsonic, we could have them? Is that
correct?

Mr. STENNIS. That is correct. That
could be done now. But many other
things have developed since then. He
does not recommend it now.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not true that
although the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. SymincTon], the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. RusseLL], and the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. STENNis] are the
experts of the Senate on these ques-
tions——

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from
Mississippi is not.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator from
Mississippi is an expert so far as I am
concerned. General LeMay is almost
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alone in insisting on the authorization
of $52 million. The Secretary of De-
fense, all members of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff except for General LeMay, and the
President of the United States agree that
$5 million is adequate, and all that can
be used until the study has been made,
‘and that it might be wasteful to proceed
with the expenditure of an additional
$52 million. Is that correct?

Mr. STENNIS. ‘I shall not compare
personalities; I merely compare the op-
portunities to know of the man who is
the most knowledgeable on the subject
of strategic striking power. This is Gen-
‘eral LeMay. He thinks that it would be
a grave error' to defer this matter. As
the- Senator from Georgia has pointed
out, it is not a contest now between Mr.
McNamara and General LeMay. But on
the question of strategic striking power,
I do not believe there is any higher au-
thority in the world than General LeMay
and those who have been through this
question with him. He is the father of
the project. He is not given to extreme
emotionalism.

With all deference to other members
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, I do not
think they oppose the item. They may

- have priorities of their own. It is a mat-
ter of judgment. We all start with the
fact that we need additional bombers,
as the Senator has said. But the mere
fact that the Chief of Naval Operations
may not agree to the proposal does not
detract one bit from General LeMay's
position.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Does not the Sena-
tor agree, however, that if' Congress
should adopt a policy of giving the Navy

* Chief of Staff all that he feels is neces-
sary, the Army Chief all it wants, as
well as giving General LeMay what he
desires, without the Secretary of Defense
deciding what the resources of our Na-
tion can stand, we would end with a
budget of $65 billion or even more for
the armed services?

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from
Mississippi has never recommended that
we follow that course. It is not a mat-
ter of giving one branch of the service
something because it wants it. It is a
matter of including an item because we
are convinced there is a real require-
ment for it.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Is it not true that
one of the chief leaders, if not the leader,
in pushing through the $300 million con-
gressional request for additional manned
aircraft, just prior to the Korean war,
was the then Senator Lyndon B. John-
son?

Mr., STENNIS. The Senator is cor-
rect. I remember that debate on the
floor of the Senate in 1948.

Mr. SYMINGTON. It turned out to
be one of the wisest suggestions Con-
gress ever made. Is it not also true that
the question as to whether the $5 mil-
lion or the $52 million,4pr any part of
either, will be spent, will ultimately de-
pend on the same citizen with the advice
of the Secretary of Defense and the
Chiefs of Staff?
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Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is cor-
rect—the President, the Chiefs of Staff,
and the Secretary of Defense.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

. Mr. PROXMIRE. Have not the Presi-
dent of the United States and the Secre-
tary of Defense both indicated that they
wanted $5 million instead of $52 million?

Mr. STENNIS. As of November, or
December, or early January, yes. The
Senator is saying there is money in the
bill that could perhaps be transferred to
this purpose if need be; but, as the Sena-
tor from Georgia pointed out, this pro-
posal requires legislative expression as
to importance and priority. The ulti-
mate decision will be made by the Presi-
dent, the Joint Chiefs, and the Secretary
of Defense.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Ithank the Senator
from Mississippi. He has been very
patient.

Mr. STENNIS. I appreciate that. I
desire to yield the floor as soon as
possible,

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not true that
we need to know how this bomber is
going to be employed, how it is going to
stand up against enemy fire, how it will
be able to penetrate, and so forth? The
expenditure of this additional amount of
money could very likely be wasted, as
was true on the Mariner, the Skybolt,
the Dyna-Soar, the B-T70, and others.
Some $3 billion that Congress has appro-
priated in the past and that has been
spent has, in the judgment of officials in
the Defense Department and elsewhere,
been largely wasted because there were
not sufficiently sharp conceptions.

Mr. STENNIS. With all due respect,
the Senator from Wisconsin has been
misinformed about the stage of the pro-
posed bomber. It is in such an early
stage that there is very little on paper.
In the budget there was a provision of
$5 million for a feasibility study. This
proposal would push a little further the
study of the type of plane we need most
and its speed, range, payload, capabil-
ities at high and low altitudes, and other
characteristics. The study would be de-
signed to answer the questions the Sen-
ator has raised. No prototype is con-
templated at this time.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Secretary of
Defense says they need $5 million for it,
and the committee says the amount
should be $52 million. That is the issue.

Mr. STENNIS. That is correct.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. I should like to sug-
gest that if we had to know in advance
every one of the things that the Senator
from Wisconsin has enumerated, we
would not have built the first airplane.
We would not have had any. Nobody
can tell in advance exactly how a weapon
or aircraft will perform. We may-have
designs and very good estimates, but very
often they turn out to be only estimates.
If we had to have all that information,
we would not have had a plane at all.
It has to be tried out.

Mr. STENNIS. That is true. We
have had some that did not “pan out.”
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I think the Senator from Wisconsin has
been misinformed as to how the addi-
tional money will be used.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Perhaps what I
said was misunderstood. I was referring
to what the plane was to be employed
for. Of course, there must be a proto-
type, but it would be well if we knew
where we were going and had some gen-
eral study of the subject. It will take
a year or so, and will take $5 million;
and we do not have to have additional
money.

Mr. STENNIS. The additional money
will save 12 to 18 months in the same
program.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr.
will the Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS, I yield.. -

Mr. GOLDWATER. In reply to what
the Senator from Wisconsin has been
saying, we are not talking about a new
concept; we are talking about a bomber,
one that will go a little faster and higher,
or lower and faster. I believe the Air
Force knows the techniques involved. I
think the Secretary of Defense will live
to regret the day when they eliminated
the Skybolt, because it gives a flex-
ibility which a missile system does not
have. We are talking about a weapon
system that has been tried and proved
in four wars. We are not talking about a
system that has never been tried under
conditions approaching combat. ;

I think if we put off the design of a
manned bomber 1 more year, we are go-
ing to get'into the danger of an inade-
quate defense, because if we take the
word of the Secretary that 75 percent
of our nuclear power is carried in the
bomb bays of the SAC bombers, by 1972
or 1973 we will only have 25 to 35 percent
of our nuclear weight left.

I back up the request of the Senator
from Georgia for this money. I think it
should be made clear to the Secretary
that it is the consensus of the Congress
that our defenses are inadequate and
that we had better start spending this
money to make it adequate, and that we
do not want to put all our eggs in the
missile basket, because there are a lot of
holes in it.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator.
We have used up a great amount of time
already on the B-70 or the RS-70. There
is nothing now on the drawing boards.
There are no old ones or new ones com-
ing off the supply lines.

I wish to conclude my statement, Mr.
President.

I hope, Mr. President, that the Senate
will adopt the committee’s recommenda-
tion and make the $52 million available
for this vital purpose. If we do so, it.
will save a year or a year and a half in
the time when this weapon system is
placed in the hands of our operational
forces. With these additional funds, ac-
cording to General LeMay, the new
manned bomber could become opera-

President,

. tional in late 1971 or early 1972. I fear

that any delay in providing funds for

these purposes will seriously jeopardize.

our security and vital national interests.
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that when the

MecGovern-Nelson-Proxmire amendment
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is offered, there be a time limitation of

“ 1 hour; 30 minutes to be under the con-
trol of the distinguished Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. McGoveErN] and 30
minutes under the control of the chair-
man of the committee, the distinguished
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL].

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, is & yea-and-
nay vote planned on this amendment?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I understand that
there will be a yea-and-nay vote.

Mr. SYMINGTON. My colleague and

I have an important engagement in an-
other Government agency uptown at 3
o’clock. Therefore, I hope the time can
be either shortened or increased.
* Mr. MANSFIELD. I would say we
would not get to a vote until the full hour
was completed. If the Senator will tell
someone here where he is, we shall try to
bring him back in a reasonable time.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object—and I do not in-
tend to object—would this agreement
foreclose & request for additional time?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Not if needed.

Mr. TOWER. It appears that perhaps
some more time may be needed. There-
fore, time could be requested?

Mr. MANSFIELD. If more time is
needed, it will be given.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest of the Senator from Montana?
‘The Chair hears none, and it is so or-
dered.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, informed the Senate that,
pursuant to the provisions of section 2
(b), Public Law 88-271, the Speaker had
appointed Mr. O’BrieN of New York, and
Mr. WesTLAND, of Washington, as mem-
bers of the United States-Puerto Rico
Commission on the status of Puerto Rico,
on the part of the House.

The message announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 9640) to authorize appropriations
for procurement of vessels and aircraft
and construction of shore and offshore
establishments for the Coast Guard.

REQUEST FOR REFERRAL OF CIVIL
RIGHTS BILL (H.R. 7152) TO COM-
MITTEE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if I
may have the attention of Senators, I
am about to repeat the unanimous-con-
sent request which I made last evening,
which was objected to at that time. .I
hope that today it will not be objected to,
and that, after Senators have had a night
to think the matter over, it will be pos-
sible to have the request agreed to.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that House bill 7152 be referred to
the Judiciary Committee with instruc-
tions to report back without recommen-
dations or amendments to the Senate
11ot. later than noon, Wednesday, March
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, we have a
committee system in this body; and no
self-respecting committee would consider
a bill under such a procedure, under
which we could not make a recommen-
dation or amend the bill.

In 1960, a bill of this nature was sent
to the Judiciary Committee with a time
limit of 10 days, I believe. The commit-
tee made 20 amendments which the lib-
erals of the Senate accepted. I do not
believe that a self-respecting commit-
tee could accept or consider a bill un-
der such a situation. With the exception
of the chairman, there are able lawyers
on the Judiciary Committee. With the
exception of the chairman, the member-
ship includes the best qualified minds
in the Senate to deal with this subject.

Yesterday, the distinguished Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. ErviN]l as-
sured the Senate that he stood ready to
expedite hearings in his Subcommittee
on Constitutional Amendments. This is
a bill on which there have been no hear-
ings by a legislative committee. Yester-

‘day, it was stated time and again on the

floor that it came from the Rules Com-
mittee in the House, a nonlegislative
committee, and that it had not had con-
sideration by a single legislative com-
mittee.

I believe that a unanimous-consent re-
quest that the bill be referred to a com-
mittee and be reported back and that
the committee shall have no power to
make a recommendation or an amend-
ment to the bill is an insult to every
member of that committee.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
the Senator will withhold his objection,
let me say that I thoroughly disagree
with the distinguished Senator from Mis-
sissippi, because his committee has had
months to consider much of this legis-
lation, and the net result has been one
witness and one questioner.

In view of the fact that the distin-
guished minority leader has expressed a
desire that certain witnesses be called
before the Judiciary Committee to give
their views on section 7, I hope that nei-
ther the Senator from Mississippi nor
any other Senator will object to this re-
quest, and will understand that, so far
as the leadership is concerned, at least
on this side, it—and I speak of “it” in
& neuter gender—has to protect its
rights insofar as possible, insofar as they
mean anything. This is one way by
means of which witnesses can be called
and certain questions, such as those
raised by the distinguished minority
leader, might be answered through inter-
rogation of witnesses.

Mr., EASTLAND. The net result
would be that we would be handcuffed.
That is what the meaning is. The only
way the Judiciary Committee wishes to
deal with a bill is in its normal course.
I do not care about a time limitation,
but I will not be a party to sending a
bill to that committee when it cannot
amend it and cannot make a recommen-

-dation.

It is true that 4 years ago there were
20 amendments added, and those amend-
ments were adopted by the Senate. The
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leadership of the Senate stated that the
committee had improved the bill as a
result of those hearings.

Therefore, Mr. President, I object.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Montana yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator under-
stands that he notified me that this
question would be raised. He did—al-
though I was not personally aware of it.
Be that as it may, may I ask the majority
leader a question?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Certainly.

Mr. JAVITS. This is the second time
the unanimous-consent request has been
made. Yesterday I objected to it, and
today I was preparing to object to it
again, having thought about it over-
night, believing that it should be ob-
jected to.

Mr, MANSFIELD., Other Senators
were also prepared to object, but I
thought that the issue should be laid
before the Senate today, if possible.

Mr. JAVITS. May I ask the majority
leader now whether we may assume that
that is “it” and that we do not have to
assume that the request will be pre-
sented to the Senate again, because if
that is the situation, we shall have to
post sentinels.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I believe the Sen-
ator from New York is raising hobgob-
lins, which is not his wont. I did send
word—I forget through whom to notify
both Senators from the State of New
York, so there was no bad judgment in-
volved, so far as I knew.

Mr. JAVITS. I would not charge that.

Mr. MANSFIELD. With the excep-
tion of the distinguished Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morsel, I tried to notify
interested Senators. I must admit that
it was near the last when I notified the
distinguished minority leader, who has
a vital interest in this question. I hope
he was notified in time.

I do not intend to submit this request
again today. Whether I shall present
it in the days ahead, I believe is almost
a moot question, because what I was
trying to do, in effect, was to help Sen-
ators who are in favor of civil rights to
obtain a few more votes if possible, and
smooth down a few feelings, while the
military procurement bill and the farm
bill on wheat and cotton were under con-
sideration. I believe it was a move which
would have been in favor of the propo-
nents of civil rights, and should have
been accepted by the proponents, but on
& unanimous-consent request every Sen-
ator can express his views. Two Sen-
ators have done so. And using only a
little flexibility, so far as I am concerned,
I should say that the question is dead.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. In view of the fact that
the Senator said something about the
civil rights proponents——

Mr. MANSFIELD. I did.

Mr. JAVITS. These matters are al-
ways questions of balance as to whether
they do more harm than good in terms
of a given cause.

Two major sections of the civil rights
bill, the section with regard to fair em-
ployment opportunity and the section
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with regard to public accommodations,
were fully considered, as separate bills,
by two other committees of the Senate.
The bills were reported and are on the
calendar, and both are important parts
of the proposed legislation.

Nonetheless, the majority leader’s pro-
posal was to send the House-passed civil
rights bill to yet another committee, be-
fore which the entire bill as introduced
in the Senate has been lying dormant,
like all previous civil rights bills, since
last summer.

With the best conscience in the world,
I deeply feel that the balance, under this
particular unanimous request, is against
and not for the civil rights proponents.

I fully respect the majority leader. I
know he would not do anything, in deep-
est conscience, which he felt would be
improper. But there are different points
of view. I believe that is the case in this
instance. I thank the Senator from
Montana, and give him that assurance.

Mr. RUSSELL obtained the floor.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I have been recog-
nized by the Presiding Officer, but I will
defer to the Senator from New York.

Mr. KEATING. I wish to express my
gratitude to the distinguished majority
leader for notifying me, as I had in-
formed him I would have objected. I
find myself, curiously, in agreement with
the chairman of the committee. I never
thought I would reach the point, in this
particular debate, where I would be in
agreement with him on anything.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from
New York is referring, of course, to the
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. East-
LAND]?

Mr. KEEATING. That is correct. The
Senator from Mississippi says it is down-
grading a committee to shackle it by
sending it a bill with these directions—
directions, which prevent the committee
from doing anything at all. If a bill is
to be sent to a committee, it should be
sent with power in the committee to act.
I object to the proposal, on all the
grounds which my colleague, Senator
JaviTs, has set forth plus those stated by
the chairman. I am, therefore, doubly
opposed to the request.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Sen-
ator from Georgia for yielding to the
Senator from New York.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I am
certain the distinguished majority lead-
er made this proposal in all sincerity. I
did not understand why he thought it
would cause a great uprising in the
Senate, and that Senators who are op-
posed to the so-called civil rights bill
would support his proposal. If there
ever was any kind of shadowboxing, it
would be to send a bill to committee and
say to it, “You cannot make recommen-
dations, and you cannot amend it. All
you can do is to dip the bill in the Ju-
diciary Committee and bring it back.”

Something was said about the desire
to hear witnesses. What kind of wit-
nesses would come before a committee
under circumstances of that kind? To
oppose some changes in the bill? To
point out some infirmities in the bill? To
expose some hidden vices in the bill?
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He might as well get out in his back-
yard. Perhaps some Senators are not
familiar with the expression “backyard.”
I am, because I am from the country.
He might as well stick his head out the
living room window as to come down here
to testify before a committee which could
not make any recommendation of any
sort on a bill, and which would have to
report it back automatically to the Sen-
ate. What witness would feel he was
contributing anything to the welfare of
the country, whether the witness was for
or against the bill, by testifying, when he
knew in advance that the committee
could not do anything about the hbill?
He might as well talk with a doorkeep-
er, and air his views on the bill to him.
He would at least get a more attentive
hearing, because committee members
would not be very attentive or diligent
in their attendance under such circum-
stances.

I do not in any way desire to reflect
on the Senator, but this is a suggestion
which is not likely to meet with any great
favor on either side. I was a little in-
trigued with the difference of opinion be-
tween the two Senators from New York.
Yesterday, the senior Senator from New
York objected on the ground that such
a great and resounding victory had been
won that nobody should be permitted to
discuss it further in the Committee on
the Judiciary. His junior colleague, a
member of the committee, today very
properly said that the committee would
have been shackled with the bill before
it.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the Senator.
I yield to both Senators from New York.

Mr. KEATING. Merely for clarifica-
tion. To my own amazement I agree
with the Senator and with the Senator
from Mississippi on the objection. I also
agree with my colleague from New York.
This unanimous-consent request is ob-
jectionable on all grounds. The bill is
on the calendar. Sending it to the Judi-
ciary Committee would be a supreme act
of supererogation. Nothing could be
gained by it. We have had that experi-
ence before. So my grounds are those
expressed by both the Senator from New
York and the Senator from Mississippi.
I wished to have the record clear on that
point.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from
New York stands on both objections, the
objection of his colleague from New York
and that of the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. KEATING. Yes.

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

Mr, RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I must applaud the
majority leader for his generosity in his
effort to try to compose the situation.
There has been a hassle on this question
today. I recognize the diversity of view-
point. If it is not in violation of the
letter and spirit of the Supreme Court
decision in the New York prayer case,
all I wish to say is “Amen.”

Mr. RUSSELL and Mr. ALLOTT ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Georgia has the floor.

Mr. RUSSELL. I suppose this pro-
posal will resolve itself into a motion
at the appropriate time. The Senator
from Oregon has served notice that he
would make a motion, after the dis-
cussion on whether the bill should be
taken up. If and when the bill is made
the unfinished business, the Senator
from Oregon has stated, he would un-
dertake to have it committed to the
committee with instructions.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the Senator.
I looked for him, but the Senator had
disappeared. I saw him rise earlier with
his colleague.

Mr. JAVITS. There is no trapdoor in
the Senate. I was very much present.
Will the Senator yield so that I may ad-
dress a parliamentary inquiry to the
Chair?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield for that pur-
pose.

Mr. JAVITS. Is it a fact that a mo-
tion to refer a bill to a committee, with
or without conditions, may not be made
until the bill is actually the pending busi-
ness, and may not be made during the
consideration of a motion to make it the
pending business?

Mr. RUSSELL. That is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Chalr, and
I thank the Senator.

Mr. RUSSELL. I had just said that.
I said that when the bill was made the
unfinished business, such a motion would
be in order. I am sorry that the Sen-
ator did not do me the honor of listen-

ing to me. Perhaps he wanted to obtain .

the information from the real horse's
mouth, the Parliamentarian.

Mr. JAVITS. Yes.

Mr. RUSSELL. That clears the mat-
ter. This is the parliamentary situa-
tion. This is another illustration of a
great and kindly man, in an effort, as
he says, to swell support for the civil
rights movement, being rebuffed from
both sides. I extend my sympathy to the
Senator from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? 3

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am becoming ac-
customed to it.

Mr. RUSSELL. When the Senator has
been in the Senate as long as I have been,
he will develop a political hide that is
thicker than that of a rhinoceros. If
mine were not that thick, I would long
since have succumbed.

Mr. JAVITS. I might submit the sug-
gestion that if the bill could be made the
pending business when the committee
reported it to the Senate within a reason-
able period of time, so that measurable
progress might be made in the matter,
some of us might feel differently.

Mr. RUSSELL. I will take that sug-
gestion under advisement, and I will re-
port to the Senate at some later date.

Mr. JAVITS. At length.

Mr. MANSFIELD. At this date, if
such a proposal were made, I would be
forced to object.

Mr, RUSSELL., I ask for the regular
order.
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MILITARY PROCUREMENT
AUTHORIZATION—1965

The Senate resumed the consideration
of HR. 9637, an act to authorize appro-
priations during fiscal year 1965 for
procurement of aircraft, missiles, and
naval vessels, and research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluations, for the
Armed Forces and for other purposes.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
call up my amendment No. 435, and ask
that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On line 20,
page 2, after the words “Air Force,” it
is proposed to strike out all words down
through line 22, page 2, and insert in
lieu thereof “$3,108,850,000".

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, am
I correct in stating that on the amend-
ment the Senate is operating on a lim-
itation-of-time basis?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct; 30 minutes on each side.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, on
‘the amendment, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
wish to take this opportunity, first of
all, to express my personal appreciation
and respect for the chairman of the
Committee on Armed Services, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Georgia [Mr.
Russerr]. His committee handles meas-
ures which involve more than half of the
entire budget of the Federal Government.
I believe that both the Senate and the
people of the United States are exiremely
fortunate to have that committee headed
by one so able as the Senator from
Georgia. We know that he is supported
on that committee by some of the ablest
and wisest Members of the Senate.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, per-
sonally and on behalf of the committee,
I thank the distinguished Senator.

Mr. McGOVERN. I also wish to pay
my respects to the Secretary of Defense,
Mr. McNamara, and to the military
leaders of our country, who have given
us a military defense system second to
none, a defense system clearly superior
to any system or combination of sys-
tems anywhere else in the world.

I want nothing that I say today to be
interpreted in any way as a reflection
on our defense leaders or on members
of the Committee on Armed Services.
However, it is somewhat regrettable that
we are asked to make a judgment on an
authorization of this size with as little
time as we have had to study the report,
and with no time at all to study the
hearings and the evidence on which the
report is based. It is interesting that
several Senators held up the considera-
tion of the farm bill for several days on
the ground that they had not had suffi-
cient time to study and properly ap-
praise the committee report. That was
done although we were acting on a meas-
ure—at least, so far as the wheat pro-
visions are concerned—which has been
a part of the basic law of the United
States for some 2 years, and in spite of
the fact that elaborate hearings were
held, and that several days have elapsed

The
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since the report first became available
to Members of the Senate.

There are a number of questions that
Senators might raise about the measure
now before the Senate,

Speaking for myself, I shall withhold
all but one of the questions in my mind
until such time as the appropriation bill
comes before the Senate, for the simple
reason that I have not had adequate
time in which to make a proper appraisal.

The amendment now before the Sen-
ate relates to the so-called follow-on
bomber that has been discussed for the
past 2 hours or more. The amendment
does not speak to the issue of whether
our defense forces ought to have a
manned bomber. That is not the issue
that is raised by the proposal now pend-
ing. Frankly, I do not know whether
there ought to be a new advanced
bomber. If I have any sentimental pred-
ilections, they would be in support of
such a development. I flew a bomber for
some months during World War IT, and I
know something about the capability of
that military weapon. But we are not
discussing today the virtue of the
manned bomber as compared with some
other weapons system. It isentirely pos-
sible that we should proceed with a study
of the conception, configuration, pur-
pose, and cost of such a plane.

Only one question is at stake in the
amendment: Should we add $52 million
for advanced bomber studies, an amount
which goes beyond the figure requested
by the Secretary of Defense and beyond
the amount requested by the President
in his budget?

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
NerLson] will subsequently read a letter
from the Secretary of Defense, in which
the Secretary has clearly gone on record
within the past few hours against the
addition of some $52 million to this au-
thorization bill because it goes beyond
what the Department of Defense feels it
needs or could spend on studies relating
to the so-called follow-on bomber.

I agree with the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services that it is not
possible in every case to foresee the suc-
cess or failure of a proposed weapons
system. One of the purposes of the
studies that have been requested by the
Department of Defense with reference to
the new manned bomber is to determine
whether it is wise to proceed with such
a project. But one thing on which I
think we can agree is that the best way
to avoid the danger of waste or the
danger of proceeding with a weapons
system that will later prove to be im-
practical is not to move with undue
haste. -

We have learned some rather bitter
lessons with reference to the so-called
RS-70 bomber. As I understand it, over
$1,500 million has been spent on that
airplane, yet it now appears that that
bomber may never become operational:
that the Air Force has no real mission for
it; and that in all probability the RS-0
will be abandoned, with little or nothing
to show for the $1,500 million investment.

I believe we would all dislike to see
that happen with reference to another
advanced bomber. We are not appeal-
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ing, in this amendment, for the elimina-
tion of studies concerning the possibility
of another new advanced bomber. We
are asking that the amount be held at
the prudent and reasonable level request-
ed by Secretary McNamara and included
in President Johnson's budget. The first
time, so far as I know, that the need for
any additional funds was mentioned was
during the appearance of General Le-
May of the Air Force before the House
Armed Services Committee. The gen-
eral there stated that it might be useful
to have funds that went beyond those
requested by the Secretary of Defense
and the administration. But as four dis-
tinguished members of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee of the House of Repre-
sentatives have put it:

Frankly, it is not at all clear to us just
what the 852 million is to be spent for, and
there is nothing in either the committee re-
port or the testimony to answer this ques-
tion. Presumably the money is to be used
to develop and acquire long leadtimes in
avionies and engines. But we find it hard
to see how funds could be wisely or eco-
nomically spent on supporting equipment
for an aircraft whose full configuration and
mission have not yet been clearly defined.

It seems to me that this states the ob-
jection to the proposed increase in funds
quite well. The same Members of the
other body said:

We must be especlally careful to
ourselves against the temptation of builld-
ing new alrcraft * * * before we know how
a particular system will be used and pre-
cisely how it will be integrated with the
ballistic missile force on which we are now
concentrating so much of our effort and sub-
stance.

I have said that the issue is not wheth-
er we need a new manned bomber, but
simply the speed with which we rush
into that project. I would like to point
out that, while we have had some refer-
ences in the Senate to the fact that our
B-52's and B-58's may be worn oui by
1970, my information is that Boeing 707
jets now in operation for commercial
purposes have already flown more than
twice as many hours as any of our B-52's
will have flown by the year 1970. I do
not desire to enter into this argument as
a major part of our contention for this
amendment, because we are not ques-
tioning the need, the desirability, or any
other aspect of the manned bomber. It
is merely a question of whether we are
going back to the amount which the De-
partment of Defense says is adequate to
make those studies which it can complete
in the coming fiscal year, or whether we
shall force $52 million on the Depart-
ment of Defense which it says it does not
want and cannot spend efficiently for
studies on the new manned bomber. As
I see it, that is the case for this amend-
ment.

I yield now to the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. NeLsoN], for such time as
he may wish to proceed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wisconsin is recognized.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, first, I
wish to endorse the observation made by
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
McGovern] concerning the effort and
the work of the chairman of the Armed
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Services Committee and its other mem-
bers.

Yesterday, my remarks in some detail
concerning this amendment and this bill
were entered in the REecorp; so at this
time I do not intend to repeat those
arguments. However, I wish to make
one or two points.

First. This is the largest authorization
bill ever to come before the Congress—
a bill authorizing the appropriation of
$17 billion. The testimony in regard to
the bill has not yet been printed. I
understand that the classified testimony
has not been separated from the unclas-
sified testimony. There is no conceiv-
able way, therefore, by which any Sen-
ator who is not a member of the Armed
Services Committee can make an inde-
pendent judgment of any kind in con-
nection with any item in the bill, because
he has not had an opportunity to read
the testimony.

I am pleased to pay my respects to the
quality of the work done by the mem-
bers of the Armed Services Committee;
it has had the opportunity—which no
other Senator has had—to hear the testi-
mony, to read it, and to discuss it. So
the committee members have been able
to make up their own minds and make
their own independent judgments as to
whether every authorization item in the
bill is justified.

However, I cannot reach such an in-
dependent judgment, and neither can
any other Senator who is not a member
of the Armed Services Committee. I
certainly am not prepared to delegate
my right to form my own opinion to
some other Senator, even though he may
be more qualified in this field than I am.

I understand the desire to have the hill
passed very quickly, because. as we are
told, the House cannot deal with the ap-
propriation bill for the Department of
Defense until the authorization bill is
enacted. However, it seems strange to
me that this rule and practice does not
seem to apply to other authorization
measures. When the foreign aid au-
thorization bill was before us, the senior
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoOzSE]
spent approximately 22 or 3 weeks in
proposing and debating reductions in
various items contained in that bill.
That authorization bill proposed an ex-
penditure of about $4 billion—some $13
billion less than this bill. What is there
about this $17 billion authorization bill
for military procurement that is so spe-
cial as to induce Senators to forgo the
exercise of their independent judgment
and their responsibility to evaluate the
provisions of the bill?

As I have said, I have no way to make
an independent judgment in regard to
the bill. However, I did the best I could;
I wrote to the Secretary of Defense, and
asked him for his judgment about this
particular authorization for a bomber.
As the Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
McGoverN] said, the President of the
United States, the Secretary of Defense,
and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff are opposed to the proposed addi-
tional $52 million authorization. The
Secretary of Defense wrote me a letter,
which is dated yesterday. The pertinent
paragraph of the letter has been dupli-
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cated, and has been placed on the desk
of each Senator. In that paragraph, the
Secretary of Defense wrote as follows:

I believe the %5 million programed in
the flscal year 1085 budget submission
presently before the Congress for follow-on
bomber studies is all that is now justified
and that funding of a new development pro-
gram is premature at this time.

I ask Senators to note particularly
the following sentence:

Should the Air Force provide a satisfac-
tory concept of operation and a convincing
comparison of both their proposed alrcraft
with available alternatives, and should a
specific plan for development be submitted
(which has not been done), then I would
be willing to consider reallocating funds for
that purpose.

Mr. President, does not that answer
every issue raised by the proponents of
the proposed additional $52 million au-
thorization? Once they prove, if they
can, what they would use it for, and why,
he will support a reallocation of the nec-
essary funds if it is a feasible project.

I also wrote to the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen. Maxwell D.
Taylor. He replied, under date of yes-
terday, as follows:

I am replying to your letter of February
21, in which you present several questions
regarding the recommendations of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff concerning study and devel-
opment of an advanced strategic manned
system.,

Since Secretary McNamara Is responding
to these same questions, among others, I
refer you to his reply which I read and in
which I concur.

Mr. President, I have not been able to
read the testimony before the Armed
Services Committee in justification of
the request; neither have I been able to
read the testimony against it by Sec-
retary McNamara. It is not yet printed
and available. But based upon the in-
formation I have, and based upon the
assurance by the Secretary of Defense
that once the Air Force is able to tell
him what it would do with the requested
additional amount, and if it is justifiable,
he will be willing to consider reallocat-
ing funds for that purpose, I shall vote
for the amendment to strike out of the
bill this authorization item.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
reserve the remainder of the time avail-
able to me.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 m'nutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Georgia is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I wish
to respond to the implication and the in-
nuends that the Senator from Georgia
was attempting to rush unduly the action
of the Senate on the bill, or that the Sen-
ator from Georgia has made a practice
of attempting to have the Senate pass
bills of this sort without giving them
adequate consideration.

If any Member of the Senate believes
in free, full, and adequate debate, cer-
tainly that Member is the Senator from
Georgia. So far as I am concerned, I am
perfectly willing to have the present
unanimous-consent agreement rescinded
immediately, so as to give Senators all
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the time they may wish to present their
views on the pending bill.

It is true that the bill was brought be-
fore the Senate before the hearings on
the bill were printed. That is not a good
practice, and I do not approve of it.
However, that was done in order to en-
able the leadership to have the Senate
consider this bill before the Senate began
long debate on the so-called civil rights
program.,

However, I am willing to have the bill
laid aside now. If I had been inclined
to attempt to take advantage of this situ-
ation in connection with the so-called
civil rights bill, I would have favored long
delay. However, that is not my position.

On the other hand, if any Senator
wishes to have further time for debate on
this bill, I am perfectly willing to support
such a request. If I am taken out of here
in a box, or as a result of an uprising by
the people of Georgia, I would like to be
remembered as a Senator who favored
the maintenance of the privileges that
cause the Senate to be the last legislative
body on earth in which free and un-
limited debate is preserved.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Georgia yleld?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. McGOVERN. Neither the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin [Mr. NeLson] nor I
wish to cast any reflection on the Sena-
tor from Georgia, because we understand
the parliamentary situation which
brought this bill to the floor of the Sen-
ate ahead of the civil rights bill, and we
also understand the necessity for quick
action on the farm bill.

But we are suggesting that it is un-
fortunate that the parliamentary situa-
tion dictated the consideration of this
bill today. A short time ago I stated that
I wished o serve notice that I hope a
similar procedure is not followed in con-
nection with the appropriation bill, be~
cause we may have some amendments
which we may wish to offer at that time.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, let me
say to the Senator from South Dakota
that however much I may disagree with
his amendments or however much I may
disapprove of his argument, nevertheless,
when the appropriation bill for this func-
tion reaches the floor of the Senate, 1
shall stand ready and willing—as I do
now, in connection with the pending au-
thorization bill—to have the Senator
from South Dakota have full opportunity
to offer his amendments and to speak on
them for as long as he may desire, be-
cause again I emphasize my conviction
that whenever the opportunity to offer
amendments in the Senate is curtailed,
or whenever the opportunity for full and
free debate in the Senate is curtailed, this
bady will no longer be the Senate of the
United States.

When we curtail the right of amend-
ment, and when we curtail the right of
debate in the Senate, this body will no
longer be the Senate of the United
States. These are the two characteristies
that differentiate this body from all
others. First, there is freedom of
amendment. A Senator may offer any
amendment he desires to offer. Second,
there is freedom of debate. A Senator
may speak his piece. I do not wish to
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have an implication left that I have done
anything that could in any way be con-
strued as impinging upon the right of
any Senator to speak as long as he
desires.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question or two?

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senate is operat-
ing under a time limitation now. I have
already received requests by Senators
for more time than I now have at my
disposal. I yield 10 minutes to the Sena-
tor from Texas.

MISSILE DEPENDABILITY

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I would
like to address myself to the question of
missiles, and accuracy, and reliability,
and dependability.

The debate on this question long has
been joined by military scientists and dis-
armament enthusiasts, This matter has
been thoroughly a'red in this Chamber
as recently as the exhaustive considera-
tion of the Moscow test ban treaty. And,
as everyone knows, the matter has been
more recently raised by our colleague,
the junior Senator from Arizona, and
the Seczretary of Defense.

So, Mr. President, this is not a new
debate—even though some of the press
has so interpreted it for its readers and
viewers. The missile question is not
‘worrying only one or two men—althcugh
some editorial cartoonists choose to con-
vey that impression to their readers.
The missile question is not a simple mat-
ter—although some commentators label
the debaters as simple men.

In fact, Mr. President, the degree to
which America depends upon its missiles
is not simple, but crucial. The degree
to which American survival is bound up
in this debate makes this discussion one
of the most vital—one of the most com-
plex—issues in U.S. policy both foreign
and domestic. This is a question fto
which Congressmen can well address
their attention. This is a question about
which every American should be con-
cerned.

What are the particulars of the mis-
sile debate?

The facts of the case are that the
current administration has apparently
decided to depend entirely upon missiles
to protect America. It has embraced a
“uniweapon” concept that totally de-
‘parts from all the lessons of military
history. It acts as if Americans should
accept such a radical plunge with
obedience and with silence. Everyone
with the audacity to challenge the ad-
ministration’s dependence on missiles
alone has been duly chastized in public.

But the administration cannot expect
silence from concerned Americans. The
administration wants to depend solely
upon missiles, and we have a right to
question the wisdom of that dependency.
‘We have a right to question it before our
manned air force is completely phased
out.

Let us address ourselves first to the
characteristics of the missiles them-
selves. Are they as good as Americans
have been led to believe? Perhaps. Are
they alone sufficient to protect America?
Absolutely not.

The missiles upon which Americans
are asked to place total reliance offer
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nowhere near total reliance in return.
At best, the reliability of missiles in get-
ting from launching pad to wartime tar-
get is about 70 percent. For 100-percent
dependence Americans would get from
missiles a 30-percent shortchange.

There are several reasons for this
shortchanging.

First, our missiles are largely un-
proven for emergency use in war. The
United States never has fired any of its
Minuteman intercontinental missiles
bearing a nuclear warhead. Authority
for such a firing has been requested by
the military and refused by the admin-
istration.

It might be pointed out that the Mos-
cow test ban treaty effectively ‘“froze”
the legal right of the United States in
this regard. We now have signed away
our chance to test our nuclear-tipped
missiles. The Soviet Union, of course,
has conducted such tests.

Mr. President, the fact is, that the
only nuclear-armed missile the United
States ever has fired is a Polaris sub-
marine missile. That one worked fine
under the careful test conditions in-
volved.

Missile champions assure Americans
that the missiles will work in a war
emergency. But, they likewise ask
Americans fto depend upon unproven
missiles.

A second and very serious question
being raised about our missiles concerns
the effects upon them and their sites by
a Soviet first-strike attack.

Although the administration remains
confident that the United States can ac-
cept a damaging attack and still re-
taliate, many experts heard during the
test ban hearings are increasingly con-
cerned over the massive overpressures
and the electromagnetic pulse that could
be created by the huge Soviet bombs.

It is possible that the overpressures
would damage or destroy the hardened
sites in which our missiles are poised.
It is possible that the massive release
of electric energy from the Soviet super-
bomb would fuse wires and circuits, thus
crippling our retaliatory force. These
things we don't know since under the
test ban treaty we have given up the
chance to test a superbomb. The Reds
have tested one.

This same electromagnetic pulse could
operate as a defense mechanism for the
Soviets. A superbomb exploded in space
amidst a flight of American missiles
might effectively neutralize our missiles
before they reached Red targets.

And this brings up the anti-missile-
missile question. Suppose the Russians
develop an effective ABM. How much
then could Americans depend upon a
one-weapon deterrent composed solely
of missiles?

The matter boils down to this: Our
missiles are untested with nuclear war-
heads; the warheads are untested in
flicht; our hardened missile sites are un-
tested under the conditions they would
face in war; failure of a single part can
kill a missile since inflight repair is not
possible; failure on the part of a single
man can kill a missile since no human
brain is along on the flight to correct
errors; a missile once fired cannot be
recalled.
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That record does not justify reliance
on one weapons system to secure the na-
tional defense.

Secretary of Defense McNamara has
admitted that there are “uncertainties”
in the design of our missile silos. Air
Force Chief of Staff General LeMay has
said of missiles:

We are never going to know with the same
degree of assurance we have on the manned
systems what our reliability factor on the
missiles actually is because * * * the actual
number of firings that we will be able to
make is going to be relatively small. In ad-
dition, when we do fire them, we are not
really firing them under operational condi-
tions because we cannot fire from the actual
wartime position of the missiles.

Yes, Mr. President, there is consider-
able concern about the trend toward sin-
gle dependence upon missiles. There are
widespread questions about the wisdom
of that policy—even though the press has
ignored the width and depth of expressed
concern.

And what next?

Well, already the United States has of-
fered to freeze missiles where they are,
if the Russians will do likewise. Even
with the serious questions remaining
about the dependability of missiles, we
are proposing that we freeze them in
the present state of underdeveloped ob-
solescence,

In other words, not only does the ad-
ministration propose to make America
utterly dependent upon a single, un-
proven weapons system, but it also pro-
poses to halt improvement of that single,
unproven system.

Surely, Americans have a right to ques-
tion in public the wisdom of such poli-
Ccles.

However, Mr. President, even in the
face of the questions about the ability and
worth of American missiles, I feel that
the real issue never has been stated in the
public press.

The press has commented at length
about missile accuracy, but accuracy is
not the principal issue. And the press
has preached at length about percentages
of missile reliability, but reliability is not
the principal issue.

Missiles never will be shot into pickle
barrels and neither will 100 percent of
them ever lift off, reach the target and
explode. Perfection applies to nothing
in this world—including missiles and
planes.

Yet, the great- hue and cry from the
press recently has been predicated upon
the impression that dependability is
equal to and synonymous with accuracy
and with reliability. In fact, accuracy
and reliability are only parts of what
makes up final dependability.

The administration says we can de-
pend upon our missiles alone. It has no
plans for continuing a manned strategic
air force over the long pull.

I say we cannof depend upon missiles
alone.

Missiles alone will not do what we
want done.

In my view, those who would have the
American people depend upon missiles to
defend liberty and life are simply talk-
ing about the wrong problem. They, in
their protestations about overkill, ignore
the primary goal. 3
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Mr. President, the primary task of the
U.S. Armed Forces is not to destroy the
Soviet Union. The primary task of U.S.
armed might is to protect and to save
American lives and liberties.

Static missiles cannot do that. If
Americans depend upon missiles alone,
then they invite defeat.

To provide us with necessary protec-
tion, we must target our weapons against
the Soviet's aerospace weapons which
have the capability of striking us. We
must place our dependence only upon a
strategic force that can meet our goal—
protection and liberty.

I believe the strategic force must have
several vital characteristics before we
can depend upon it.

First. It must be adequate in quantity
and in quality to execute its mission—
even after sustaining an initial attack by
the enemy. And we do not know
whether our untested missiles are good
enough.

Second. It must be accurate—that is,
capable of striking a range of targets
with precision. We never have tested
the accuracy of missiles with nuclear
warheads.

Third. Our deterrent force must be
survivable to prevent its being destroyed
in a surprise attack. Even the Secretary
of Defense is uncertain about the sur-
vivability of our untested missile silos.
And we know next to nothing about elec-
tromagnetic pulse.

Fourth. To be dependable, our strate-
gic force must be flexible—that is, it
must be capable of attacking all types
of targets under varying conditions.
Strategic missiles are of little use in at-
tacking targets during limited wars.
They are of no use at all in defending
liberty in the current rash of guerrilla
actions being mounted by the Commu-
nists.

Fifth. A strategic force must be con-
trollable and responsive at all times to
national policy decisions. Missiles are
out of control the instant the button is
pushed. They cannot be diverted or re-
called. Nothing is more uncontrollable
than missile warfare.

If we review these dependency charac-
teristics, we quickly realize that no one
system of weapons ever can provide—in
the degree necessary—all of the charac-
teristics required. Americans cannot de-
pend upon one weapon to be finally ade-
quate, accurate, survivable, flexible, and
controllable.

To so depend would be folly.

There simply is not and never will be
a single perfect weapons system that is
utterly dependable to provide everything
we need. Therefore, we must continue to
mix our weapons systems.

I am in complete agreement with the
need for modern, effective ballistic mis-
sile systems as a vital element of the
mixed force. Missiles can provide quick
time-to-target delivery capability which
is essential to attack certain targets.
Their accuracy, flexibility, and surviv-
ability can be improved in coming

years—unless their development is
frozen.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

time of the Senator has expired.
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I re-
quest 2 additicnal minutes.
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Mr, RUSSELL. Mr. President, I yield
2 additional minutes to the Senator from
Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. TOWER. The United States has
and can continue to develop a missile
force second to none. But it is not a
force upon which Americans can depend
to solve all problems and meet all na-
tional goals.

Manned aircraft give our strategic
aerospace force its highest measure of
controllability and flexibility—the ca-
pability to respond to a wide variety of
unforeseen and rapidly changing cir-
cumstances.

Manned aireraft can hunt out and
destroy targets that cannot be located
precisely in advance. They can be re-
cycled in sustained operations. They
can react immediately to redirection, ex-
ploit fleeting advantages, and execute a
broad range of missions. They offer the
vital power of human observations and
evaluations.

And finally, the very presence of the
manned aircraft in the overall force, side
by side with ballistic missiles, compounds
manyfold the offensive and defensive
problems of the enemy.

The question is not which system is
better—missiles or aireraft. The ques-
tion is not upon which system to place
dependence. The thing to be recognized
is that they are complementary and
lend dependability to each other.

Together missiles and manned aircraft
can be depended upon by Americans to
carry out our counterforce strategy.

To preserve acceptable dependability,
we must reverse current one-weapon
policy and develop and produce a new
manned strategic aircraft.

The B-47's are now phasing out of our
aircraft inventory. The B-52 has been
with us for 10 years. The B-58 force is
small and aging. The facts of life are
that the aircraft presently on hand can-
not adequately complement our missile
force indefinitely.

I have urged the administration to get
on with development of a new strategic
aireraft. Without it we cannot depend
on our strategic deterrent. With it we
could.

Mr. President, it is obvious that many
in the American press and American
public have not realized that there has
been a calculated shift in our basic de-
fense policy. What we have done, in the
face of increasing Soviet competence in
the nuclear field, is to shift from a mas-
sive retaliation policy aimed at wiping
out Soviet cities and deterring war by
that threat. We have shifted to a
counterforce strategy aimed at destroy-
ing first the enemy armed forces and
thus rendering them incapable of de-
stroying us.

Counterforce is a much more com-
plex strategy, requiring much more
sophisticated weapons systems to make
our strategy dependable, Hitting mili-
tary targets that are numerous and pro-
tected is far more difficult than hitting
population centers that are relatively
few and vulnerable.

Our counterforce strategy requires a
complicated and continued effort to ac-
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quire and evaluate targets.
quires a strategic aerospace force flexible
enough to attack all selected targets un-
der varying conditions.

Thus, our overall goal is protection of
American life and liberty, and our care-

fully chosen strategy toward this goal is .

application of counterforce. What we
want to do is to destroy enemy military
forces.

If, then, our strategic force is to be
dependable, it must be able to destroy
enemy military force. We cannot de-
pend upon missiles alone to do that.
We need also manned aircraft of new
and advanced design.

Therefore, I question the dependabil-
ity of our missile force alone to do what
we require be done in this decade for the
defense of the free world.

There are technical questions about
the missile foree’s survivability and ca-
pacity to reach the target. There are
control questions about its flexibility and
recall or retargeting. There are tactical
questions about its inability to deter
limited guerrilla war.

More important, there is serious ques-
tion within the military community
about the ability of missiles alone to im-
plement American strategy in the space
age,

Mr. President, the freedom of the
world depends upon America. To de-
fend and protect freedom, America must
not depend upon missiles alone. The
stakes are too high; the dependability too
uncertain.

Let the American press, therefore,
soberly consider this question instead of
leaping to ridicule those who raise the
question. Let administration spokes-
men admit the gravity of the problem in-
stead of piously claiming that reality
does not exist.

Let Americans patiently examine the
strategy of liberty.

Let us all reasonably decide just how
much we can depend upon intercon-
tinental missiles to do what we want
done.

Let us depend upon discussion, not
upon dictation.

The peace and security of the free
world demand it.

I urge the defeat of the amendment.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Oklahoma, who is an expert in the
field of aviation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oklahoma is recognized
for 3 minutes.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Georgia for his
compliment.

Few people realize the tragic state of
obsolescence of the manned bomber in
our Air Force. If they could see the air-
craft we now rely upon to carry out the
massive raids with thermonuclear weap-
ons, in the event it is necessary to use
them, if they could see the old B-47, the
gallant old plane being phased out most
rapidly as it becomes too expensive to
maintain, if they could see the B-52 with
its wings drooping on various airfields
of the Ailr Force, and the difficult fixes
put on them to make them airworthy and
to give them still a tenuous place in our
first line of defense, if they could realize

It also re--
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that the B-58, our latest bomber, is out
of production, if they realized that the
B-47 and the B-52 were designed more

_than 12 years ago and that something
massive must have been learned in the
state of the art since then, and if they
realized the competent use that could
be made of aircraft designs to produce
planes which can carry the weapons of
our arsenal to the enemy, I think they
would agree it is time, in 1964, to exer-
cise the talents and the best brains of
American aireraft designers to produce
a weapon capable of being effectively
used, whether in all-out nuclear war or
in limited war, or almost any type of war
we might have.

In devising the concept of the aircraft,
time is of the essence. We are not ask-
ing for billions of dollars. After hearing
the testimony taken in combined hear-
ings before the Appropriations Subcom-
mittee and the Armed Services Commit-
tee, certainly the amount requested to
develop the airplane should be granted.
Certainly, after all these years of not
having designed a bomber, it is high time

~ to see what American ingenuity can do
to develop an offensive weapon. This is
simple self-protection.

The Secretary of Defense, Mr. Mc-
Namara, is quoted as saying, “Should
the Air Force provide a satisfactory con-
cept of operation and a convincing com-
parison of both their proposed aircraft
with available alternatives, and should a
specific plan for development be sub-
mitted,” then he would be willing to con-
sider reallocating funds for that purpose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I yield
1 more minute to the Senator from
Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
‘Senator from Oklahoma is recognized
for 1 minute.

Mr. MONRONEY. The requirement
of the Secretary cannot be met unless
plans are first made, because there must
be some paper with designs on it. We
have seen the committee cut more than
$190 million from research and develop-
ment and engineering funds for the De-
partment of Defense. Now, with the $52
million placed in the bill for the design
of this aircraft, we will still be below the
budget. Certainly we need flexibility in
view of the threat we face.

Reliable as the missiles are—and they
are reliable—they cannot and should not
supplant the man in the aircraft, who
will be most capable of controlling the

~ airspace over land or sea.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. GOLDWATER].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arizona is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
rise to oppose the amendment, for the
following reasons, among others:

I have heard that the Secretary wrote
a letter stating that if the Air Force
would provide studies, he would be giad
to consider them. About a year ago, the
Air Force was requested to make studies
and the studies have been provided to
the Secretary of Defense, who has
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turned them down, as I understand.
Further study has been requested.

The point I make is that the Strategic
Air Command is constantly making stud-
ies and studying concepts. There is no
force that we have that has exercised
study more than has the Strategic Air
Command. They are constantly study-
ing new concepts, including takeoff, elec-
tronic countermeasures, and everything
else.

What the Air Force is asking an op-
portunity to do is to have new, advanced
design concepts that have been learned
from the B-52.

I have been asked, as I have traveled
around the country, whether the B-52
was tested under war conditions. The
answer, obviously, is that it has not been.
But we are not discussing something
new. We are talking about a weapons
system that has been tested in four
wars. It has been the strongest weap-
onry that this or any other country has
ever developed. All we are asking is that
the Air Force be provided with funds for
testing concepts which to some extent
have been tested by the B-47, the B-52,
and the B-58. These are high-level at-
tack bombers. Now the emphasis is on
low-level attack and, in fact, a combina-
tion called high-low.

In my judement the greatest capability
would have been provided by the Sky-
bolt, which was destroyed by the Secre-
tary of Defense. It would be capable, at
high or low altitudes, at high speed, of
launching a missile of adequate size at
target and then taking evasive action be-
fore it hit the target. Added to that
capability would have been the ability of
man's eyes and brains to work together.

Our missiles are good, and I have no
question about that, but I have very
strong doubt about their reliability, and
I doubt the Secretary’s statement in that
connection. But we do not know all we
need to know about targets. I would
rather rely upon a pair of eyes and on
brains, once the plane got over the
longitude and latitude, to enable the pilot
to see a target and drop the weapon on
it, because it does not make sense mere-
ly to blow a great big hole in Russian
soil. The object is to hit something.

Even missiles with their accuracy are
aimed at targets and they can get off.
They can survive the nuclear effects
which they are bound to have passed
through. They will get to the target,
but we are not too sure about the target-
ing with the inadequate knowledge we
possess of Russia herself.

The B-4T's are not only being phased
out but it was suggested at Geneva that
we burn them and in turn Russia would
burn her Badgers. These Badgers can-
not even bomb Russia herself, so we are
given the offer to burn our B-47 fleet for
the Badger flieet.

By 1967, the B-47's will be gone. By
mid-1970—say 1972 or 1973, the B-52's
will be gone also, as well as the B-58's.

If it is true, as the Secretary states,
that we now have 75 to 80 percent of our
nuclear load in the bomb bays of our
bombers, then by 1972 or thereabouts,
if we do not add more to our missile
fleet, we shall have cut our retaliatory
force, our total nuclear force, in my
estimation, to the point where it would
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be about 25 to about 35 percent of what
it is at present.

One more point was raised, the com-
parison of the 707 with the B-52. The
707 cannot go through the maneuvers
that the B-52 can. The 707 is a nice
old lady, built to fly along comfortably,
carrying passengers. It is not built to
take off with thousands of pounds of
overweight, and many knots of additional
speed. It is not designed to make bad
weather landings or come down in icy
fields or fly under conditions that a B-52
was designed to accomplish.

I hope that this amendment will be
defeated.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, how
stands the time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
soN in the chair). The Senator from
Georgia has 5 minutes remaining, and
the Senator from South Dakota has 13
minutes remaining.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLAREK. Mr. President, this
amendment involves $52 million and a
rather important question of senatorial
policy; yet, as I look around the Cham-
ber, I see only seven Senators in their
seats, besides the Presiding Officer. No
committee of the Senate is now sitting.
The only committee which had permis-
sion to sit, the Committee on Rules and
Administration, has adjourned, so that
no one can contend the failure to allow
committees to sit while the Senate is
in session is curtailing the attendance
of Members of this body or their atten-
tion to an amendment involving $52 mil-
lion and a serious question of policy.

I hope that this visual demonstration
of the futility of the argument that we
must keep committees from sitting be-
cause it brings Members to the floor will
be noted by all who read the CoNGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.

The reasons for support of the amend-
ment have been so eloquently stated by
the junior Senator from South Dakota
and the junior Senator from Wisconsin
that I shall not undertake to burden the
Recorp any further. The Defense De-
partment and the President of the United
States do not wish this money. They
are not going to spend it. I cite the
example of the B-T0 bomber in wasting
millions of dollars, authorizing money for
the production of a bomber which is
neither needed or wanted, according to
the best brains in this country in charge
of that project.

I direct the attention of Senators to
the able additional views on H.R. 9637
of four Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives, headed by Representative
StraTTON, of New York, as a most effec-
tive argument in opposition to the ap-
propriation of this additional money
which would be cut out if the pending
amendment were to be defeated.

There is one more point which I be-
lieve I should raise for the first time.
Without attempting to decide the ques-
tion, there is a grave constitutional issue
as to whether those holding commissions
on active duty in the Armed Forces of
the United States have any right, either
to speak in a manner with respect to
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which there is an obvious conflict of in-
terest, or any right to serve as Senators
of 4he United States under the Con-
stitution.

I raise this question without deciding
it today.

I hope that this amendment will be
agreed to.

I return to the Senator from South
Dakota the remainder of my time.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
yield 8 minutes to the senior Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
rise to a point of personal privilege.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time to the Senator from Arizona?

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Arizona may be permitted to pro-
ceed on a matter of personal privilege
without the time being charged to either
side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
shall not detain the Senate long, but the
Senator from Pennsylvania has just
raised the qustion of the constitutionality
of Reserve officers serving as Senators.

I must remind him that I introduced
a resolution at the first session of this
Senate, to call upon the Judiciary Com-
mittee to determine this question; al-
though I believe I have supplied abun-
dant evidence in the REcorp to prove
beyond any question of doubt that a Re-
serve officer is not considered to be hold-
ing two jobs until he is actually called to
active duty. This does not mean a 2-
week period of training. It means a
period of active duty with the Armed
Forces during an emergency.

I should like to remind the Senator
from Pennsylvania that should such an
emergency occur, I am scheduled to be
in the Air Force within 10 days and would
have to resign from the Senate. So
there is no question about that. I would
be happy to have this question brought
up on the floor of the Senate. The law
is clear on it, and the precedents are
clear. I have done my best to have this
question answered by the Senate.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Arizona yield?

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to
yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I find
myself in disagreement with the consti-
tutional position teken by the Senator
from Arizona, but I believe this is neither
the time nor the place to discuss the
issue. I hope we can find a more appro-
priate time at a later day, before we
adjourn this year .

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator
from Pennsylvania raised the point. I
did not. The point has been raised be-
fore in this body, and I believe there is
adequate proof in the law that a Reserve
officer, regardless of what service he is
in, or what grade he is in, is not consid-
ered to be holding two jobs when he is
holding a job in the Congress and is also
a Reserve officer.

I seriously resist the charge of conflict
of interest. I see no conflict of interest
at all.
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Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Arizona yield?

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield.

Mr. THURMOND. I am amazed that
any Member of this body should con-
tinue to bring up this question. In 1930,
Congress enacted a statute on this very
subject, in which it was held that a Re-
serve officer is not an officer or an em-
ployee of the U.S. Government.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Carolina yield?

Mr. THURMOND. I should like to
finish my statement, and then I shall be
glad to yield to the Senator from Penn-
sylvania.

Not unless a Reserve officer goes on
an extended period of active duty, which
means he would have to give up his
seat in the Congress, would he be con-
sidered an officer or an employee of the
U.S. Government.

The statute specifically provides that
if he is on active duty for training for a
few days, or if he is doing inactive duty
training, he is not considered an officer
or an employee of the Government.

Mr. President, it is strange to me
that some persons would raise this point,
when every week Reserve officers are
giving of their time, and long weekends,
when others are sitting at home watch-
ing television, going to shows enjoying
themselves, or relaxing, while Reserve
officers are out working and training,
trying to equip themselves to cope with
any emergency that might develop
which would threaten the safety of the
United States.

I am amazed that any Member of
Congress should try to impugn the mo-
tives of any Senator or Representative,
because he is a Reserve officer volunteer-
ing his services to his country which he
will be ready to serve at any time, even
resigning his seat in Congress in order
to do so—and that is what I shall be do-
ing if an emergency occurs—by saying
that he is holding two offices.

Congress has passed a statute and has
made the situation very clear. There is
an effort in this country to bring about
a sentiment against the military. There
is an effort being made to downgrade the
military. I have commented today on
a book, written by a man who is a con-
fidant and an adviser of Cyrus Eaton,
Khrushchev’s capitalist friend who wants
to see this country unilaterally disarmed.
The book I am referring to is entitled
“The Passion of the Hawks."”

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

Mr. THURMOND. Thisman wants to
downgrade the Military Establishment.
He wants to downgrade the services.
The whole effort is to work toward dis-
armament. That is the motive behind
this effort. That is the background of
it. Those who have been proposing the
theory of downgrading the military and
downgrading the Reserve officers and
who are trying to impugn the motives
of the Reserve officers are invariably,
almost without exception, people who
favor disarmament.

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

Mr. THURMOND. I shall be happy
to yield if I have the time.
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Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Arizona permit me to re-
1srlu:mt:.i to the Senator from South Caro-
ina?

l\fir. GOLDWATER. I am happy to
yield.

Mr. CLARK. First, I impugn no Sen-
ator’s motives. I have not done so, and
I do not intend to do so. Secondly, in
my view, the statute on which the Sen-
ator from South Carolina relies is un-
constitutional.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
yield 8 minutes to the Senator from
Wisconsin. :

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
rise in support of the amendment. This
kind of issue has been under debate
before, both in 1961 and 1962, but in a
slightly different form. In 1961, Presi-
dent Kennedy, on the recommendation
of the Secretary of Defense and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, recommended the
discontinuance of the production of
B-52 bombers, by October of 1962. That
year the Senate disagreed as it does
now with the Secretary of Defense and
the President. A few of us supported the
President of the United States and the
Secretary of Defense. We lost. The
Secretary of Defense prevailed in the
end by not spending the money.

In 1962 there was a similar contro-
versy. That time over the B-70 bomber.
Once again those who favored the com-
mittee point of view prevailed, and once
again the Secretary of Defense and the
President decided not to spend the
money.

It is obvious, in my judgment and in
the judgment of many others, in view of
what has happened to the B-70 and now
the RS-T0, that those who supported the
Secretary of Defense were right in this
particular dispute. The Senator from
South Dakota, the junior Senator from
Wisconsin, and I, and all other Senators
of like mind, agree that there is a clear
desirability for a bomber, provided the
Air Force can make a convincing case
to the Secretary of Defense.

There is no relevance in arguing that
production of the manned bomber should
be continued, and that we should not
rely completely on missiles. We agree,
provided that a manned bomber can be
designed which can do the job. This is
not merely a matter of $52 million.
That is only the appropriation we are
being asked to authorize now. Ulti-
mately the cost will be $5 billion. That
will be the total estimated cost of the
follow-on bomber. What we are being
asked to provide is merely the downpay-
ment on a $5 billion expenditure.

The Defense Department has indi-
cated that before it will agree to spend
an additional $52 million, of an ulti-
mate $5 billion cost, it must have speci-
fications and details as to how the
bomber is to be employed. How is it
to be used? That is the question the
Department wants to have answered.
Perhaps a follow-on procedure is not the
best procedure. Perhaps the bomber
should be used in some other way. We
don’t know the answer to that now.

I believe we all agree that the Secre-
tary of Defense is developing within the
Department of Defense a very useful
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concept. He is trying to evaluate our
weapons in terms of which can do the
best work in the most efficient way, and

‘which can bring the most force and

greatest firepower to bear on tne targzet,
with the least cost. The Secretary of
Defense has placed our entire weapons
arsenal in competition. That is an ex-
cellent conecept. Competition has al-
ways been the driving force in our pri-
vate enterprise system. The Secretary

‘is trying to bring about the kind of

competition we have had in our business
enterprises, and that is a desirable kind
of competition to bring into our govern-
mental departments. In the Defense
Department it is working out very well
indeed.

No one has gainsaid the Secretary
when he has stated that in a couple of
years he will be able to save the American
taxpayers money in his Department at
an annual rate of $4 billion. I am sure
Senators would agree that the Secretary
of Defense is not prejudiced against the
manned bomber or against the Air Force,
or is in favor of the Navy, or is for the
Army; or for or against any of our
armed services. He is trying to proceed
as efficiently and as honestly as he can.
But how in the world can he apply his
money-saving, power-building criteria if
Congress steps in with no criteria at all
and second guesses him.

Every time this kind of controversy
has arisen, and every time we have pro-
ceeded without having clear specifica-
tions drawn or clearly been shown where
we were going, there has been great
waste.

In my opinion, and in the opinion of
many others, Secretary McNamara is the
most brilliant Secretary of Defense we
have had in many years. In addition,
President Johnson has had as compre-
hensive and complete an indoctrination
in these weapons and in this whole prob-
lem as any President has ever had.

My junior colleague [Mr. NELSON] Te-
ceived a letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, Mr. McNamara, and a copy of that
letter is on the desk of every Senator.
It has already been read by my junior
colleague, but I wish to quote a part of
the letter which the Secretary of De-
fense wrote to my colleague. The Sec-
retary of Defense said:

Should the Air Force provide a satisfac-
tory concept of operation and a convincing
comparison of both their proposed aircraft
with available alternatives, and should 3 spe-
cific plan for development be submitted
(which has not been done), then I would be
willing to consider reallocating funds for
that purpose.

Now what is wrong with that? Why
in the world should not the Secretary
require the Air Force to justify the need
for $52 million before they spend it?

This problem arose in conneetion with
the Mariner airplane. It existed in con-
nection with the Skybolt. We had it
with the RS-70. We had it with the
Dyna-Soar program, and also with Big
Dish. We had it with the Navaho mis-
sile. In all these systems we started
without checking on engineering feasi-
bility and without a clear understanding
of values or purposes, and without as-
suranees that they would fill a real need.
In each case literally hundreds of mil-
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lions of dollars were lost. The Defense
Department has said that in these par-
t'cular systems in aggregate there has
been a loss of $3 billion. Now we are
asked to follow the same waste-produc-
ing prineiple again.

Every Member of the Senafe believes
in economy. We all applaud President
Johnson in his fight for economy. One
part of this economy is in conserving
money within the Defense Department.
Senators who served with President
Johnson when he was in the Senate
know that very few Senators had the
comprehensive or detailed knowledge of
the Defense Establishment that he had.
Certainly he has such knowledge now.
No Senator has a more firm or complete
commitment to make this country as
strong militarily as possible. This
amendment follows his decision, not only
a decision arrived at by the Secretary of
Defense.

The Air Force has not come forward
with a plan. It has not met the very
simple and necessary requirements
which the Secretary of Defense has in-
sisted upon. The Senator from Okla-
homa properly said that in his judg-
ment a substantial amount of money is
needed to provide this kind of program.
But I submit that in the judgment of
the Secretary of Defense and in the
judgment of every one of the Chiefs of
Staff, except Curtis LeMay, and in the
judgment of the President of the United
States, this $5 million is ample for the
Air Force to come forward with a con-
cept of operation, to make comparisons,
to offer alternatives, and to develop a
plan which will meet the requirements
the Secretary of Defense has laid down.

Those Senators who believe in econ-
omy, those who have voted for econ-
omy—and most Senators believe in it
and have voted for it—have an excel-
lent opportunity this afternoon to vote
for economy by supporting the President,
the Secretary of Defense, and the Chiefs
of Staff, except the Chief of Staff of the
Air Force, by voting for the amend-
ment.

I yield back the remainder of my time
to the Senator from South Dakota, and I
yield the floor.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, has not
the Senator from South Dakota con-
sumed all of his time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota has con-
sumed all of his time.

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield 3 minutes to
the distinguished Senator frorn Missouri
[Mr. SYMINGTON].

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
suzport the position of the committee
and its experienced chairman. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
Proxmize]l has spoken of Secretary
McNamara. I have the greatest respect
for the Secretary. He has been in the
business of defense about 3 years and
has done an unparalleled job. The Chief
of Staff of the Air Force and the chair-
man of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices have been engaged in the business
of defense for more than 30 years. I
also have the highest respect for their
opinions.

It is true that we have devoted large
sums of money to weapons that were not
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successful. On the other hand, since
the beginning of World War II, we have
spent about $182 billion in forelgn aid.
I am certain that some of the proponents
of this amendment, who are among the
most ardent proponents of foreign aid,
would agree that not all of that aid
money was spent in the best interests of
the United States.

We had the B-17's and B-24’s, then
the B-36. We had the B-47. Then came
the B-52. Then we started with the F-
108. We canceled the F-108 because it
was said the B-T0 could do everything
the F-108 would do. Then we canceled
the B-70 because it was said the RS-70
would do all the B-70 would do; and also
because we still had the B-52 with the
Skybolt.

During all these years billions were
spint on airplanes that did not work
out,

The fact is that now engineers and
technicians have decided that holes
should be dug all over America, and that
the future of our country should be
placed primarily in those holes. In ef-
fect, this amendment is the kernel of
the theory of massive retaliation. We
hope we shall never have to engage in
another nuclear war. If there should
be another nuclear war, these missiles
will be used. If there should not be
another nuclear war, these missiles will
not be used. i

I believe that if another war comes—
and God forbid it ever does—the chances
alre that it will be a conventional strug-
gle.

But on the floor of the Senate this
afternoon adherents of the amendment
are saying, in effect, “Let us go back to
the theory of massive retaliation. Let
us not prepare ourselves for conventional
war.” Now everyone knows that aircraft
are used in all forms of hostilities, mis-
siles only in one—nuclear war.

Some of the proponents of this amend-
ment were perfectly willing to vote $60
million for a commercial transport plane
which can fly people to Paris or London
quickly for business or pleasure. At the
same time, they oppose a development
of this character necessary to protect the
security of people of the United States.

It is for these reasons, based upon my
slight experience in this field—that I
hope the amendment will be rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Missouri has
expired.

Mr. SYMINGTON.
tional 30 seconds.

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield an additional
30 seconds to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
emphasize that after the money has been
appropriated—money which expresses
the experience and wisdom of those most
closely connected with the problem in
the Congress—there is still no obligation
whatever on the Secretary of Defense
to spend it. We merely say to the Secre-
tary, in effect, “We ask you not to put
the entire future of the United States
into a number of buttons that would be
pressed in case of war. We ask you to
consider also that the greatest machine
ever built is the mind of man himself,
and that he be given the right of discre-

I ask for an addi-
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tion as to where the weapons will be
used"l

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the distin-
guished former Secretary of the Air
Force.

Mr. President, I yield such time as
remains to the distinguished Senator
from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
oppose this amendment. Few bills
passed on by Congress are as critical to
the survival of the Nation as is that
which authorizes the procurement of and
research and development for weapon
systems for the defense of the country.
The total authorization of this bill is in
excess of $17 billion, which is high as
compared to other authorization bills,
but which is certainly a minimum for
this purpose.

Our strategic forces at this time are
of such a quantity and quality as to
give us an overwhelming superiority in
strategic power. As formidable as are
our present strategic forces, however, we
cannot rest on our laurels. The rate of
weapons obsolescence is high. One of
the compelling facts of modern defense
is that all too often a weapons system is
obsolete before it can be deployed, de-
spite our best efforts to hasten its devel-
opment and production.

The problem of rapid obsolescence will
not diminish in the years to come. On
the contrary, it is a problem which will
grow more serious and more troublesome
as time passes.

The great pride which we take in the
astoundingly efficient weapons which
our modern technology has produced
should never blind us to the fact that
there is no such thing as an ultimate
weapon. As long as nations and ideolo-
gies pursue or contemplate a course of
military agegrandizement, expanding sci-
ence and technology will provide weap-
ons which are more efficient and more
destructive and harder to defend
against.

Currently, our operational manned
bombers are rapidly becoming obsolete.
Nevertheless, there is still a place in our
strategic force for manned systems.
They provide a flexibility that cannot
be obtained from ballistic missiles.
They provide a secondary target capa-
bility not present in the ICBM. In addi-
tion, they provide a tremendous carry-
ing capacity which can be spread over
preselected targets, targets of opportu-
nitv, and mobile targets.

It is imperative, therefore, to continue
research and development of manned air-
craft systems.

The committee has—and I believe very
wisely—included in this authorization
$52 million to accelerate the development
of an advanced manned stratezic air-
eraft. These funds provide the means to
the Defense Department to start from
serateh, as they must, initiating the defi-
nition phase of new bomber development.
These funds were not requested in full by
the Defense Department, but the Con-
gress should be ready to provide the funds
and in addition should use every means
to persuade the Defense Department to
effectively utilize them.

Mr. President, a recent news article in
the Washington Evening Star reported
that the United States has spotted a new
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anti-ballistic-missile system deployed
around Moscow. If this article is correct,
and there is no reason to assume to the
contrary, it could well mean that the sys-
tem around Moscow is a later generation
ABM system than that which was earlier
spotted around Leningrad.

Last year the decision was made for the
United States not to deploy our improved
first-generation ABM, the Nike-Zeus,
but rather to attempt to develop a more
efficient extension of the Nike system
called the Nike X, which would embrace
the Zeus, the sprint missile, and an ad-
vanced radar. Funds are authorized in
this bill to be appropriated for continued
design development, and tests of the
N ke X system. By fall of this year, the
progress on this system should be suffi-
cient to permit a decision to be made re-
questing authorization in the 1936 au-
thorization bill for money to begin pro-
duction of component parts on the
advanced ABM system. No decision has
yvet been made, but it is, in my opinion,
imperative that an affirmative decision
on this matter be made at the earliest
possible time. I am convinced that it
would add materially to our strategic
superiority.

At first thought, it might appear to
some that a ballistic missile system to our
arsenal of defense systems would not be
classified as a strategic system. In a
narrow sense, this is true, for an anti-
ballistic-missile system could not be used
to strike the enemy. It could be used
only defensively.

The deployment of a ballistic missile
system, however, would greatly increase
the requirements for any potential en-
emy. When faced with an effective mis-
sile defense, even one less than perfect,
the enemy would have to greatly increase
the number of missiles in his arsenal, for
he would have to discount his missile
force by the number of missiles which he
estimated would be destroyed by the de-
fensive system. This requirement would
be destroyed by the defensive system.
This requirement would be particularly
difficult for the Soviet Union to meet, for
its primary weakness is in production,
rather than in research and development.

In addition, the enemy would have the
added requirement of equipping his of-
fensive missiles with penetration aids
and decoys in order to increase the prob-
ability that his missiles would get to the
target. This requirement would also be
formidable for the Soviets to achieve,
for a retrofit program would also put a
severe strain on their already oxertaxed
productive capacity.

Denloyment of an antimissile system
around as many as 25 population centers
in the United States has been estimated
to have the capability of saving 24 mil-
lion American lives, and this, in itself,
provides ample reason to exert every ef-
fort to perfect and deploy such a system.
When the advantages of such a system to
our strategic deterrent power are com-
puted in addition, the early deployment
of an antiballistic missile system acquires
the highest priority.

Mr. President, since fiscal 1962, there
has been a reduction in expenditures on
strategic retaliatory forces, as classified
by the Department of Defense, from $9.1
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billion to $5.3 billion in the request for
fiseal 1965. This is a drastic reduction.
I do not believe that we ean continue this
pace of reduction of expenditures on
strategic forces without severely impair-
ing our strategic power. The funds au-
thorized by this bill are, therefore, the
very minimum and will require a very
high degree of effectiveness and effi-
cieney in utilization to prevent slippage
in our relative strategic position. I be-
lieve that this situation deserves the at-

tention and study of each Senator, and -

for that reason, I would commend to
them the reading of the extensive hear-
ings held jointly by the Armed Services
Committee and the Defense Subcomit-
tee of the Appropriations Committee
during the last few weeks.

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will
overwhelmingly defeat this amendment.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the Senator from Mich-
lgan.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I did
not understand that any time remained.

The PRESTDING OFFICER. Two
minutes remain to the Senator from
South Dakota.

Mr. RUSSELL. I do not wish to de-
prive any Senator of the right to speak.
I did not understand that time remained.
I shall be glad to hear what the Senator
from Michigan has to say on this sub-
ject.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, in 1 min-
ute it is impossible to describe the cir-
cumstances that affect our judgment on
this vote. Operations, in my own case, is
the position of President Johnson and
the Secretary of Defense. We in Michi-
gan are proud of Secretary McNamara
and salute him as coming from our State.
I recognize fully the loyalty and integrity
of General LeMay, too.

I resolve this dilemma by saying that
I do not want to put up an extra $50 mil-
lion as a sort of kitty to persuade those
who really do not want to effect economy
in the Defense budget. I do not want to
see that kitty made available as an en-
couragement to them to build a fire that
would reverse the opinion of the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of Defense at
this moment.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the
Senator from Michigan has drawn the
issue clearly. What is at stake in the
amendment is not whether we shall or
shall not have a manned bomber. It is
quite possible thaf this project should be
moved ahead. The only aquestion is
whether we shall hold the funds in the
bill to the amount requested by the Sec-
retary of Defense and the President for
a study of the possibility of a new
manned bomber, or provide an additional
$52 million for that study, which the
Secretary of Dzfense, the administration,
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff say they
do not need, do not want, and cannot
properly spend for the study.

If Senators want to stand with the
President, with the Department of De-
fense, and with the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
they should vote “yea” on the amend-
ment. If they believe there are sufficient
funds in the Treasury so that we can
afford an additional $562 million that the
Department of Defense does not want,
then they should vote “nay.”



3840

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
time has expired. The question is on
agreeing to the amendment of the Sena-
tor from South Dakota. The yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll. :

Mr. METCALF (when his name was
called). On this vote, I have a live pair
with the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Macnuson]. If the Senator from Wash-
. ington were present and voting, he would
- yote “nay”; if I were at liberty to vote,

I would vote “yea.” I withhold my vote.

The rolleall was concluded,

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. AN-
pERsON], the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. Dopp], the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HavypEN ], the Senator from Florida
[Mr. HorLranpl, the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. LavscHE], the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. Macnuson], the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. McCarTHY], the
Senator from Utah [Mr. Mossl, and the
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS]
are absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
California [Mr. EwncLE] is absent be-
cause of illness.

I further announce that the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE] is necessar-
ily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. Doppl, the Senator from California
[Mr. ExcLE]l, the Senator from Florida
[fMr. HorrLanp], the Senator from Utah
[Mr. Moss], and the Senator from Flor-
ida [Mr. SmatHERs] would each vote
||nay"i

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Cot-
TON], the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Mecuem], the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. MorToN], and the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] are
necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. MecrEM], the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MorTON],
and the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. SarronsTaLL]l would each vote
“nay-”

The result was announced—yeas 20,
nays 64, as follows:

[No. 47 Leg.]

YEAS—20
Burdick Humphrey Neuberger
Clark Eennedy Pell
Douglas McGee Proxmire
Ellender McGovern Williams, Del.
Fulbright McNamara Yarborough
Gruening Morse Young, Ohio

Nelson

NAYS—64
Afken Dominick Long, Mo.
Allott Eastland Long, La.
Bartlett Edmondson Mansfield
Bayh Ervin McClellan
Beall Fong McIntyre
Bennett Goldwater Miller
Bible gor: . Monroney

ickenlooper Mundt
Brewster Hill Muskle
Byrd, Va Hruska Pastore
Byrd, W. Va Inouye Pearson
Cannon Jackson Prouty
Carlson Javits Randolph
Case Johnston Ribicoff
Church Jordan, N.C, Robertson
Cooper Jordan, Idaho Russell
Curtis Keating Scott
Dirksen Euchel Simpson
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Smith Talmadge Willlams, N.J.
Sparkman Thurmond Young, N. Dak.
Stennis Tower
Symington Walters

NOT VOTING—16
Anderson Holland Morton
Cotton Lausche Moss
Dodd Magnuson Saltonstall
Engle MeCarthy Smathers
Hartke Mechem
Hayden Metcalf

So Mr. McGovERrN's amendment was
rejected.

NEED FOR RESTORATION OF
MMRBM FUNDS

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, as the
Senate has under consideration the fis-
cal year 1965 military authorization bill,
I think Senators should be made aware
of a disturbing and potentially dangerous
decision to reduce by some $70 million,
research and development funds for the
mobile midrange ballistic missile. The
Defense Department had requested that
$110 million be included in the proposed
Defense budget for the fiscal year 1965.
Mr. Harold Brown, Director of Defense
Research and Engineering, informed me
that the rate proposed—in his words—
“appeared to be reasonable and prudent
at this time in light of the overall inter-
national situation, our national objec-
tives, and current military posture.”

The House figure was $35 million below
the Department of Defense figure and
now the Senate figure is $35 million be-
low the House figure. The reductions in
H.R. 9637 are all in the research, devel-
opment, test, and evaluation program.
In that connection, the committee con-
sidered leaving only $40 million for the
MMRBM in 1965, and those funds have
been recommended for use for the stel-
lar inertial guidance system.

In light of the uncertainties involved
regarding the outcome of the nuclear
test ban treaty between the Soviet Union
and the United States, it does not seem
sensible at this time to terminate a pro-
gram such as MMREBM, which not only is
the most advanced system considered up
until this time but also could be utilized
as a technological building block for
other weapons systems.

We are putting all of our eggs in one
basket; that being the already proved
Minuteman program. The Minuteman,
along with the Polaris missile, which has
different targeting requirements, is
really the only modern offensive weapon
we now have.

The MMRBM was designed specifically
to provide the United States with a flexi-
ble mobile medium range missile of ap-
proximately 2,000 miles to fill the gap
between the 400-mile Pershing and the
5,000-plus miles of Minuteman missile.

In the opinion of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, this is one of the most desirable
new military weapons in our arsenal of
defense because of its mobility and the
added advantage of being able to be
launched either on land or sea. The
MMRBM has received the wholehearted
support of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. In
fact, on May 21, 1963, the Joint Chiefs
once again reaffirmed their support of
this weapons system in testimony before
congressional committees. And as mem-
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bers of this body will recall, Gen. Max-
well D. Taylor, Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, earlier made a personal
appeal for restoration of the $100 million
for the MMRBM which was cut by the
House last year.

Last year Congress was willing to re-
store the total at $93.1 million after
another large cutback. How then can
we justify this cut in fiscal year 1965 if
we agreed last year that it was so
valuable?

Secretary McNamara, discussing the
House Armed Services Committee slash
of $35 million—mind you this is before
the Senate cut—said:

The effect of the $356 million reduction on
the MMRBM program will be to eliminate all
effort on a systems basis and continue only
the Stellar acquisition feasibility flight pro-
gram to demonstrate a stellar guidance
command and control system. This in ef-
fect would cancel the MMRBM program, since
it cannot be developed at this funding rate
indicated by the House committee.

In addition, I would like to point out,
Mr. President, that our NATO allies have
expressed a keen interest in the acquisi-
tion of mobile medium range ballistic
missiles as soon as they become opera-
tional.

General Taylor, in his appearance be-
fore the Senate Appropriations Subcom-
mittee last year, said:

Our NATO Allies are intensely interested
in our treatment of this program. For sev-
eral years, they have come to regard an
MMRBM as essential to replace obsolescent
aireraft and missiles now assigned to the
attack of targets cf prime interest to NATO.
The proposed reduction of research and de-
velopment funds in support of this missile
(MMRBM) will be regarded with apprehen-
sion and will be interpreted by some as an
indication of our reduced concern for the
requirements of the defense of the NATO
area. I hope that this committee will re-
view this item of the budget in the light of
its national and international importance.

I submit that statement still stands
this year. Long and careful study has
already been made both as the need for
this weapon and its ability to perform
the mission for which it is designed. Any
further delay by this Congress pending
further studies is unwise and unneces-
sary. Furthermore, the reductions may
result in up to 2 years’ delay in the oper-
ational readiness of this weapon.

In addition to my convictions that the
MMRBM is necessary and vital to our
defense, I would like to point out some
of the practical problems which oceur in
the business community when Congress
starts and stops programs of this magni-
tude. Major contractors have a hard
time training and retaining skilled per-
sonnel to do the research and develop-
ment on new programs. We are at the
point in research and development on
the MMRBM, that if the program is de-
layed, thousands of key personnel of
major contractors will either be fired or
will seek other employment where the
future of a particular program is more
secure.

Furthermore, I am particularly con-
cerned about the progress that the Rus-
sians may be making in the ICBM field.
What is this Nation to do if Russia per-
fects a missile or a system making our
ICBM force inoperative?
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The MMRBM project is a necessary
backup. The development of this pro-
gram should continue so that if the need
for a secondary backup ever arises we
shall have it. Nowhere in our arsenal
today is there an effective intermediate
ballistic missile with the characteristics
of MMRBM. A weapon system with a
high probability of survival is a require-
ment today. Survivability, together with
a clear demonstration of the fact that
our weapons are survivable, is, in fact,
the keynote of a successful deterrent
posture.

I would like at this time to introduce
several system advantages:

First. Mobility ensuring survivability.

Second. Extreme accuracy gives a
more extensive capability against hard
targets than can be achieved with any
other operational or planned weapons
system.

Third. Air transportability guarantees
an operational capability anywhere in
the world within a few days.

Fourth. Capability readily to move
system from country to country ensures
the flexibility necessary to cope with the
changing tactical and/or international
situation.

Fifth. Cost/effectiveness ratio superior
to other weapon systems in that pre-
viously developed technology is utilized
to the fullest extent and nearness to the
target significantly increases accuracy.

Sixth. Development of the MMRBM
will provide valuable know-how should
the requirement for a mobile ICBM be-
come more urgent.

If this system were now terminated
and at some later date reinstated, the
overall program cost will be substantially
more. Schedules will be slipped signifi-
cantly; the weapons system will have a
shorter useful life.

It is my hope that the Congress will
reconsider the recommendations of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and that the Appro-
priations Committees will act to restore
the funds for the MMRBM program
which “were imprudently cut by the
House and Senate Armed Services Com-
mittees.

MILITARY PROCUREMENT AUTHOR-
IZATION—1965

The Senate resumed the consideration
of H.R. 9637, an act to authorize appro-
priations during fiscal year 1965 for
procurement of aircraft, missiles, and
naval vessels, and research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluations, for the
Armed Forces and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill is open to further amendment.

If there are no further amendments to
be proposed, the question is on the en-
grossment of the amendments and the
third reading of the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time,

The bill was read the third time.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the passage of
the bill.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
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Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I
should like to ask the distinguished ma-
jority leader what the schedule will be
for the remainder of today and the re-
mainder of the week; and I wish par-
ticularly to query him with respect to
the possibility of a Saturday session.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
question is most pertinent and, I am sure,
one in which Senators are quite inter-
ested. If and when the pending pro-
posed legislation is passed, it is antici-
pated that the Senate will move to con-
sider Calendar No. 850, the bill H.R. 6196,
the so-called cotton-wheat bill.

It is hoped that the Senate will be able
to consider that bill within a reasonable
length of time and that the Senate will
work its will and allow it to come to a
final conclusion.

After talking with a number of Sen-
ators, it has been decided that there
will be no Saturday session this week,
but beginning with next week I think
the Senate should be put on notice that
we may very likely be meeting not only
from early in the morning until late at
night, but on Saturdays as well. I hope
that all Senators, both Republicans and
Democrats, will aline their schedules, en-
gagements, and “whatnots” accordingly,
and be prepared for votes on any and
all occasions thenceforward, as the law-
yers would say.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. Will the Senator tell
us the ocecasion for this tremendous surge
forward, requiring us to jump from ordi-
nary sessions to sessions that will start
early in the morning and continue late at
night and on Saturdays as well?

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from
Georgia knows better than I.

Mr. RUSSELL. Does the Senator
propose immediately to take up a certain
type of proposed legislation and to
change all procedures of the Senate in
addition to all the rules?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Not exactly.

Mr. RUSSELL. Would he have an en-
tirely different approach to the bill even
at the outset, so that the cry of fili-
buster will rise above the very cogent
arguments that some of us have to make
with respect to an unconstitutional bill?

Mr. MANSFIELD. After seeing the
distinguished Senators from New York
[Mr. Javits and Mr. Keating] and the
Senator from Mississippi in the same
company and on the same side today, I
believe anything can happen. But so
far as the leadership is concerned, we
will do what must be done within the
rules. We shall not be capricious. We
shall try to give ample notice ahead of
time. Again I assure the distinguished
senior Senator from Georgia that all the
cards will be as fully up on the table as
we can place them.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator laid
them out just now, but they did not ap-
peal to the Senator from Georgia even
when they were face up. It seemed at
the outset that the Senator proposed to
apply a different set of rules to the pro-
posed legislation.
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The Senator knows the difficulty that
any Senator has in getting the reasons
for his position reported adequately in
the press, over the radio, and on the
television. The minute this so-called
civil rights legislation hits the floor of
the Senate, some strange things begin to
happen. Charges are made on the floor
of the Senate. It matters not how valid
one’s position may be, he cannot get it
superimposed upon, or squeezed into, or
even wedged under the headlines of
“Filibuster, Filibuster, Filibuster.” I be-
lieve we were entitled to at least 2 or 3
days of normal proceedings on that bill
in the hope, vain though it may be, that
some few of the arguments that are made
against the bill might get to the people
in our country by means other than the
ConGrEssIONAL REecorp, which does not
have a large subscription list.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am sure that
when the distinguished minority leader
raised his perfectly innocent question,
he had no idea that a colloquy such as
we have heard would occur.

Mr. RUSSELL. Could he have known
what the answer to the question would
be?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I assure the Sena-
tor from Georgia that, as always, he will
receive the utmost consideration. I as-
sure the Senate and the country that,
so far as obtaining the views of Senators
is concerned, they will be laid out in no
uncertain terms so that everyone will
understand. It is intended to move
gradually into the proposal which was
advanced by the Senator from Montana.

Mr. RUSSELL. I presume some of
the procedure will be normal.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will
my distinguished friend from Montana
yield further?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yleld.

Mr. DIRKSEN. In connection with
committee meetings, when we finally
start plowing the long furrow which I
call extended sessions rather than fili-

buster, which is a more acceptable
term——
Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the Senator.

“Educational campaign" is even more ac-
ceptable.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, on
those occasions chairmen of committees
have come and solicited a dispensation
from me. This time I shall be compelled,
as long as there is any breath left in this
rather feeble body of mine, and I have
enough power of articulation to be able
to say “I object,” to insist upon the
rule that there will be no committee
meetings. So there will be no commit-
tee meetings. There may be one quali-
fied dispensation, and that will be in rela-
tion to the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, which may wish to meet 2
days a week—I do not think they ought
to ask for more—to pursue the business
in hand.

But there are two minority members
on the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration whom I have designated as cap-
tains to help monitor the floor with re-
spect to the civil rights bill. They are
entitled to be present, and I shall in-
sist that they be present. So if we are
to summon witnesses from all over hell’s
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half acre to come to Washington, either
at their own or Government expense, I
must admonish Senators that no matter
whether it is desired to call a witness from
Australia, Yokohama, Oklahoma or some
other places, objection will be raised. So
Senators had better take that into ac-
count when they arrange to bring wit-
nesses to appear before hearings.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator permit me to make one ob-
servation?

Mr. DIRESEN. Certainly.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am sorry to hear
the announcement made by the distin-
guished minority leader because I had
hoped at an appropriate time to seek
unanimous consent for all committees to
meet during the remainder of the ses-
sion this year.

I shall not seek such an agreement
now, because the Senate has been put
on notice and, of course, we shall do
the best we can within the rules of the
Senate.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator yield, and if so, to whom?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Have I the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, the
majority leader knows I mean no offense
by taking a firm and hard attitude;
but let it not be forgotten that if we
must depend on 51 bodies on this floor
to do business, that will not be an easy
undertaking. I doubt whether Members
can very efficiently divide their time be-
tween this Chamber and committee
rooms scattered through the New and
Old Office Buildings.

1 shall be glad to sit down with the
majority leader and discuss this matter,
but at the present moment it is my in-
tention to object, unless some more at-
tractive and practical arrangement can
be arrived at, because this is the place
where these policies must find affirma-
tion by this body, and this is where the
work must be done.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator iscor-
rect. What he has stated any Senator
could also state and be within his rights.
It is, of course, mandatory that 51 Sen-
ators be on hand at all times if we are to
establish and maintain a quorum; and I
have doubts as to whether calls for
guorums will not be too frequent.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
wonder if the Senator from Montana
will yield so I may ask whether I cor-
rectly understood the minority leader to
say that he made an exception for the
Committee on Rules and Administration.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I have not made it
yet. I have discussed it with members
of the Rules Committee on this side, and
they have indicated to me, being so-
called captains of the civil rights bill,
they wish to be on the floor a substan-
tial time. They cannot be in the caucus
room under the klieg lights and be here
following the vagaries and uncertain
destinies of the civil rights bill, and they
have a right to be here.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I was not object-
ing to their being here; I was wondering
why the exception.
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Mr. DIRKSEN. Because the com-
mittee is under the mandate of the Sen-
ate, the committee not only being author-
ized, but directed, to make the inquiry
and report back at the earliest practi-
cable date.

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator would
not consider it to be practical if Sena-
tors needed to be on the floor? That
would not bar the committee from
acting.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I have tried to work
it out as practicably as I can. I do not
think my motives should be impugned,
or that it should be said that I am trying
to hold up the investigation. I know the
popular interest in the matter, and I
want the committee to expedite action.

Mr. McCLELLAN. If the Senate did
not have such long sessions, it would not
be necessary. The hearings could be
held in the morning.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes, if the Senate
convened at noon; but if there are to be
long days, I shall have to take a stand.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. I am a little con-
fused. I thought the next order of busi-
ness would be the farm bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Are we to apply the
rigid rules that have been suggested on
the farm bill?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Not tomorrow, but
we are getting around to the idea of
sitting longer hours.

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator
mean until the ecivil rights bill is
reached?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Gradually, because
we are up against a time limitation, un-
der the statement of the Senator from
Louisiana himself.

Mr, ELLENDER. Yes. I want to get
rid of the bill, but I want to have an
opportunity to have Senators hear about
the farm bill. )

Mr. MANSFIELD. I think the Senator
will have that opportunity.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Iyield to the Sena-
tor from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. I did not hear all the
majority leader said in his announce-
ment. I should like to ask him a ques-
tion. Does the Senator expect to have
several days taken up in debate on the
farm bill, or the wheat-cotton bill?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That would be my
anticipation, but exactly how many days,
I do not know.

Mr. MORSE. If the majority leader
will permit me, I should like to ask the
minority leader a question, because I
heard his announcement of his inten-
tion to object to committee hearings
with the possible exception of the Rules
Committee. I would be more inclined to
giving an exception as to the Rules Com-
mittee if he gave us assurance that they
would be interrogating as to the compe-
tency and qualifications of some of the
witnesses, as to whether or not they
would have a standing in court once a
lawyer got through cross-examining on
their competence to testify. Be that as
it may, I wonder if the Senator from
Illinois would change his position if the
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civil rights bill could be sent to com-
mittee for 10 days or 2 weeks.

Mr. PDIRKSEN. That might affect the
exception, because I share the view of
the distinguished majority leader that
one title, other than the one I talked
about, ought to be the object of some
testimony that we cannot get on the
Senate floor. So far as the Rules Com-
mittee is concerned, the minority leader
is no expert on the subject of charm,
competence, fifth amendment, or what
not. He claims no competence in that
field.

In response to the subcommittee chair-
man who asked me the question with
respect to the committees, my statement
would apply also to committees that have
set hearings away from Washington, be-
cause there will be no variation of the
rule unless I can be persuaded that I am
in error.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President,
would the Senator object to committee
meetings during the filibuster, if there is
one—and I am sure there will be—on the
civil rights bill, or would he also feel that
that matter should be taken into con-
sideration in making exceptions?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I am not going to
apply it to the farm bill, because I feel
there is no reason for making it in that
case, since the committees can meet in
the morning, under the rule.

Mr. ELLENDER. There will be a very
important meeting of the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry on March 4 to
consider several important measures. I
would like to know ahead of time if we
will be able to meet, because a number of
Senators are very interested in this legis-
lation.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, may we
have order? I cannot hear the Senator
speaking, and I am near him. I insist
that the Chair obtain order in the
Chamber.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

Mr. DIRKSEN. As I said before, this
interdiction of mine will apply when we
begin to plow the long furrow. 2

Mr. ELLENDER. That is the ecivil
rights bill.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Does not the Sena-
tor think it would be well to sit 2 days
a week, at which time the Senate would
meet at 12 o’clock?

Mr, DIRKSEN. I think that question
should be addressed to the majority
leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Once upon a time
that may have been a good idea.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the
Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. HRUSKA. The Senator from Il-
linois said he would not object to com-
mittee meetings while there was debate
on the farm bill. Would that be his feel-
ing if the Senate met at 9 o’clock in the
morning?

Mr. DIRKSEN. If the Senate met
that early, my opposition would go to it.
The objection would apply if the Senate
was in session. But I have the feeling,
so far as the farm bill is concerned, that
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committees could meet while it was un-
der consideration. I am willing to make
the concession in that respect. But I
am doing this now so committees will be
on notice, so committee chairmen will
not come with entreaties and say, “I
have a room full of witnesses that have
come from Alaska, Australia, Western
Europe, and elsewhere,” and then put
me in an embarrassing and awkward
position. So this is notice well in ad-
vance before the witnesses start for
Washington.

Mr. HRUSKA. I am hopeful that the
majority leader will not insist on long
sessions during the consideration of the
farm bill, but I suggest to the minority
leader that he might feel constrained to
do so, but if the minority leader does not
have the physical stamina to object to
such committee hearings during that
time, I shall supplement any inadequa-
cies with my ejaculations on such a

point.
Mr. DIRKSEN. I am delighted by
that implementation.

MILITARY PROCUREMENT AUTHOR-
IZATION, 1965

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of H.R. 9637, an act to authorize
appropriations during fiscal year 1965 for
procurement of aircraft, missiles, and
naval vessels, and research, development,
test, and evaluations, for the Armed
Forces and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the bill has expired. The bill having
been read the third time, the question is,
Shall it pass? On this question the yeas
and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iannounce that the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER-
soN]l, the Senator from Idaho ([(Mr.
CHURCH], the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. Doppl, the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HaypEN], the Senator from Florida
[Mr. Horranpl, the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. LauscHE], the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. MacnNuson], the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. McCarTHY], the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Mc-
InTYRE], the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Moss], the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. PeLr], the Senator from Connecti-
cut [Mr. Rieicorr], the Senator from
Virginia [Mr. RoBerTsoN], and the Sen-
ator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS] are
absent because of official business.

I further announce that the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE] is necessar-
ily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from California [Mr. EncLE] is absent
because of illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from New Mex-
ico [Mr. ANpErsoN], the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. CHURCHI, the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Doopl, the Senator
from California [Mr. EncLE], the Sen-
ator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. Haypen], the
Senator from Florida [Mr. HorLrLanp], the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. LavscHE], the
Senator from Washington [Mr. MAGNU-
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soNn], the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
McCarTHY], the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. McINTYrE], the Sena-
tor from Utah [Mr. Moss], the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. PeLL], the Sen-
ator from Connecticut [Mr. RiBICOFF],
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. ROBERT-
son1, and the Senator from Florida [Mr.
SmaTHERS] would each vote “yea.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Cor-
TON], the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
MecuHEM], the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. MorTon], and the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] are
necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. MecHEM], the
Senator from EKentucky [Mr. MorToN],
and the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. SavtonsTALL] would each vote
“Yea."

The result was announced—yeas 80,
nays 0, as follows:

[No. 48 Leg.]
YEAS—80

Alken Goldwater Morse
Allott Gore Mundt
Bartlett Gruening Muskie
Bayh Hart Nelson
Beall Hickenlooper MNeuberger
Bennett Hill Pastore
Bible Hruska Pearson
Boggs Humphrey Prouty
Brewster Inouye Proxmire
Burdick Jackson Randolph
Byrd, Va Javits Russell
Byrd, W. Va Johnston Scott
Cannon Jordan, N.C. Simpson
Carlson Jordan, Idaho Smith
Case Keating Sparkman
Clark Eennedy Stennis
Cooper Euchel Symington

riis Long, Mo. Talmadge
Dirksen Long, La. Thurmond
Dominick Mansfield Tower
Douglas McClellan Walters
Eastland McGee Willlams, N.J.
Edmondson McGovern Willlams, Del.
Ellender McNamara Yarborough
Ervin Metcalf Young, N. Dak.
Fong Miller Young, Ohio
Fulbright Monroney

NAYS—0
NOT VOTING—20

Anderson Holland Moss
Church Lausche Pell
Cotton Magnuson Ribicoff
Dodd MeCarthy bertson
Engle MclIntyre Saltonstall
Hartke Mechem Smathers
Hayden Morton

So the bill (H.R. 9637) was passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from Rhode Is-
land [Mr. PerrL] and the distinguished
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Mc-
InTyYRE] came into the door of the Cham-
ber just as the Chair was making the
announcement on the vote. The Senate
should know also that they were delayed
in coming to the Chamber because of
circumstances over which they had no
control. I believe this statement should
be made by the majority leader at this
time, because he is aware of all the facts
and circumstances.

Mr. McINTYRE subsequently said:
Mr. President, I should like the REcorp
to show that if I had been present and
voting I would have voted “yea” on the
passage of the military procurement au-
thorization bill.

Mr. PELL subsequently said: Mr. Pres-
ident, I thank the majority leader for his
earlier statement. If I had been present
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and voting on the passage of the mil-
itary procurement authorization bill, I
would have voted “‘yea.”

THE MYTH OF OVERKILL

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimcus consent to have printed in
the body of the Recorp at this point a
very interesting article that was pub-
lished in the Air Force and Space Digest
magazine of February 1964. It is en-
titled “The Myth of Overkill,” and was
written by Mr. Amrom H, Katz.

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

[From Air Force, Feb. 1964]

“Economy is a distributive virtue, and
consists not in saving but In selection.
Parsimony requires no providence, no sagac-
itv, no powers of combination, no compari-
son, no judgment.”—EpMUND BURKE, "“Letter
to a Noble Lord (1796)."

THE MYTH oF OVERKILL—A CRITIQUE OF “A
STRATEGY FOR AMERICAN SECURITY"

(By Amrom H. Katz)

(Eprror's NoTe.—This magazine rarely de-
votes its limited space to detailed refutation
of theories and proposals of a single individ-
ual. In the case of Prof. Seymour Melman,
of Columbia University, we are making an
exception. This is not solely because we
believe his theories to be specious, but be-
cause we belleve them to be dangerously so
in that they are capturing the fancy of cer-
tain Members of Congress and also that of
other policymakers and policymolders. The
author of the following study possesses un-
impeachable credentials, Mr. Katz Is a
phvsicist and an outstanding expert on aerial
and space reconnalssance, first with the Air
Force and now with the Rand Corp. More
importantly, he has a long record of activity
and interest in the problems of peace as well
as war. He is a long-time member of United
World Federalists and has served on its na-
tional executive council. He was an original
member of the Committee on Securlty
Through Arms Control of the National Plan-
ning Association. He iz on the board of
sponsors of the magazine War/Peace Report,
the board of the magazine Disarmament and
Arms Control, and the advisory board of the
Journal on Arms Control. He has actively
particlpated in most of the major arms-
control and disarmament conferences in this
country and abroad, including the Pugwash
Conferences in Moscow and London, the
Arden House Strategy for Peace Conferences,
several meetings of the American Assembly,
the Stowe (Vt.) Conference of Sclentists on
World Affairs, and the Accra Assembly in
Ghana, He was a professor in residence of
political sclence and senlor fellow in the na-
tional security studies program at UCLA in
1863 and is a consultant to the U.S. Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency. We are
proud to count him among our authors.
(The views expressed in this paper are those
of the author. They should not be in-
terpreted as reflecting the views of the Rand
Corp. or the official opinion or policy of any
of its governmental or private research
Sponsors.) )

1. THE ROAD TO MELTOWN-—WHAT DOES
MELTOWN SAY?

The prophet of overkill has risen in the
East, and his preaching is sweet to the ears:
‘“We (the United States) have stockpiled
bombs enough to kill the Soviets hundreds
of times over, but killing them more than
once is costly, stupid, and wasteful; we can
kill them only once, so we should stop wast-
ing money. We should cut the defense
budget by at least $22 billion. Here is a lst
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of the things to do with the $22 billion you
save.”

And who wouldn't like such news? Es-
pecially when delivered with conviction and
without equivocation by the leader of a
group of professors, When large sums are
spent there is often a strong suspicion that
much is wasted. And when complex prob-
lems of strategy, politics, and procurement
swirl around our heads like nebulae—who
would not like to have all this reduced to
plain talk and simple arithmetic?

Answers are what we want—the simpler
. snd neater the better. That's what Seymour

Melman gives us.
 Professor Melman and six associates have
prepared a booklet entitled “A Strategy for
American Security.”! The following quota-
tion from the Wall Street Journal, January
24, 1963, appears on the inside cover of the
booklet:

“It's impossible to buy a perfect defense;
nothing can always deter somebody else's
irrational act, nor is there any technical
formula guaranteed to tell how much should
be spent, or for what, to assure the best
of always imperfect protection. But many
people here think the whole process could
be improved by more informed consideration
of the strategies, instead of just the hard-
ware, that dictate all the spending.”

It would seem that we're off to a fast start.
An informed d'scussion of strategles is al-
ways in order. But this premise is supported
only by the title of the booklet; one vain-
1y turns the pages looking for any further
discussion of strategy. There is none.

Let us then triefly ex mire Melman's
statements and proposals. The bookiet con-
sists of 11 chapters. *“Chapter I: How Much
Military Power Is Enough?” and “Chapter II:
The Military Budget, Is There a Choice?”
are by Melman. The rest of the booklet con-
tains chapters by Melman and his colleagues
which deal largely with how defense money
could be better spent.

This paper will concern itself primarily
with the first two chapters, which are the
heart of the booklet. They have attracted
considerable attention by their statement of
Melman's thesis. Let’s see if we can discover
what the thesis is. Melman quotes Secre-
tary McNamara's judgment that “we cal-
culate that our forces today could still de-
stroy the Soviet Union without any help
from the deployed, tactical air units, or car-
rier task forces or Thor or Jupiter inter-
mediate-range ballistic missiles,” Melman
then asserts: “Never before could one think
of military power sufficient to kill a popula-
tion more than once,” and describes how the
assumed American and Soviet available
megatonnage could be used against clties of
more than 100,000 population.

Back to the meager details of his analysis
shortly. But first, his conclusion. On what
he labels a “conservative” assumption, in
which he allowed a 50-percent attrition of
carriers, he asserts that for the 140 major
cities of the Soviet Union the United States
“overkill capacity” is 78 times. In his terms
this means that we have 78 times as much
as Is necessary to kill the 140 largest cities
in the Soviet Union. Melman also calculates
that for the 370 major cities of the Sino-
Soviet bloc, the United States has an overkill

1"A Strategy for American Security: An
Alternative to the 1964 Military Budget,”
Prof. 8. Melman, Ed., Columbia University;
and the following contributors: T. McCarthy,
Baslc Economic Appraisals, Inc.; Prof. O.
Feinstein, Wayne State University; Prof.
E. Lieuwen, University of New Mexico; Prof.
J. E. Ullman, Hofstra College; Prof. W. Vick-
rey, Columbia University; Benjamin Spock,
MD., Western Reserve University; published
by Lee Service, Inc., New York, April 1963.
Also cordensed in the Saturday Review,
May 4. 1963.
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capacity of 41 times, allowing for 30-percent
attrition of dellvery systems.

Although strategic considerations are
desperate’y needed here, they are completely
missing. What are his attrition assumptions
based upon? Who attacks first? The United
States? The Soviet Unlon? Does he assume
the United States is starting a preventive
war or a preemptive war, or does he assume
that the Soviet Union has struck the United
States first, and that we are responding with
an all-out countercity campaign? 1Is there
any mention of alternative target systems—
of a partial response? Any thought of
damping out a war? Nary a word. We have
no campalgn analysis at hand—only
conclusions.

But let's see what happens to his figures
if we change certain of Melman's conservative
assumptions. BSuppose the United Btates
suffered a surprise attack. It s improbable
that the Soviets would attack our cities first,
leaving alone our bombers and our misslles.
The cities aren't golng anywhere; they would
be available for later attack, for use as hos-
tages, for threat and bargainirg purposes.
Suppose 80 percent of our military forces were
struck, and that the rellability of the re-
mainder is 30 percent, and of tiat 30 percent,
local defenses in the Soviet Union can knock
down 70 percent—we are now down to a force
over the Soviet Union of but 1 percent of
everything we had. In terms of our Melman
unit (the overklll statistic) we are down to
but two times and, if the entire Sino-Soviet
bloc is considered, by M=Iman's own statis-
tics, we have no overkill at all. And even this
result assumes adequate retargeting, good
communications, reallocation of weapons,
ete.

‘What's wrong then? He assumes that de-
terrence has falled. He then assumes a coun-
tercity target system, and he arbitrarily as-
sumes very low attrition figures (that is, he
assumes that a high percentage of the weapon
carriers we start with will survive, prove re-
liable, and get to thelr targets). However,
the purposes of our forces are to deter, not to
tempt, and, if war comes, to terminate it
quickly with minimum loes of life. Melman
apparently assumes that even if the Boviets
strike first, this first strike is instantaneous,
and would use the entire Soviet capability.
He also assumes that all of the United States
response must come later in time than all of
the Sovlet's first move. Melman needs this
assumption, for otherwlse counterforce oper-
atlons (that is, the U.S. forces responding
with an attack on as yet unused Soviet
forces) make sense. It Is Melman's clear
purpose to have this concept make no sense,
and to meke our present posture appear ex-
clusively dependent on this concept.

Melman asserts: “Until recently the coun-
terforce concept of national security has ap-
peared to have the full endorsement of the
Becretary of Defense.” He says: “The coun-
terforce perspective has been rendered im-
plausible by the development on the Soviet
side of the same eort of hard missile locations
and submarine carrlers for missile launching
as developed by the United States. Under
these circumstances, the counterforce per-
spectlve reflected in the administrative budg-
et has no military reality.”

He seems to belleve that a hard missile site
is absolutely invulnerable. But in truth,
hardness certalnly does not confer or con-
note absolute invulnerability, A hard mis-
slle site is simply more difficult to attack than
if it were goft. This problem is part of the
reason for the extra forces that Melman talks
about. But the malin needs for what Melman
calls extra forces stem from uncertainty and
the need for insurance. We want to be far
away from that threshold which might
tempt the Soviets. And this has little to do
with a counterforce strategy.

It is truly amazing that certainty comes
easily, If without grace, to those most re-
moved from the realities and complexities
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of military hardware and responeibilities. It
would bz difficult to explain to the American
public that our only position in the event of
war is to murder the Soviet population,
smash their cities, and not even attempt to
touch those forces wheh if left alone would
succeed Iin killing Americans. Strangely
enough, it is the military and hardheaded
civillan analysts who are against a strategy
whose sole content is mutual and complete
annihilation of cities. It is Melman’s so-
called strategy that can be properly termed
senseless, iInhumane, and mechanical.

It is infinitely better not to have nuclear
war, and it is the fundamental purpose of
our forces to discourage any opponent from
adventurism and from miscalculation of the
kind Melman makes. We hope that we have
deterred and will continue to deter the So-
viets from deliberately planning a surprise
attack on the United States. Are we wasting
money if we achleve this?

M:Iman's answer is that we have the wrong
strategy, and we can do it cheaper. But can
we? The only stratrgy he considers is the
countercity strategy, and this, he asserts, we
can do cheaper. But as noted above, this
assumption depends upon some nonexpliclt
assumptions about who starts the war, about
the potentlal damage than can be dealt our
forces in the event of war, about the rella-
billty of the remaining forces, about the at-
trition on the way to and in the target area.
His calculations are extraordinarily sensitive
to these assumptions, but neither the fact
of the sensitivity nor any of the assumptions
are mentioned.

Let us look at an excerpt from Melman's
chapter I, which illustrates the problem of
sensitivity to assumptions. On page 2 of
his booklet he calculates:

“The destructive capability of Soviet forces
is estimated by the same reasoning applied
to U.S. forces with some modifications. On
the same basis of our first set of calculations,
the Soviet Union has the following capabili-
ties:

“For the 2,000 cities in the world of 100,000
or more population no overkill capacity If
a8 30-percent attrition is applied to dellvery
systems. This is so because of about 2,500
delive 'y vehicles, 30-percent losses would
leave less than 1 vehicle per target. However,
if one figures, arbitrarily, an attrition rate
of 20 percent, then U.S.8.R. delivery would
be 3.2 megatons per 100,000 persons in major
cities or an overkill of 160 times.”

This is remarkable: By changing his as-
sumption from 30-percent to 20-percent
attrition, Melman goes from a no-overkill
capacity to an overkill of 160 times. And
he demonstrates no preference for either
assumption, nor a basis for his assumptions,
calling them arbitrary. This arithmetical
flimflam doesn't even catch Melman's eye.
We saw earlier how, by introducing other
assumptions on attritlon (perhaps not as
arbitrary as Melman’s) the U.S. force can
be reduced to less than 1 percent of our
total force. Even these calculations illus-
trate the sensitivity of the analysis to pre-
Hminary assumptions.

From these examples, and from further
perusal of the booklet, one can understand
how frustrating it is for military and civilian
analysts to answer Melman’s formulation.
It is frustrating for these simple reasons:

There is no analysis.

The presentation is not of a strategy but
of a reaction to some unstated level of Soviet
attack. (On whom? The United States?
NATO?)

This assumed strategy is not compared
with any other strategy.

The particular single-response strategy
(assumed by Melman) is not U.S. strategy as
described by military or civillan officials.

Figures on military force levels and de-
ployments are not handed down from Mount
Sinal. They are arrived at by answering the
threat and considering what the other fellow
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is doing, and by allocating forces and funds
among several missions: conventional war
(nonnuclear), nuclear war, counterinsur-
gency, military aid, ete. No, the defense
budget is not sacrosanct.- Of course it can

be modified, and I am not arguing agains® |
any form of military cuts. This huge budgel -

and its allocations are subject to continuous
reexamination. But we are certainly not
golng to base force reduction or major budget
changes on the kind of arithmetic and argu-
ment in Melman's booklet.

Suppose we were to accept Melman's
strategy, described in chapter II of his book-
let. He does not and cannot describe which
forces he is cutting, because the elements of
his budget are research and development,
operation and maintenance, military person-
nel, etc., instead of being expressed in terms
of forces, alrcraft, missiles, conventional
forces, and armament or the like. It would
have been interesting to see which forces are
cut and how much.

What does he say about conventional
forces? And of the requirement of respond-
ing when we have to, at some level short of
an all-out automatic commitment to destroy
all the major cities of the Soviet Union?
There is not one solitary word on any of
these questions. What does he say about the
cost of controlling our forces—of protecting
them so they do not have to respond in a
hurry, so they can, In fact, survive and pause
while an attack—or an accident—is being
evaluated? There is nothing on this either.

Melman does sweeten the ple. He presents
an administration defense budget of $566 bil-
lon. In his first approximation to cutting
this budget, he cuts out $22 billion, calling
what is left a maintenance of present forces
budget. This $22 billion is taken from pro-
curement, from research and development,
from military construction, from military as-
sistance, and from the atomic energy pro-
gram. What, then, replaces the B-47's which
are phasing out—the B-52's which are ag-
ing? Where then do we get the forces with
which to fight counterinsurgency or conven-
tional warfare when needed? Not a word
about these things.

Nevertheless, Melman's proposed slash of
$22 billion looks minor indeed compared to an
alternative he calls the “finite deterrent"
budget. This budget weighs in at $9 billion—
a slash of $47 billion. Using a subtle form
of budget by assoclation Melman bases his $9
billion budget on conclusions drawn from
some remarks made by Dr. Jerome Wiesner
in 1960. Quoting from the Wiesner paper,
Melman says: “Studies made independently
by the U.S. Army and Navy have indicated
that even in the absence of agreements limit-
ing force size and permitting inspection, 200
relatively secure missiles would provide an
adequate deterrent.”

Oh, to have been President. And to be
confronted by Cuba or Berlin with only this
particular hand showing. What range of
responses, what options, what choices does
Melman leave us? He offers no response,
no option sghort of the destruction of 140
Soviet cities. There Is, of course, consider-
able doubt that Melman is in favor of such
a murderous option, and there is some doubt
that the United States could or would carry
out this idea. It is doubtful that this solitary
threat—the U.S. massive response—could be
called out for any Soviet provocation or
military action short of large-scale attack
on the United States. And the Soviets may
suspect this, as well.

There is no objection to an inexpensive
strategy; there is only one requirement
which this strategy has failed to meet—
that it be workable. The problem the
United States faces is not solely to save
money; we should spend what we must, and
do it sensibly. We could save a lot of money
by being isolationists, and we could cure
the gold-flow problem at one and the same
time. But this is not our main objective.
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We have assigned American isolationism to
the history books.

Comparing the current administration
defense posture, attitudes, and strategy with
Melman's, we might as well ask: Which
strategy is more likely to get us into a war,
and if a war were to start, which is guar-
anteed to kill more people? Lo and behold,
it is Melman’s,

II. GIRF—THE GUARANTEED INVULNERABLE
RETALIATCRY FORCE—WHO'S IN CHAERGE?

We live in a world of uncertainty. Not at
peace, we are not at war. Our principal
military threat comes from the Soviet. em-
pire. The Soviet Union practices secrecy
and maintains a closed society with great
skili and determination. Thus we find,
from time to time, that in building our de-
fenses, we had have had to pay heavy and
excesslve insurance premiums against eval-
uated risks, some of which may later turn
out to be smaller than we thought or ever
imaginary. In doing this, we must bend
all our efforts to protect ourselves against
real risks and dangers. But the conse-
quences of error are not symmetric: In the
one case we may waste money; In the other
we may spill large amounts of blood. We
have more money than blood; the choice be-
tween errors is obvious.

What do we mean by security? I suggest
that what we mean by security is freedom
from both the fear and danger of violent war.
These are quite different—the fear and the
danger—and not at all redundant. We
might well be confronted with the danger
of violent war and for whatever reason—
stupidity, blindness, bravado, or a large na-
tional dose of tranquilizers—we might have
no fear. Similarly, we might have fear and
not be in any real danger. And, of course,
we might well have real fear in the presence
of real danger.

Somehow we imply by security not only
the absence of war, but the presence of some
kind of freedom, and not only anarchic free-
dom but freedom and opportunity to pur-
sue the peaceful activities of society.®

Part of our system of military deterrence
against central war is the GIRF—the Guar-
anteed Invulnerable Retaliatory Force. What
is meant by this is simple in concept, al-
though difficult and expensive to achieve and
maintain,

To deter thermonuclear war we try to pro-
cure and arrange forces whose magnitude and
disposition discourage a Soviet first strike.
We hope that the Soviets will conclude that
they are unable to destroy enough of this
force on a first strike to prevent destruction
of the Soviet Union by the remainder. Thus,
making this calculation, the Soviet Union
will presumably be deterred from launching
an attack.

Let's look briefly at the words used in de-
scribing the GIRF. Clearly, the United
States has much to do with buying and
building and maintaining such a force. But
the Soviet Union has much to do with, and
is in partial charge of at least two of these
words: ‘“‘guaranteed” and “invulnerable.”
This is not always recognized by those who
discuss these matters.

What we think is invulnerable may not
be. Invulnerability depends not only on
what we do, but on what the Soviet Union
does. There is no ab:solute invulnerability.
A hardened missile base may be so well pro-
tected that it would take several missiles to
knock it out. Its alleged invulnerability
may rest on this calculation and an assump-
tion that this price is too high for an oppo-
nent to pay. But it may not be; it is a
choice. The opponent may have a different

*Katz, A. H., "Good Disarmament—and
Bad,"” Air Force/Space Digest, May 1961; also
“Some Things To Do and Some To Think,”
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, vol. 17,

No. 4, April 1961, pp. 139-143,
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way of calculating. Invulnerabllity is not
an absolute, to be certified and forgotten.
Our opponent may find a way to make cheap-
er warheads, or more of them—or, indeed,
may package many warheads on one of his
large missiles. Whether retaliation is guar-
anteed depends first on its passing the test
of invulnerability. Assuming it passes that
test, it then must be capable of getting
through Soviet defenses. Remember that
Melman's calculations include the B—47 force,
now phasing out, and the B-52's whose life
is probably limited to this decade. These
systems, as well as a large number of ICBM’s,
are vulnerable, yet in Melman’s tabulation,
they are assigned, together with B-58's, Navy
A-3D's, and A-4D's—21,150 megatons out of
a total of the 21,970 megatons Melman claims
for our 1963 strategic forces. Thus, Melman
assigns the aircraft systems more than 96 per-
cent of our strategic firepower, and he ne- |
glects vulnerability.

In addition, these aircraft have to get
through a Soviet defense system—a fact un-
mentioned by Melman, but one which has
engaged both our planners and the Soviets'
as well, Clearly, the fundamental theorem
of air defense—that the defense can exact a
bigger price, in proportion, from small num-
bers of intruding aircraft than it can from
larger numbers—though important, is too
subtle to be reflected in Melman's static as-
sertions.

We have customarily said, and believed,
that the anti-ICBM problem is insoluble.
The Soviets claim to have solved it. We
can't assume that we have a guaranteed force
without assuming that an effective anti-
ICBM sy:tem is impossible.

Stability is not static, it is not automatic,
it is not guaranteed, and, above all, it can-
not be left untended.

III. SAVING MONEY AND WHAT TO DO WITH IT

The cornerstone of Melman's structure is
the idea that he can slash our defense
budget without decreasing our security.

Unfortunately for logie, clarity, and prog-
ress, many discussions of arms control and
disarmament often get hung up on a dis-
cussion of conflicting goals—the saving of
money and the enhancement of security.

Simultaneous achievement of these two
goals would certalnly be nice. But in the
event that they conflict (and I suggest that
they may)—there should be little question
of priority.

Both Professor Melman and I attended the
1962 Accra (“World Without the Bomb")
Assembly in Ghana. Most of the represent-
atives at this conference were from the
smaller states—the neutrals, the nonalined,
or the not-yet-fully alined. Many of them
seemed to have this attitude toward dis-
armament: “The TUnited States is now
spending about $50 billion a year on arms.
If we could achleve disarmament, there
would he no need to spend this, and the
United States could give it to us.”

Admittedly, this is an oversimplification
of the problem, but certainly not of the
sentiments which ylelded this expression.
These same groups, by and large, trace all
of the problems of the world back to the
bomb. The answer to these two points was
straightforward:

““The bomb appeared in the world in 1945,
didn’t it? Well, now let's see what's hap-
pened. Since 1945, about 50 new nations
have been created; about a billion people
have secured their freedom. Now, about &
billion were already free, and about a billion
people are in the Sino-Soviet bloc, and this
adds up to the 3 billion people in the world.
Further, more money has been spent on for-
eign aid by the United States since 1945 than
in all human history by all the nations of
the world up to that point. From the
standpoint of the smaller groups represented
here, how good could it possibly get?”
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. vent problems.”

It is naive to believe that, in the event

‘of total disarmament, the $50 billion per year

now spent by the United States for defense
would be given out in the form of foreign
ald to underdeveloped countries, the neu-
trals, and nonaligned states. Foreign aid
is conducted to support our foreign policy,
and is, in part, a response to competition,
to threat, and to tension. This does not

‘mean that were the Soviet Union to disap-

pear, all foreign aid would cease. (It should
be remembered that the Soviet Union and
the other Communist bloc countries were in-
vited to. participate in the Marshall plan.)
But it is not a priori obvious that with such
competition removed, foreign aid would
necessarily go on as it has, nor is it likely
that resources which the American taxpayer
has been willing to pay for defense are re-
sources which he would just as willingly sup-
ply in the form of greatly expanded foreign

“ald. The more sophisticated representatives

at Accra knew this full well. It is ques-
tionable whether massive and sudden in-
creases in foreign ald to underdeveloped areas
can accomplish any good without the pre-
requisites of a middle class, of an educated
population, and some industrialization.
Belief in the importance of adequate de-
fense and military security measures does not
conflict with simultaneous belief in a
strengthened Peace Corps, in aid to educa-

~ tion, in expanded medical services and re-

search, in civil rights, in massive action on
the unemployment problem, and on poverty,
in foreign aid, and in related measures. The
goals of these latter activities and the pro-
grams are not competitive with defense, nor
have they ever been, despite the vigorous at-
tempts of some groups to make us think so.
This is especlally true when there are unused
and available resources in the United States.
Complementary, yes; competitive, no.

Ours is a big country, and we will continue
to have the resources to do many things.
If we have failed to support medical re-
search adequately, to ald education, to work
on many legitimate problems before Sput-
nlk, failure to do so now, while regrettable,
sad (and hopefully reversible), can hardly
be to the size of either the space or
the defense budget.

It was appropriate, not long ago, to sug-
gest that we cannot take a defensive posi-
tion and say what we want is everyone else
to leave us alone. Nor are statements of
national purpose much hesides compass di-
rections. We need purposeful thrust, equal
in its domain to the thrust of our glant
rockets, with consistent long-term national
and international goals. It has been true

~ for sometime that “although waging war

is deadly, it is intensely simple and direct,
consisting principally of many people get-
ting positive orders. Unfortunately, there
isn’t any corresponding set of positive orders,
any prescription, that can be written for
peace.

“We need some kind of gigantic moral
equivalent of war, some activity on which
we can focus and spend our energles and
resources—the conquest of space, disease,
hunger, the problem of world education,
the development of resources, the problems
of population. Clearly we don't have to in-
(See footnote 2.)

But we cannot embark in consclence on
long-range projects whose success requires
an environment of peace and security, with-
out silmultaneously working equally hard on
maintaining security and attempting to se-
cure peace.

IV. THE ECONOMIC ARGUMENT-—CAN WE SUR-
VIVE A CUT IN DEFENSE SPENDING?

A common argument encountered in dis-
cussions, debates, and literature on dis-
armament is that the opposition to dis-
armament in the United States is firmly
based on the need for the arms Industry
as a central part of our economy. This
argument is part of the working intellectual
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capital of that fairly large and extremely
vocal group who, after either disregarding or
denigrating almost everything President
Elsenhower sald in his first 7.09 years of
office, have seized on and proclaimed as gos-
pel Eisenhower’s farewell remarks about the
military-industrial complex.

Accompanying this argument is an implicit
assumption that any disarmament process
would be wholesale, swift, abrupt, and eco-
nomically catastrophic. The fact is that in
all the postwar years of negotiating on dis-
armament we have achleved only a partial
test ban and a hot line agreement, neither of
which directly affects either our budgets or
those of the Soviet Union one lota. This
sobering statistic should, but does not, im-
press those who see disarmament as immi-
nent and opposition to it as based mainly
on economic considerations. Such studies
as have been performed * ¢ tend to show that
adjustments can be made if planned for in
plenty of time.

The Soviet Union, which used to argue
that the United States needed heavy military
expenditures to prevent economic collapse,
reversed its position several years ago when it
found that (1) this argument was not true,
and (2) its advocacy, while the Soviets were
simultaneously pressing for disarmament
negotiations, made for obvious and embar-
rassing internal contradictions In policy.

What also seems to be forgotten in this
worry about the economic problem is that we
went through a much greater problem at the
end of World War II, easily and successfully.
In a speech some time ago Arthur Schlesin-
ger, Jr., sald: ®

“Let us first consider the economiec argu-
ments. From 1945 to 1946, the total Gov-
ernment purchases of goods and services in
the United States declined, with the end of
World War II, from $82.9 billion to $30.8 bil-
lion. This was a drop of over $50 billion at
a time when the total gross national product
was only a little over $200 billion. The de-
cline in Government spending then was, in
short, about 25 percent of the gross national
product—and our economy rose to take up
the slack.

“An equivalent decline today would be
over $130 billion—which 1is almost three
times the size of our defense budget and
half again as large as our total Federal budg-
et. The American economy would thus in
no circumstances have to meet a decline in
public spending comparable to that which
it survived in 1945-486.

“And if all present defense spending
should cease tomorrow the Amerlcan econ-
omy, which survived a decline in public
spending amounting to one-quarter of the
gross national product in 1946, could cer-
tainly survive a drop in public spending
amounting to one-eleventh of our gross na-
tional product today. The argument that
our economy requires the cold war 1s, in
short, a phony.”

The conditions following World War II
were different from those which might fol-
low some future significant amount of dis-
armament® But the statistics cited above
bear pondering, and offer reassurance to
those who fear economic effects of disarma-
ment. (These points are well recognized by
Professor Vickrey, in his interesting con-

iUnited Nations Consultative Group
Study on Economic and Soclal Consequences
of Disarmament, U.N. document E/3593,
United Nations, New York, Feb, 26, 1962,

+“The Economic and Soclal Consequences
of Disarmament,” U.S. Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency Publication No. 6,
Washington, D.C., 1962.

* Bchlesinger, A., Jr., In Alr Force/Space
Digest, March 1962, p. 32.

*“Documents on Disarmament,” 1962,
U.8. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
Publication No. 19, November 1963, pp. 228-
229.
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tribution to the Melman pamphlet. But
Vickrey's contrlbution seems almost inde-
pendent of the other contributions.)

It 1s, and has been, U.S. policy to work for
the establishment of some form of disarma-
ment and arms control, and for relaxation of
We ought to be able to use our
economic strength to force the Soviet Union
to be more serious about disarmament than
they have been. Were we able to persuade
them by demonstration that they cannot
possibly win the arms race this might pro-
vide the incentive for more meaningful and
productive negotiations than have taken
place to date. As Schlesinger says In the
same speech (footnote 5):

“The only lasting hope for a relaxation of
tensions lies in the establishment of a sys-
tem of general and complete disarmament.
One great issue confronting us today s how
we may best negotiate an effective disarma-
ment agreement. Those who object to our
defense budget evidently assume that, if we
were to permit the Soviet Union to achieve
a decisive margin of military advantage, the
Soviet Union would reward us by suddenly
accepting a program of effective world dis-
armanent.

“As a historian, I find it hard to under-
stand how—in view of a sequence of inter-
national actions from the Stalin-Hitler pact
of 1939 to the resumption of nuclear testing
in 1961—anyone can suppose that the Soviet
Union is animated by anything but an ag-
gressive conception of its own interests.
There is only one way in which we can per-
suade the Soviet Union that it must submit
to a program of international arms inspec-
tion and control—that is by persuading the
Soviet leaders that we can stay in the arms
race as long as they can.”

V. BEHIND MELMAN—A BASIS FOR HIS BELIEFS
AND ACTIONS

Melman's booklet (see footnote 1) is im-
portant and curious at the same time—
important for its appeal, curious for its
omissions. It is Important because this
oversimplified, erroneous, off-the-track col-
lection of prescriptions and proscriptions
seems to have appealed to some responsible,
serious Members of Congress, and to other
concerned groups of citizens.

Certainly, the most important provocative
statements in this booklet are in the sec-
tions written by Melman. Focusing on
overkill and on our defense budget, they
contain some reflections and assertions on
our military posture, and presumably, our
strategy. However, as noted earlier, there is
nothing in these sections about the uses of
military power, political objectives, the mili-
tary threat from the Soviet Union, limited
war, our alliances, or related topics. Were
this not curious enough, I find nowhere in
this booklet any discussion of disarmament
or arms control. Neither word seems to
appear even once,

The implicit assumption which seems to
underlie Melman's thesis is that we have far
too much military power (but he doesn't
say for what). His only criterion for evalua-
ting a force is that required to destroy the
major Soviet cities and his only concern is
with obtaining the cheapest countercity
force.

The booklet is slim. Perhaps he should
have enlarged it and included either refer-
ences to or excerpts from his previous writ-
ings on disarmament and arms control. As
one might suspect, his well-publicized views
on these subjects are not iIndependent of
his conclusions on strategy. For that reason
let us see what he has said about arms con-
trol.

Melman's views may be found in several
places. His book, “The Peace Race,"”" con-

" Melman, S., “The Peace Race,” Ballan-

tine Books, New York, 1961.
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tains several chapters in part 1: “Road to De-
feat,” entitled “The Importance of Military
Power, Dangers of War From Failures of Peo-
ple and Machines, Can Military Deterrence
Be Stabilized?” His introduction to “No
Place to Hide" ® sets forth his views on deter-
rence and strategy in adequate detail. But
perhaps the most suceinct reference to what
Melman thinks is in a short paper which
appeared in the Nation.?

In that article Melman see the emergence
of the doctrine of arms control as a competi-
tor to and a substitute for disarmament.

Melman stated that the fathers of the idea
of arms control constitute a diverse group
of people who have adopted this notion for
varying reasons. For some, he said, "“Arms
control reflects the price of conscience.” He
saw another group: “A second trend favoring
arms control can be recognized in certain
military and political theorists together with
munitions-makers who found in the doctrine
a method for heading off the growing public
pressures for disarmament. This group finds
the dual appeal of arms control entrancing:
It can be presented to the public as disarma-
ment, yet in some views of arms control re-
quirements it need not close down a single
major military establishment or put any ob-
stacle in the way of the Pentagon's war
games and strategy planning.”

The coid inference here—and it is hardly
an Inference—is that arms control is a Ma-
chiavellian conspiracy. In order to make the
last quoted point of Melman's, one must feel
that a subtle job of deception is being prac-
ticed by arms controllers.

Another group of people who are in favor
of arms control, Melman belleved, is “a group
of men, many of them in Government serv-
ice, who trled repeatedly to implement dis-
armament measures and found themselves
stymied by the opposition of the Pentagon
and the AEC. Wearily, this group has now
decided it is futlle to buck the military any
longer and has turned to arms control.” The
last group whom he associated with the
fathers of the new doctrine are "those who
fear disarmament because it would leave the
United States naked. For these men, who
have no explicit theory of soclety which they
are prepared to match against Bolshevik doc-
trine, the sword is their only shield.” I
willingly leave amateur and mass psycho-
analysis to Melman, without further com-
ment.

Melman doubted that arms control can
help to achieve military stability. He argued
that In order to do so, "it is necessary to
agree not only on the numbers of weapons
in being but to freeze (a) the abllity and (b)
the will, to make new ones. The only way to
freeze the ability to develop new weapons is
to disband major research-and-development
facllities and to put the personnel under
appropriate inspection and control. No arms
control scheme yet put forward contemplates
any such step.”

But disbanding military research and de-
velopment is prescisely one of the steps
which Melman urges in his currently pro-
posed budget reductions (see footnote 1, pp.
3-4). Thus the step Melman advocates Is a
unilateral step; it is not a negotlated, not an
inspected, step. He would effectively discon-
tinue all military research and development,
and because this is a unilateral step it really
accelerates instabllity.

He continues, “The only way to freeze or
to destroy the will to make new weapons is
to achieve a relaxation of the present fear-
ridden mentality engendered by distrust,
which grips the world. This distrust, which
is basically a political factor, will not be dis-
persed by agreements that are designed to

#*No Place to Hide,”
Grove Press, 1962,

" Melman, S., “The Arms Control Doc-
trine,” the Nation, February 11, 1961, pp.
114-1186.
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regulate, but not to terminate, the arms
I.E:CE.“

It is superfluous to point out what could
be documented in detail: That the U.S.
proposals, debated at length, presented to
the 18-Nation Disarmament Conference, dis-
cussed on many college campuses, at many
meetings, do envision massive and whole-
sale reduction in arms, given proper condi-
tions. These conditions have not been met,
and likely will not be met by the Soviets,
and the appearance of an environment of
trust seems to be deferred. (Melman’s
article in the Nation appeared early in 1961.
Considering his later works, referenced in
this paper, the views here quoted are fairly
representative of his continuing viewpolnts.)

Melman asserts: “Arms control, therefore,
will not achieve military stability. Military
technologies will continue to be developed
in the customary way with first one side and
then the other seeming to have the advan-
tage."

He questions that arms control will work,
saying: “What exactly will arms control
deter?”’ Presumably & major missile attack
by one of the great powers upon the other,
but equality in missiles, for example, i.e.,
arms control (this is his definition) will not
necessarily deter a first strike, if that prom-
ises advantage to one side or the other (as-
suming the will to strike is there). He
continues: “Obviously, the more nearly equal
the opposing forces are, the greater role sur-
prise and evasive maneuvers can play in the
outcome of the conflict. In this sense, arms
control might well increase rather than de-
crease the danger of surprise attack.” Now
the quetsion is, how does this statement jibe
with his proposed plan which ignores the
factors set forth above?

In fact, what is he selling? Setting these
statements side by side with those in his
booklet leaves one not only confused but
also wondering.

Melman's 19681 article reflects considerable
concern over the problem of accidents in the
precipitation of catastrophe, and then, in a
complete misunderstanding of the nature of
arms control and the efforts being made
(which were talked about well before the
date of his article) to lessen such dangers,
Melman asserts that arms control would not
perceptibly lessen this danger.

In discussing the spread of nuclear weap-
ons—the N-country problem-—Melman states
a preference for and underscores the impor-
tance of a test-ban agreement which would
limit the number of nuclear powers, and
again, in an egreglous misunderstanding and
misstatement of what arms controllers are
and have been for, states that “this infer-
ence is not generally made by supporters of
the arms control doctrine.” This 1s non-
sense.

What is he for? He states a preference
for “inspected disarmament.” But this has
been our policy for many years., The rea-
sons that we have no inspected disarmament
remain clear.

Melman concluded this article by crystal-
lizing the distinctions (as he saw them) be-
tween those In favor of disarmament versus
those in favor of arms control. He sald:
“For each person in a free society, the choice
of where to take one’s chances is determined
by one's values. If these values include a
high regard for human life, a desire to de-
velop man's potential for peaceful living, and
the will to extend the boundarles of free-
dom, then the strategy of disarmament with
its allled political and economic goals is the
preferred course. But if one's values place
human life at low worth and include a pref-
erence for man's destructive potential, and
for authoritarian relations in political life,
then some variant of comservative military
theory, such as arms control, is preferable.”

It is well to keep these comments in mind
when reading Melman's proposals on alloca-
tion of the defense budget. One of the most
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revealing of Melman's statements is the last
quoted, which attempts to preempt univer-
sally accepted values for the disarmers, and
while denying these good values to the arms
controllers, imputes to them Ilowly and
despicable values.

As Melman says: “The pity is that so many
of us make our choices without awareness
of the ends, or values, that are being served.”
Well, here we can all certainly agree with
Melman.

VI. AFTER CRITICISM, WHAT?—A POSITIVE
PROGRAM

Analysis of other’s propositions iz both
necessary and important, but analysis alone
is insufficient and dissatisfying. Melman's
concept of what the United States is up to is
in error. His proposed posture and structure
of our military forces would increase instabil-
ity, not stability. Were we %0 do what he
suggests, the danger we may be in would
increase, not decrease. Were we to do what
he suggests, our chances for securing a
meaningful disarmament agreement would
be greatly reduced. But it is not enough to
say that Melman is wrong. Analysis is neces-
sary, but synthesis, and a positive program,
must follow. *

We are not necessarlly doing all we can or
should do, nor is everything we are doing
perfectly right and sufficient. We must have
a positive program at all times, and be work-
ing at it. Here are several elements of such
a program: .

1. Make the world safe for disarmament

At the Accra Assembly in Ghana It was ap-
propriate to suggest that:»

“The impasse is real. We found no room
for compromise on fundamental issues; a
useful analogy is to consider making a com-
promise when we come to a fork in the road.
A compromise might well be to go between
the two roads where there ls no road at all.

“It seems, therefore, incumbent upon all
of us * * * to prepare, sadly but realistical~
ly, for a period of no meaningful disarma-

ment—as the period since World War II has

already been.

“We must make and keep the world safe
for disarmament,

“As for the role of the nongiant powers—
whether we call them small, neutral, non-
allned—or whatever word you prefer: Prog-
ress for these smaller powers depends above
all upon stability in the world, meaning no
war, no heightened tension,

“The neutrals, the small countries, as well
as citizens of the larger powers, can make
their voices effective, and they will be lis-
tened to, if, and only if: (1) They have a
good understanding of the real problems be-
tween the big powers, so that these smaller
countries do not go off on byways, up blind
alleys, or on trivial projects. (2) Their role
as intermediaries is an informed one, which
embodles an appreciation of technical prob-
lems. Only upon such an appreciation can
good questions be based; only thus can the
discussion be objective, realistic, and ele-
vated.

“The concern of the smaller eountries will
be respected, they will be listened to, and
their role will be a historical, important, and
useful one when they demonstrate: (a) re-
sponsibility, (b) accuracy, (¢) understand-
ing, and (d) responsiveness.

“Let us work for that stability which will
permit a solution, if found, to be acceptable
and accepted. I repeat: We must make and
keep the world safe for disarmament.

“We must accept the agonizing and all-
too-likely protracted effort which will be re-
quired to reach agreement on disarmament,
and on bullding such world institutions of
law and justice as are necessary complements
and components of a disarmed world.”

0 Katz, A, H., “Make the World Safe for
Disarmament,” War/Peace Report, Septem-
ber 1962,
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These same requirements pertain to inter-
nal criticism in the United States: responsi-
bility, accuracy, understanding, and respon-
siveness. Alas, too often, these character-
istics are absent In domestic dlscussions.
The reader may try these criteria on Mel-
man's treatment of our problems.

2. Fight secrecy

Secrecy is the major obstacle standing in
the road of progress toward disarmament.™
(See also footnote 2.)

The partial test ban treaty of 1963 has been
widely hailed. What is being lgnored and
forgotten are the reasons that it ls a partial
test ban: Soviet obsesslon with secrecy and
charges of espionage prevented the inclusion
of underground tests in the treaty. Such
tests would have required inspection on the
territory of the Soviet Union. The inspection
would have been strictly regulated; there
would have been perhaps less than 10 in-
spections per year, and the area would be
strictly circumscribed. Still the Soviets ob-
jected to such inspection, and termed it
“esplonage.” They still do.

This has been the thread that has run
through all the disarmament discussions
since World War II. Several years ago it
appeared that:

“As long as the Soviet Union stands firm
on this rock of secrecy, we aren’t going to
have any disarmament, For If they insist
on their form of secrecy, we aren't going to
have inspection, we aren't going to have any
arms control, and if we aren’t going to have
any arms control, we never are going to have
any disarmament—unless it's a nonpreferred
variety, yielding not security, but insecurity.

“The Russians are continually asking us
to trust them. To me this situation is like
having a neighbor in the community who
decides to builld not the standard 6-foot
fence, but a fence about 400 feet high. This
should arouse some suspicion. And then
when you hear odd noises going on behind
this high fence and strange odors coming out
and you see flashes of light and hear occa-
sional loud arguments and curses, in which
your name is featured, I'm not saying you
bave anything defnite to go on, but you
should get a clue that maybe something un-
pleasant and potentially dangerous is going
on in there. Now, when you get curious and
worried, and drill a small peephole in the
fence, and he attempts to knock your head
off for this, you are liable to treat his re-
guests for trust with csome suspicion. The
Soviet rock of secrecy must go. If this rock
isn't removed, I submit that there will be
no progress toward disarmament.” (See foot-
note 2.)

Unfortunately, the situation has changed
not at all. The single, most succinct, in-
formative, and official exchange on this prob-
lem of secrecy, and its implications for
possible disarmament agreements, is the im-
portant, although almost universally ignored,
exchange between John MeCloy and Valerian
Zorin on the American reservation to the
joint statement of principles on disarma-
ment.'? .

It Is time, and in fact, long overdue, that
we fully inform the American people of the

''Katz, A. H, “The Stumbling Block of
Soviet Secrecy,” War/Peace Report, October
1962.

'*Letter from Presidential Adviser Mec-
Cloy to Deputy Foreign Minister Zorin: Veri-
fication of Retained Forces and Armaments,
September 20, 1961; United Nations Docu-
ment A/4880, September 20, 1961, and letter
from Zorin to McCloy, September 20, 1961,
United Nations Document A/4887, Septem-
ber 25, 1961. These letters are reprinted in
Documents on Disarmament, 1961, U.S. Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency Publica-
tion No. 5, Washington, D.C., August 1962,
pp. 442-444, and also rep inted in War /Peace
Report, October 1962, pp. 9-10.
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significance of secrecy as practiced by the
Soviet Union, and its implications for arms
control and disarmament. Hopefully, we
might educate some critics of American de-
fense policy at the same time.

It is time we launch an unremitting cam-
paign against secrecy. Not only does secrecy
prevent disarmament, but it forces the
arms race Into higher and ever-increasing
spirals. The U.8. budget which Melman is
go critieal of is, in part, a direct consequence
of Soviet secrecy. Further, and much more
important, secrecy is not as valuable to the
Soviets as they think it is. Secrecy can
evaporate without leaving a trace, and it is
illusory to count on secrecy for protection.
For this reason, counting on secrecy is de-
stabilizing. There are many other technical
arguments against secrecy, but so long as it is
difficult to have open discussion with the
Sovlets, and so long as they have very little
internal open discussion on these matters, it
is difficult to expect them to change their
opinions on these matters (see footnote 11).

3. Harder work for next steps in arms control
and disarmament

The United States is the only nation in the
world which has an agency like the Arms
Control and D:sarmament Agency, whose job
it is to work hard and at a high level on the
problems subsumed in its title. The hopes
and the asplrations of the world are tied up
with far-reaching general and complete dis-
armament. But GCD has not been attained,
and it is not more likely now than pre-
viously.

We should focus more of our energies on
the important problem of first steps—which
might indeed get us moving toward the goal
which is too hard to get to in one jump.
Doing something about reducing the chances
of surprise attack, taking further measures
to reduce the spread of nuclear powers, ex-
tending the test ban to all environments—
certainly these are logical next steps. These
steps aim in the right direction, and are
necessary precursors to bigger steps.

4. Decouple accidents from consequences

Both the Soviet Union and the United
States have large stockplies of atomic weap-
ons and delivery systems, and neither has
used them in combat. There seems to be a
general appreclation and understanding of
the magnitude of destruction which would
result from nuclear war. The likelihood of
deliberate nuclear war in the near future
seems low. These statements seem to have
been transmuted by some critics of American
defense policy into a statement that this
situation is automatic, stable, assured, easy,
and enduring. These critics then go on to
suggest enormous reductions in the forces
whose existence helped achieve this desir-
able condition. Realizing that what might
be loosely called rational war seems to be
out of the question, they proceed to turn all
their worries to accidents, unintended war,
and variations thereof. This concern is cer-
tainly legitimate.

About 15 years ago, I started using the
phrase catalytic war to describe a process, an
extreme, but not the only, formn of which
would be country C starting a war between
countries A and B either by malevolence,
miscalculation, or other means. (See footnote
2.) Above all, we must be alert to the pos-
sibility of accidents and we must not react
automatically. In the unlikely event of an
accident, whether or not we respond by
getting into a big war depends on whether
or not we have anticipated and thought
about this possibility ahead of time.

Speculation and thought on this problem
is not new:

“What would we do if such an event hap-
pened? This process does not lend Itself
to standard police investigative procedures,
like taking fingerprints and interrogating wit-
nesses. It is not that kind of an affair. Un-
less we had thought about this possibility
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(which we are now doing) there is some kind
of chance that we might go to war. But, be-
cause we have thought about this, and be-
cause the consequences of war are even more
serlous, we would now pause and ask the
question. ‘Where did it come from, and
whose was 1t?" This suggests an interest-
ing task, purpose, and value for mutual in-
spection systems.” (BSee footnote 2.)

In fact, publicizing these considerations is
itself an important deterrent to third-party
mischlef and adventurism.

The hot line between Washington and
Moscow will do part of the job called for by
this suggestion.

By all odds, the mightiest blow struck in
years agalnst sclence, sanity, and sense in the
discussion of the problem of accidents was
given by C. P. Snow:®

“We know with the certainty of statistical
truth, that if enough of these weapons are
made—by enough different States—some of
them are going to blow up through accident,
or folly, or madness—but the motives don't
matter. What does matter is the nature of
the statistical fact. For we genuinely know
the 1isks.. We are faced with an ‘either-or,’
and we haven't much time. Either we ac-
cept a restriction of nuclear armaments.
That is the ‘either.’” The ‘or' is not a risk,
but a certainty. The nuclear arms race be-
tween the United States and the U.SS.R.
not only continues but accelerates. Other
countries join in. Within, at the most, 10
years, some of these bombs are going off.
I am saylng this as responsibly as I can.
That is the certainty. On the one side, there-
fore, we have a finite risk. On the other side,
we have a certainty of disaster. Between a
risk or a certainty, a sane man does not
hesitate.”

Snow infers, but does not state explicitly
that some of these bombs going off will re-
sult in general, full-scale nuclear war. Per-
haps it is obvious to him, for he refers to
the certainty of disaster. What Snow and
others have failed to realize is that we have
gone a long time without a single accident
and large numbers of nuclear weapons have
been in possession of both the Soviet Union
and the United States for more than 10
years. This does not mean, of course, that
therefore we will go a similar length of time
in the future without an accident. This
statistic does, however, argue against the in-
evitability of an accident over a correspond-
ing length of time in the future. If any-
thing, it suggests that the probability of an
accident is extremely low. This, of course,
is insufficient.

It must be our position to see that accl-
dents are prevented as far as possible, but
that if they do occur they do not yield or
lead to automatic inexorable consequences.
We must de-couple accidents and alleged
automatic consequences."1 It is far too
simple to assert that probabilities are cumu-
lative. In fact, we are not dealing with coins,
but with experience, and probabilities are
continually modified by experience.

The likelihood of accidents may be low
but, as long as there are weapons in the
world, we cannot count on their being no
accldents. What we should count on, and
can insist on, is that kind of a pause in the
event of an accident which would let us
determine whether it was indeed an accident,
or a provocation, or the beginning of a war.
This is an important point, made in a Senate
resolution by Senator HuMPHREY who, stat-
ing in detail what the United States is doing
to maintain control over its weapons and to

B 8now, C. P, "Address to the AAAB
New York Times, December 28, 1960,

W EKatz, A. H., "Clichés, Complexes and
Co;ztlngencles‘" War/Peace Report, October
1962,

wKatz, A. H. “Psychologist's Cure for
Arms Race Questioned,” War/Peace Report,
January 1962,
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reduce the probability of accidental unau-
thorized use of weapons, called upon the
Soviet Union to let the world know what
they were doing about these same problems.
The Soviet Union has not responded.

Important too are the consequences of
the accident problem to the kind of strategy
we need. The kind of strategy that we have
and the forces we are building, the thinking
upon which forces and strategy are based,
are clearly responsive to this problem. This
is what was called for several years ago (see
footnote 2):

“There is serious thought about removing
or desensitizing the retaliatory hair trigger,
the instant-response strategy that we seem
to prefer. One way that has been suggested
is to slow down the required response time
of our retaliation, to back off from the kind
of instant response or preemptive strategy
that used to be fashionable—to convert our
strategy into what I have been calling a
metastable strategy. This concept implies
not perfect but relative stability. The idea
I'm suggesting is simple. A successful strat-
egy of this type would take us from an
unstable situation to a relatively stable one.
It would enable us to respond in some
measure but without ultimate disaster and
ultimate commitment—it would be a stra-
tegic boat that can stand a little rocking
without being swamped.

“What are the elements of such a strat-
egy? It seems easler to describe than to
attain. This strategy may take more money,
for example. The elements that would en-
ter into a stabilized deterrent strategy are
those things which involve insuring that
we don't have to strike first or preempt
(anticipatory retaliation), building a capa-
bility of being quiet while we are being hit,
or absorbing a first blow, not having to re-
spond instantaneously, not having to get
our airplanes and missiles off at once. This
strategy might involve, for example, build-
ing missile sites that are hardened, nu-
merous, dispersed, or perhaps mobile—that
are able to absorb the first hit. This is
expensive.

“Such a strategy would reguire having
adequate mutual inspection—adequate in-
formation exchange with all possible op-
ponents to convince each other that it
neither pays nor is there occasion to strike
first. I'm assuming we’re in an era when
we haven't got perfect disarmament, and
that there are still some things to worry
about. In the event of an accident, or a
third-party attempt to catalyze a war, an
adequate mutual inspection system would
enable the Russians to tell us and us to
tell the Russians, ‘Now, look, that bomb
didn't come from us, and we can prove it.
It came from somewhere else. Don't start
a war.' "

‘This list of things to do is not meant to be
complete, nor inclusive. It ignores large
blocks of important activity—our activities
in gupport of the U.N. and specialized agen-
cles, medical, focd problems, problems of
world trade, etc., etc. An equal list of do-
mestic problems can and should be com-
piled and acted on. Despite Melman's stat-
ing it, it is not true that people interested
in defense problems and in maintaining our
security by military means are not interested
or active in enhancing security by other
methods or are indifferent to and uninter-
ested in domestic and human problems.
Military security is only one facet of the
problems we face.

It was once appropriate to argue that
“what is wrong with deterrence as we have
come to talk about it is not deterrence it-
self, but an overwhelming preoccupation
with deterrence alone to the exclusion of
complementary and concurrent efforts (see
footnote 2). Well, we are now engaged In
complementary and concurrent efforts; the
fact that they don't always succeed according
to our expectations is not entirely our fault,
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for we are not in complete and sole charge.
When the Department of the Interior or the
Army's Corps of Engineers fails to complete
a dam in the United States, you know ex-
actly where blame lies and where to assign
responsibility. When the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency falls to secure an arms-
control agreement, it is senseless and erro-
neous to complain to them alone. Some of
the frustration and disappointment should
be siphoned off and directed toward the
Soviets.

Hope for a more peaceful world, and more
important, positive actions, must take off
from a secure foundation. Surely it isin or-
der to give some credit to the forces that
have fulfilled their mission of deterrence.
It is no advance toward negotiated disarma-
ment, toward greater stability, toward a more
peaceful world to enter the door marked
*unilateral disarmament.”

We can hope boldly, but we had better
judge cautiously.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business.

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

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A
COMMITTEE

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiclary:

Thomas J. Kenney, of Maryland, to be U.S.
attorney for the district of Maryland; and

Roy Lee Call, of Alabama, to be U.S. mar-
shal for the northern district of Alabama.

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

Edward V. Hanrahan, of Illinois, to be U.8.
attorney for the northern district of Il-
linois.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further reports of committees, the
nominations on the Executive Calendar
will be stated.

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Paul R. Ignatius to be Under Sec-
retary of the Army.

The PRESIDING OFFICER., Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

U.S. ARMY

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the U.S. Army.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the nomina-
tions may be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nominations are con-
sidered and agreed to en bloc.

NAVY

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the Navy.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unan'mous consent that the Navy
nominations may be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nominations are con-
sidered and agreed to en bloc.
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AIR FORCE

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the Air Force.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
make the same request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nominations are con-
sidered and agreed to en bloc.

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE
CORPORATION

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Kenneth A. Randall to be a mem-
ber of the Board of Directors of the Fed-
eral Deposit Insurance Corporation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.

COMPTROLLER OF CUSTOMS

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of William Rummel to be Comp-
troller of Customs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE
SECRETARY'S DESK
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nominations placed on the
Secretary’s desk in the Air Force, in the
Army, and in the Navy and Marine Corps
are considered and agreed to en bloe.

ADDITIONAL NOMINATIONS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that three
nominations, reported favorably today
by the Committee on the Judiciary, be
considered at this time.

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

U.S. ATTORNEYS

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Edward V. Hanrahan to be U.S.
attorney for the northern distriet of
Illinois.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Thomas J. Kenney to be U.S.
attorney for the district of Maryland.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

U.S. MARSHAL

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Roy Lee Call to be U.S. marshal
for the northern district of Alabama.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Presi-
dent be immediately notified of the
nominations confirmed today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the President will be notified
forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume considera-
tion of legislative business.
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The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate resumed the consideration of leg-
islative business.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
THE SESSION OF THE SENATE
TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, on
behalf of the distinguished majority
whip, the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumpHREY], I ask unanimous consent
that the Committee on Commerce may
meet tomorrow during the session of the
Senate.

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

On request of Mr. McCLELLAN, and by
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee
on Patents, Trademarks, and Copyrights
of the Committee on the Judiciary, was
authorized to meet during the session of
the Senate tomorrow.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION ON MONDAY
NEXT
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the Special

Committee on Aging be permitted to sit

on Monday next during the session of

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

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may be ex-
cused from attendance in the Senate
tomorrow.

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

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1964—THE
COTTON AND WHEAT PROGRAM

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Calendar No. 850, H.R.
6196, and that it be laid before the Sen-
ate and made the pending business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the information
of the Senate.

The LecisLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
6196) to encourage increased con-
sumption of cotton, to maintain the in-
come of cotton producers, to provide a
special research program designed to
lower costs of production, and for other
purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Montana.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, it is
my intention to oppose the motion.
While Senators are present in the Cham-
ber, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I
shall be brief. There is now on the
calendar the ecivil rights bill, H.R.
7152, and the cotton-wheat bill. I op-
pose the strategy selected by the ma-
jority leader in bringing up the farm bill
now and thus supplanting the civil rights
bill with the farm bill.
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The first reason is this: It is no secret
that many Senators who are pressing for
action on the cotton bill are the same
Senators who have frequently in the past
been among the filibustering Senators on
the issue of civil rights. Perhaps it is
a forlorn hope, but it seems to me that
if we are desirous of passing a meaning-
ful civil rights bill, there would be some
hope that action on the bill would be
expedited if the farm bill were not
brought up until the civil rights bill was
passed. Thus, Senators who have so
vigorously and at such length opposed
the civil rights bill might be persuaded,
since they have a deep interest in the
cotton bill, to help to reach a final de-
termination of the civil rights bill, in
order to move on to the farm bill.

Any such lever, if that is a proper word
to use, would be completely surrendered
now by first taking up the farm bill, and
then, after it had been disposed of some
days, or probably weeks, hence, turning
to a consideration of the civil rights bill.

We have heard strong protestation
that the tax bill and the civil rights bill
were the two major bills to be acted upon
at this session. It had been said that the
civil rights bill should not be taken up
until the tax bill had been disposed of.
This argument was made in spite of the
fact that the tax conference report was
privileged and could have been called up
at any time during the debate on any
subject, including the debate on the civil
rights bill. We could have started the
debate on the civil rights bill as soon as
the bill reached the Senate. It passed
the House on February 10, more than
2 weeks ago. It could have been taken
up at that time, and any Senator seeking
recognition could, during the debate on
the eivil rights bill, have obtained recog-
nition to seek approval of the conference
report on the tax bill.

The tax bill had very little to do with
the delay in the consideration of the
civil rights bill. The delay was sought
in order to take up this so-called farm
bill. It is not my intention to discuss
the merits of the farm bill. I have never
opposed the taking up of a bill because I
did not like its contents. I find much
lacking in the cotton-wheat proposal,
but my remarks now are not addressed to
the merits of the farm bill itself. I know,
and we should all be aware, that it is
a complicated measure. Dozens of
amendments will be offered. The bill is
favored or opposed by numerous organi-
zations and individuals. It is the sub-
ject of much lobbying activity both pro
and con. We all know that it cannot be
disposed of in 2 or 3 days. The bill will
be the subject of considerable debate.
Many substitutes will be offered for both
the wheat and the cotton proposals.
They will be offered in good faith. Sen-
ators who offer amendments will be en-
titled to be heard fully, on their pro-
posals. I can envision a prolonged de-
bate on the farm bill, a debate which
will push into the outer darkness, for
the time being at least, the civil rights
proposal.

My feeling is that it is imperative that
a meaningful civil rights bill be enacted
without delay. I do not like to see the
grave problems of human rights pushed
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into the background and supplanted by
a proposal relating to cotton and wheat,
which, even if it were a sound proposal,
has not as much import to many of us
as do human rights.

We are asked to put the subsidy pro-
gram for cotton and wheat, which is a
doubtful proposal, ahead of an important
bill. That is contrary to what I had
understood to be the intention of the
leadership. I regret that this is being
done. It will only mean further delay,
and will unnecessarily postpone the en-
actment of a civil rights bill. We all
know that the passage of a civil rights
bill will be a difficult and long-drawn-
out process in and of itself.

In my judgment, the way to enact a
meaningful civil rights bill is to begin
work on it tonight and to stay at work
on it. Under the ruling of the Chair, it
is not possible for Senators who want, as
I do, to substitute a motion to take up the
civil rights bill; nor is it possible to offer
an amendment to the motion made by
the distinguished majority leader. Our
only recourse is to move to table his mo-
tion or to oppose the motion on its mer-
its. It is my judgment that the motion
should be opposed on its merits. It will
be opposed by some Senators, undoubt-
edly, on the ground that the bill is not
sound, and by others on the basis that
this is a mistaken strategy, if our desire
and intention is to enact a meaningful
civil rights bill. It is on the latter
ground that I oppose the taking up of
the farm bill.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, I feel
some things must be said, and this is as
good a framework as any in which to
say them, rather than during those de-
lightful periods of badinage in which we
engage, because we are human and have
to have a bit of relief from strain.

In the civil rights struggle, the Nation
is confronted with a deep moral and con-
stitutional issue upon which the future
of 18 million Americans is staked, and
in which, as I have said time and again,
public order-and tranquillity are deeply
involved.

It will be difficult in the days ahead,
when spring is succeeded by summer, to
deal with some of the demonstrations
that will undoubtedly take place in the
country unless we can supply responsible
answer to those who are demonstrating,
to the effect that we in Congress have
done our utmost to provide them avenues
of law which will enable them to give
tongue and redress to their just griev-
ances—and we all recognize that they
are just.

Unless we have that responsible an-
swer, we may find ourselves in grave
trouble in many big cities in the coun-
try—not only in the South. I believe this
whole problem has now moved into the
North and into the Midwest in a very
significant way. So the arguments which
my colleague from New York [Mr. KeaT-
inG] made so eloquently are valid, and I
identify myself with them.

I make this additional point: It is a
question of climate with which we are
now dealing, What, after all, will influ-
ence the minds of millions of Americans
who are deeply concerned with whether
we are really trying to act in a conscien-
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tious way to redress their grievances,
which the country now recognizes as be-
ing just? Whatever the surveys and the
columnists may say about the situation,
the fact is that many people are irri-
tated and annoyed with the civil rights
struggle. I think there is much to that
contention. It is a fact. Nonetheless,
we now know that the Negro in the
United States has not been treated prop-
erly, and that much must be done in
order to repair the delay in his develop-
ment in comparison with the develop-
ment of the rest of the country.

So we are dealing with a climactic sit-
uation affecting the minds and tempera-
ments of millions and millions of Amer-
icans; and it seems to me to be a very
grave mistake under these circum-
stances, when we can take up the Lill
which deals with their grievances, to lay
it aside, and to take up, instead, another
bill—which is exactly what we are doing
Nnow.

Mr. President, if the objection to the
referral of the civil rights bill to the
Judiciary Committee did nothing else,
at least it kept the civil rights bill on the
calendar of the Senate, from which it
can be brought up by motion at any time,
if there is a desire to do so, in prefer-
ence to having the Senate consider any
other proposed legislation; and certainly
the civil rights bill deserves to have pref-
erence over all other measures. Let us
remember that those who will keep the
civil rights bill before the Senate for
weeks, and even perhaps months, al-
though that need not be done, for there
is no reason why the civil rights bill, like
any other complex bill, cannot be con-
sidered and disposed of in the same
length of time that is required for the
disposition of the farm bill, in other
words, in a week or two—but those who
will keep the civil rights bill before the
Senate for weeks and months are the
very beneficiaries of the farm bill which
now is under discussion. In short, it is
clear that the Senate learns nothing from
history, and thus is depriving itself of
the benefit of the famous carrot and stick
principle, for this procedure is for them,
all carrot and no stick. Therefore, Mr.
President, the Senate will reap exactly
what it is sowing, and there will be an
absolutely free ride for Senators who
wish to take whatever time suits them in
bringing about delay in the enactment
of the ecivil rights bill.

Mr. President, I think it rather inter-
esting that the two Senators from the
State of New York are speaking to this
issue; and I say this with some feeling
that the Senate should understand ex-
actly how this situation comes to be—
almost sociologically, in fact. The two
Senators from New York show their sen-
sitivity to what is happening in the coun-
try, by speaking to this issue and by
opposing the attempt to have the Senate
take up another bill which is on the
calendar; and of course I shall join my
colleague, the Senator from New York
[Mr. KeaT NG]1, in opposing that attempt.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, at this
point will the Senator from New York
vield for a question?

Mr. JAVITS. 1yield.

Mr.SCOTT. IwishtosaythatIagree
with the Senator from New York; I feel,
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as does he, that the delay in the taking
of action by the Senate on the civil
rights bill is wholly the responsibility of
the Senate's majority leadership, and
that notwithstanding all the pious prot-
estations which may be heard and all
the statements to the effect that the farm
bill has priority and is more important,
and all the oratory to the effect that the
farm bill can be disposed of in 2 or 3
days, all that only serves to cloud, and
perhaps to conceal, the same kind of
tactics which were used here for 2%
years, beginning in 1961, when we were
constantly told that other measures had
higher priority than the eivil rights bill,
and that the civil rights bill would be
reached in due time. The “due time”
came and went many times, but always
we were told that some other bill was
more important.

Now we are told, first, that the Sen-
ate’s consideration of the farm bill will
not take a very long time; yet we are
told that if the farm bill is not taken
up now, those of us who are demanding
that the civil rights bill be acted upon
now by the Senate will really be the
ones who will be delaying the Senate.
Certainly that is not correct—as I am
sure the Senator from New York agrees.

What we are trying to point out, for
the umpteenth time, is that we are
ready and prepared to have the Senate
consider and act on the civil rights bill,
and we want the Senate to act on it, and
we want the Senate to dispose of it. So
it is the sheerest oratorical joggery-pog-
gery to seek to imply that the minority
is doing anything except say, “Let us get
on with the work of the Senate; let us
get on with the long-delayed civil rights
bill"—for which the Republican Mem-
bers of the House voted on the basis of
4 to 1, and for which the Democratic
Members of the House of Representatives
voted on the basis of 2 to 1.

I am sure the Senator from New York
knows, as I do, that the farm bill will
not be disposed of by the Senate in 2
or 3 days. Instead, once the ma-
jority works its will on that bill, it may
be found that the result of deferring, in
that way, the action of the Senate on
the civil rights bill will be that Senators
will speak on the farm bill for an inde-
terminate number of days, each one ad-
dressing his remarks to his constituents—
as indeed he should do and can do—and
each one explaining his views on the
farm bill, either for or against the posi-
tion taken by the farmers of the coun-
try—and each Senator speaking in
regard to the attempt to do for cotton
and also to do for wheat what could
not be done for either of them standing
alone, and throughout that procedure
certain Senators will be seeking to post-
pone the taking of action by the Senate
on the civil rights bill, while piously pro-
testing that what they desire more than
anything else in the world is to have the
Senate act on the civil rights bill.

So, Mr. President, as I have said, I
agree with the Senator from New York
that this kind of legislative mummery-
jummery is simply an attempt to mask
the nervous unwillingness of the major-
ity to help the Senate face up one more
time to. its responsibility, after the Sen-
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ate has so long failed to do so, and has
been so long on promises, but so short on
performance.

Therefore, I point out that my one
speech on this matter is not taking very
much time, and has not very long post-
poned the taking of action by the Sen-
ate. I hope it has served to expose the
old, old tactics used in this body in the
attempt to prevent the taking of action
by the Senate on a civil rights bill and to
continue as long as possible to prevent
the taking of action by the Senate, on
the eivil rights bill, under the guise that
some other measure is more important.

In that connection, Mr. President, I
state that it is my belief, as well as my
hope, that, generally speaking, the Sen-
ator from New York agrees with me.

Mr. JAVITS. Ido agree, and I am de-
lighted to have had this most helpful
intercession by the Senator from Penn-
sylvania, for as a result of what he has
said, the effect of the statement I am
making will be just that much greater.

Mr. President, I began to say that it is
interesting to observe that the two Sena-
tors who represent the largest city in the
United States, and probably the largest
city in the world—namely, New York
City and its environs—should be joined
on this issue by a Senator who repre-
sents another very great State—Penn-
sylvania—which includes another very
great city—Philadelphia.

Why do we from New York and Penn-
sylvania speak, and what are our cre-
dentials for speaking, and why should
what we say be listened to? The reason,
Mr. President, is that New York City has
probably fthe largest Negro population
of any city in the world; its Neero popu-
lation is approximately 1 million. So
who would know better than we do what
is in the hearts of those Negroes and how
their feelings will be affected by this sit-
uation; namely, that when there is a
possibility of Senate action on a bill deal-
ing with the grievances which they have
50 deeply held for decades, instead the
Senate proceeds to consider another
bill—in this case, a farm bill.

Some Republicans are, at times, ac-
cused of preferring dollars to people.
Certainly that is not true, for it is ab-
solut.elq refuted by the history of the
Republican Party. However, Mr, Presi-
dent, it is proper to point out that with
power goes responsibility; and I empha-
size my determination to exercise all the
responsibility I have in favor of urging
immediate consideration by the Senate
of the civil rights bill,

The responsibility rests upon the ma-
jority in having chosen to take up an
economic bill in preference to a human
bill. That is no idle matter. for with
the power to choose what bill will be
called up goes the responsibility to ac-
count to the country as to why this as
against any other.

I conclude upon the following note. A
great opportunity is being lost. Quite
apart from the fact that many who will
be filibustering the civil rights bill have
a great interest in seeing the so-called
farm bill passed, quite apart from that
realistic—“pragmatic” is probably the
best word—concept, and looking at the
thing in rather different terms, is it not
true that if we called up the civil rights
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bill now, we would make crystal clear to
all the world that those who filibuster
the civil rights bill do not have to do it.
They are doing it, not because it requires
elucidation beyond the reasonable com-
pass of debate on a bill no more complex
than many, but because they are utiliz-
ing the procedures of the Senate, which
are archaic in that regard, either to pre-
vent the Senate from acting at all or to
emasculate what the Senate does in
relation to so profound a social ques-
tion as the one before us.

I am not without hope about this. I
believe that we will vote a meaningful
civil rights bill. Indeed, I am one of
those who believe we will even vote clo-
ture. But I make the following predic-
tion: The force and the impact of the
public feeling upon this measure will
communicate itself to the Senate, though
we now get into a phase of laying aside
eivil rights in order to consider the farm
bill. There is a great deal of talk about
the fact that we will gradually work into
longer sessions, as if there was some-
thing wrong with extending the ses-
sions—yes, even to around-the-clock ses-
sions—where the obvious design is clear
to prevent the Senate from executing its
constitutional right—indeed, its consti-
tutional duty—to vote. I do not think
such action needs apologies. I do not
think we have to lay on with a feather
duster. I believe events will catch up
with the Senate, and this is the begin-
ning of the kind of thing that will pro-
duce the reaction that will compel events
to catch up with the Senate. We are
not living in a dream world. There are
millions of people who are so deeply ag-
grieved that they will go out on the
streets and demonstrate in such a way
as to be very dangerous for our Nation
unless we have the foresight here to do
something about it. We are not re-
moved from the world; we are not merely
talking to each other. I deeply feel that
we are making a great mistake. We are
beginning it now. We will aggravate
that mistake if in the civil rights debate
there will be the leisure, the comfort, the
convenience, and the amplitude of mind
to let it drift along as gentlemen, come
what may, for weeks and weeks and
months and months on end. Events will
catch up with us. I think this is exactly
the moment for my colleague from New
York, the Senator from Pennsylvania,
and me, who understand the lives of big
cities where 70 percent of the American
people live, to give the Senate this note
of warning of what is- written on the
wall, for the purpose and with the hope
that as we and the people themselves
emphasize the facts, the Senate will come
to a realization of the profundity of the
matter with which it is dealing, and give
it its due.

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

Mr, JAVITS. Iyield.

Mr. KEATING. I commend the Sen-
ator for his forceful statement. I wish
to add that we have been told by the
Senator from Oregon that when the eivil
rights bill is brought up, he will move to
send it to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. Iyield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. In the meantime,
the two Senators from New York refused
to send it to the Judiciary Committee.
What they are doing, in effect, is to de-
lay civil rights legislation themselves, no
matter what they may say on the floor
of the Senate. -

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

Mr. JAVITS. Iyield.

Mr. KEATING. I withdrew any re-
marks about anyone’s motives, and I do
not intend to have my motives chal-
lenged here.

Mr. MANSFIELD. If what I have said
affects the feelings of the Senator, I
would be most happy to withdraw it.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, to send
a bill to a committee without any power
to act on it is a ridiculous procedure. It
has been condemned on all sides here in
this body today. To the extent that the
majority leader has given the statement
that he is not going to try such a thing
again——

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would not say
that has been condemned on all sides.
I would say it has been condemned on
two sides and by very few Members of
this body.

Mr. KEATING. The selection of the
farm bill over and above the civil rights
bill at this stage of the game is objec-
tionable and bad strategy for an addi-
tional reason. We have been warned by
the Senator from Oregon that, when the
bill came up, he would move to refer it
to the Committee on the Judiciary.
Therefore——

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President——

Mr. KEATING. The Senator has
yielded to me, and I should like to com-
plete my statement.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator has
questioned my motives as to strategy in-
volved. I do not want to be questioned
any more than the Senator from New
York does.

Mr. KEATING. I have been very
careful to preface my remarks here by
saying that I do not question the motives
of anyone, including, of course, the dis-
tinguished majority leader. I have ques-
tioned his judgment. If the desire is to
get a strong and meaningful civil rights
bill, in my judgment the procedure
adopted is not the way to go about doing
so—unless we are going to try to get it
next Christmas instead of in the next
few weeks. If the civil rights bill were
now motioned up, the Senator from Ore-
gon could make his motion after that bill
was before us.

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

Mr. KEATING. He might be success-
ful. I hope he would not, and I do not
believe he will be successful in a move
to send the bill to the Committee on the
Judiciary. Of course, I shall oppose that.
But he might be successful in that en-
deavor. He might be successful after we
have disposed of the farm bill some
weeks hence. He might be successful

February 27

then, in which case we shall have lost
all of this time in between. We shall
then be in a position of being no farther
along the road than we are now, and
the only way that we shall get a mean-
ingful civil rights measure is to get at it
and not to delay it. Therefore, that
seems to me another reason for the po-
sition taken by the Senator from New
York.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague.
Speaking for myself, I should like to say
that yesterday, after I had objected to
the unanimous-consent request, I said
that I would sleep on it. I did. I be-
lieve it was the only thing which could
be done by anyone who feels, as I do,
that this matter should be pressed. It
was not my choice that the farm bill
should precede the civil rights bill. It
was my choice that the civil rights bill
should precede the farm bill.

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

Mr. JAVITS. Not yet. I shall in a
moment. Therefore, as I had the power
to make that objection, I also have the
responsibility to do everything I can to
see that the bill which I thought ought
to have priority was not delayed.

May I point out one other thing, and
then I will yield. Even if the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morse] should make
his motion, and even if it should be suc-
cessful, we will still save t'me, because
he cannot make it until the first stage of
the consideration of the bill is com-
pleted. In short, when the bill is before
the Senate for consideration, and the
phase of the motion to take up has been
completed, then, and then only, can he
make his motion.

I respectfully submit that knowing
what we can anticipate in this regard, we
shall still be saving a great deal of time
even without the proposed reference and
with the objection I made. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, so
far as both Senators from New York
are concerned, there is no question, nor
should there be any question in anyone’s
mind, to the effect that their desire, not
for the past several weeks, but for the
past several months, has been to bring
up a civil rights bill. But as I listened
to the distinguished Senator from New
York [Mr. Keating], frankly, I do not
know where he stands on the question of
referring the civil rights measure to the
Judiciary Committee. He is for it; he is
against it; he is somewhere in between.
I do not know just where he stands nor
do I understand. The Senator from New
York [Mr. Javirsl, who now has the
floor, can make the statement that if
the bill is referred to the committee and
changes are made after the civil rights
bill is made the pending business, it will
save time.

The only way I see that we could have
saved time and have the kind of bill
which I think both Senators from New
York wanted was to have agreed to the
proposal made by the Senator from
Montana last night and today, to refer
the ecivil rights bill which is on the cal-
endar to the committee, to have it report
back by March 4, with no recommenda-
tions and no amendments thereto. That
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way we would have had time. That way
the procedural policy of the Senate
would have been observed, at least in
part. During the interim, ample notice
was given that it was the intention of
the majority leader, who has the re-
sponsibility, to take up, following the
military procurement bill, the bill we
are now attempting to take up, but which
is being opposed at this time.

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

Mr. JAVITS. 1 yield.

Mr. KEATING. The distinguished
Senator from Montana must not have
been listening to my statement. If he
can point out any place where I said I
would favor sending the bill to the Ju-
diciary Committee, I will be glad to have
him do so. I have stated twice today,
that I oppose sending it to the Judiciary
Committee under the ridiculous condi-
tions proposed by the majority leader,
but I also object to sending it to the Ju-
diciary Committee under any procedure,
because I have served on the Judiciary
Committee, and I know it is meaning-
less to send the bill to that committee.
I have stated before that it would be an
extreme example of supererogation, and
I stand on that statement. I have never
stated that I favor sending the bill to the
Judiciary Committee at this stage of the
proceedings.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I accept the state-
ment of the Senator.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, may I
point out that the power of the majority
leader——

Mr. MANSFIELD. The power of the
majority leader is the power that any
Senator has.

Mr. JAVITS. I do not think the Sen-
ator anticipated me correctly. I say this
with all good will, but I would like the
REecorp to be clear. Rule XIV was in-
voked to allow the bill to go to the cal-
endar. There was no concept, in any
way, shape, or form, in any Senator’s
mind that it would be referred to the
committee, or any opportunity to con-
sider what that would mean, and so the
Senate voted yesterday, by a vote of 54
to 37, in good faith, believing it would
result in putting the matter on the cal-
endar, which was the only question be-
fore the Senate.

Let us contrast that with 1960.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, be-
fore he goes to that, I think the Senator
should yield to me at that point.

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am looking for
the place in the Recorp of yesterday
which explains in part the position of
the majority leader at that time. I shall
find it in a moment.

If I may read my remarks prior to the
defeat of the motion of the Senator from
Georgia, I said——

Mr. JAVITS. May we know the page?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Page 3718 in yes-
terday’s RECORD.

Mr. JAVITS. Yes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Isaid:

Mr. President, shortly, among other things,
I intend to move to table the motion of the
distingulshed Senator from Georgla [Mr,
RussELL]. Before doing so, I believe I should
reiterate what I have sald previously, that
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while this procedure ls not orderly proce-
dure under the rules, It iIs a procedure which
is based on precedent. It is a procedure
which we can carry out under the rules, and
the rules give a Senator the privilege to act
in this manner. It is a precedent which, in
my opinion, has not been unduly abused.
I do not have to bring to the attention of
Members of this body the realities of the
situation affecting civil rights, because there
have been hearings before three committees,
there have been 8 or 9 days of hearings
before the Judiciary Committee, and if my
memory serves me correctly, one witness was
present, and by and large that one witness
was questioned by one member.

I listened with interest to what the dis-
tinguished Senator from Tennessee had to
say—

I was referring, of course, to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. GORE]l—
and I also listened with interest to what
other Senators, such as the distinguished
senior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr, Mon-
RONEY] had to say, and what the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon [Mr. MorsE|
had to say. Depending on the outcome of
this vote, it is my intention to give serious
consideration—very serious consideration—
to the worthwhile suggestions which have
been made by those three Senators men-
tioned—and other Senators as well.

But at this moment, the Senate is faced
with a choice between upholding a ruling
made by the Presiding Officer and a mo-
tion to overrule that ruling—

And so forth and so on. So I did not
want to say what I intended to do be-
fore the vote was taken, as I did not
want to influence a vote on that basis,
but I tried to give a hint as to what my
intention would be if the vote turned
out a certain way, and that was the over-
ruling of the guestion at the conclusion
of the vote and its announcement.

Mr. JAVITS. May I say to my beloved
colleague, the majority leader, that this
whole colloquy puts people like me in a
very difficult light. I have great respect
for the majority leader as a modest man.
I do not believe there is a hair on his
head—and he has far more than I do—
that would permit him to survive any-
thing he did which was against his con-
science or was in any way calculated to
deceive or mislead. I believe he is just
as devoted, just as honorable, in his de-
sire to get a meaningful civil rights bill
as anyone here is, and yet he is under a
great many responsibilities, both as a
Senator and as majority leader. He has
his own views and ideas as to what is
right. He has his own feelings, coming
from the section he does, of what the
right kind of legislation would be. He
has not always been successful in what
he has tried to pilot through the Senate.
So he is not infallible. Therefore, I
hope we can cast these discussions, which
become a trifle exacerbated with feeling
that really is not what it may seem, in
the proper light.

Not for a moment would I question the
greatest good faith and bona fides and
great dedication of the Senator from
Montana to the same cause I have. I
must say that. I regret that any note of
any other kind creeps into the discus-
sion, but it must because we are strong-
minded. So the discussion is put in the
light of sound and fury, but I do not
feel that way.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it
is very seldom that I let fury get the
better of me—very, very seldom. Of
course, there is nothing personal in what
I have to say, because when explanations
are in order they are made in an un-
biased manner and for the purpose of
keeping the record straight.

For the two Senators from New York
[Mr. KeaTing and Mr. Javits], with both
of whom I have served in the House, I
have nothing but the highest admiration
and respect. Certainly, so far as their
motives are concerned, I have no ques-
tion whatsoever.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield in order for me to get
in on this?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. I want to tell the
majority leader what he knows and does
not need to be told by me, but in order
to have it made a part of the Recorp,
I wish to say that of all the Members
of this body, I would never question his
motives in any way, and if there was
anything in my remarks which tended to
do that, I shall certainly remove them
from my remarks, because all of us have
the greatest respect and affection for
this fine man.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I did
want to make a point with respect to
that fact that the Senate voted yester-
day not to do precisely what the unani-
mous-consent request would have us do.

On March 24, 1960, we had precisely
the same basic issue before us in regard
to the Civil Rights Act of that year. But
at that time the motion which was made
was, also pursuant to rule XIV, to send
the bill to the Judiciary Committee for
a specified period of time. Whatever
may have been the strategic concept of
the majority leader in moving this time,
as he did, to see that the bill went di-
rectly to the calendar, the fact is that
it was a different procedure from that
which was followed on March 24, 1960.

Yesterday it was only after the vote,
and after the Senate had expressed it-
self upon this issue, that the unanimous-
consent request was made. That was
the reason I said it was my judgment
that it was voting this time—based upon
this set of circumstances, whatever may
have happened on previous occasions—
to put the bill on the Senate Calendar.

As for myself, it was completely con-
sistent with my belief to do everything
that I could, appropriately and properly,
to bring about the earliest possible con-
sideration of the civil rights bill. If
events beyond my control prevented it—
and they did—at least I had done every-
thing I could to bring it about.

So, Mr. President, to close—and I am
sorry to have taken longer than antici-
pated, but some of the time can be at-
tributed to the colloquy which ensued—
I believe that the urgency of the civil
rights bill is great, much as I understand
and appreciate the desires of those in-
terested in the wheat and cotton bill
to have it considered; and inasmuch as
the civil rights bill is on the calendar
and ready for action, it should be acted
on. So for all the reasons which my
colleague from New York, the Senator
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from Pennsylvania, and I have devel-
oped, I shall vote “nay” on the motion
to take up the farm bill.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I rise to
support the position taken by the dis-
tingu'shed majority leader. Yesterday,
I opposed a motion of the distinguished
majority leader. I favor early consid-
eration of both the civil rights bill and
the wheat-cotton bill. I believe both of
these aims will be accomplished. There
is some sense of urgency with respect to
both. Insofar as the farm bill is con-
cerned, farmers are planting cotton now
in the Rio Grande Valley. The wheat
farmers are in a state of uncertainty, as
are the cotton farmers. Although sev-
eral provisions of the farm bill are of
doubtful advisability in my view, I be-
lieve it is in the interest of our entire
agricultural economy to have a decision
one way or another—and soon.

I have made inquiry of Senators, and
I detect no intention on the part of any
Senator to enter into discussion of the
farm bill other than upon its merits, and
at reasonable length.

I suggest to the two distinguished Sen-
ators from New York that only yesterday
the Senate completed action on a bill
which was readymade, so to speak, for
a filibuster, if any Senator had chosen to
use it for that purpose. The entire Rev-
enue Code was before the Senate, but
no one sought to prolong discussion on
that bill to delay consideration of the
civil rights bill.

I do not believe we shall see such ac-
tion with respect to the farm bill. I in-
terpret the move on the part of the ma-
jority leader as being a realistic one, not
only with respect to the farm bill, but
also with respect to the military author-
ization bill. As I interpret his action,
which I support, it is fo clear the decks,
so to speak, for a hands-down battle and
ultimate decision on the civil rights bill.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Tennessee yield?

Mr. GORE. Iyield.

Mr. McGOVERN. Does the Senator
know that with respect to the wheat sec-
tion of the bill farmers will be planting
their spring wheat in a few days, and
that unless we act on the bill within the
next 10 days or 2 weeks, both in the House
and in the Senate, it will be too late to
be effective at all?

Mr. GORE. I am aware of that. I
had not intended to make reference to
the merits of the bill. I have serious
doubts that we should enact a wheat
bill, but the Senator feels that it is urgent
that we do so. I certainly concur with
him that it is urgent for a decision to be
reached, and to be reached early.

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Sena-
tor from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. Therefore, Mr. President,
I urge approval of the motion of the
distinguished majority leader.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr, RUSSELL. Mr. President, I was
unable to hear all the debate. Was the
position of the opposition to proceed to
consideration of the farm bill based on
what the Senator from New York called
the “bread tax” or was it based on the
statement that they believed the other
legislation should have priority? I
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heard the distinguished Senator the
other day denounce what he called a
“bread tax,” and I did not know whether
the objection was to proceed with the
bill at this time, or whether it was based
on the “bread tax,” or some other ques-
tion. I was called from the Chamber
and was unable to hear all of the de-
bate.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I do not
wish to misinterpret the position of the
distinguislessl Senator from New York,
therefore I yield to him to answer that
question.

Mr. KEATING. I shall be glad to do
so. Idid characterize it as a “bread tax"”
bill. However, I said, in my opposition
to the motion, that I was not basing it
upon the merits of the bill—although I
am opposed to the wheat portion of the
bill, I am not basing it on that ground—
but on the ground that it is not wise
strategy to supplant the civil rights
measure with the cotton and wheat bill.

Mr. RUSSELL. In other words, the
Senator believes it would be preferable
to put a “bread tax" upon his constitu-
ents rather than to deny them some of
their imaginary civil rights?

Mr. KEATING. I am hopeful, let me
say to the Senator, that the cotton and
wheat bill will not be enacted, at least
in its present form. I am also hopeful,
and I express that hope, that if we can
consider the civil rights measure now,
and settle the question of whether it
can be sent to the Judiciary Committee,
or be debated on the floor, it might be
helpful, with regard to some Senators
who are anxious to have a cotton bill, in
shortening debate on the civil rights
measure. I said I was not sure that was
not a forlorn hope, but at least we live
in hope.

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes. I believe that
if it were not for hope, some of us would
have scant reason to exist. I rose only
to clarify the point that the Senator is
not so much opposed to a “bread tax” as
he is to delaying the so-called civil
rights bill, which he feels some of his
people are being denied.

Mr. KEATING. The Senator is in op~
position to both.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I shall not
detain the Senate long. The objective
of those of us who support the civil
rights bill is to enact the bill." The goal
is not merely to take up a bill, but to pass
it. In my judgment—I happen to differ
with the Senator from New York—we
advance the day of enactment of a civil
rights bill by supporting the leadership
of the Senator from Montana in taking
up the wheat and cotton bill.

This happens to be a difference of
opinion. It is a matter of tactics, if you
will. I hope the majority leader’s motion
will be supported and will succeed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Montana that the Sen-
ate proceed to the consideration of H.R.
6196, the farm bill.

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
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AnpErson], the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. Byrpl, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Crarxk], the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Doopl, the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], the Sen-
ator from Florida [Mr. HoLranp]l, the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY], the Senator from Washington
[Mr. MacNUson], the Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. McCarTHY], the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN], the
Senator from Utah [Mr. Mossl, the
Senator from Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER],
the Senator from Florida [Mr. SmaTH-
Ers], and the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. RisicoFrF] are absent because of
official business.

I further announce that the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. HarTke] and the Sen-
ator from California [Mr. ENGLE] are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that if present
and voting the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Crarg], and the Senator
from Florida [Mr. HoLrLanDp] would each
vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. McCarTHY] is paired with
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
ANDERSON].

If present and voting, the Senator
from Minnesota would vote “yea"” and
the Senator from New Mexico would
vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Corron], the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. MEcHEM], the Senator from Iowa
[(Mr. MiLLEr], the Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. MorToN], the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. GoLDWATER], the Senator
from Kansas [Mr. Pearson], and the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. SaL-
TONSTALL] are necessarily ahbsent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. MEcHEM] would
vote “nay."”

On this vote, the Senator from Kan-
sas [Mr. PEArRsoN] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Iowa [Mr. MiLLErR]. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Kan-
sas would vote “yea” and the Senator
from Iowa would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 57,
nays 19, as follows:

[No. 49 Leg.]

YEAS—b67
Bartlett Hayden Mundt
Bayh Hill Muskie
Bible Hruska Nelson
Brewster Humphrey Pastore
Burdick Inouye Pell
Byrd, W. Va. Jackson Randolph
Cannon Johnston Ro n
Carlson Jordan, N.C. Russell
Caze Kuchel Sparkman
Church Long, Mo Stennis
Curtis Long, La. Symington
Douglas Mansfleld Talm:
Eastland McGee Thurmond
Edmondson MeoGovern Tower
Ervin McIntyre Walters
Fulbright McNamara Williams, N.J
Gore Metcalf Yarborough
Gruening Monroney Young, N. Dak
Hart Morse Young, Ohio

NAYS—19
Alken Dominick Proxmire
Allott Fong Bcott
Beall Hickenlooper Simpson
Bennett Javits Bmith
Boggs Jordan, Idaho Williams, Del.
Cooper Eeating
Dirksen Prouty
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NOT VOTING—24
Anderson Hartke Miller
Byrd, Va. Holland Morton
Clark Kennedy Moss
Cotton Lausche Neuberger
Dodd Magnuson Pearson
Ellender McCarthy Ribicoff
Engle MeClellan Saltonstall
Goldwater Mechem Smathers

So the motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill
(H.R. 6196) to encourage increased con-
sumption of cotton, to maintain the in-
come of cotton producers, to provide a
special research program designed to
lower eosts of production, and for other
purposes, which had been reported from
the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry with an amendment to strike out all
after the enacting clause and insert:

That this Act may be clted as the “Agri-
cultural Act of 1964".

TITLE I—COTTON

Segc. 101. The Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1938, as emended, 1s amended by add-
ing the following new section:

“Sec. 348. In order to maintain and ex-
pand domestic consumption of upland cot-
ton produced In the United States and to
prevent d!scrimination against the domestic
users of such cotton, notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the Commodity Credit
Corporation, under-such rules and regula-
tions as the Secretary may prescribe, 1s
authorized and directed for the period begin-
ning with the date of enactment of this sec-
tion and ending July 31, 1968, to make pay-
ments through the issuance of payment-in-
kind certificates to persons other than pro-
ducers in such amounts and subject to such
terms and conditions as the Secretary de-
termines will eliminate inequites due to dif-
ferences in the cost of raw cotton between
domestic and foreign users of such cotton,
including such payments as may be neces-
sary to make raw cotton in inventory on the
date of enactment of this section available
for consumption at prices consistent with
the purposes of this section: Provided, That
for the period beginning August 1 of the
marketing year for the first crop for which
price support is made available under section
103(b) of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as
amended, and ending July 31, 1968, such
payments shall be made in an amount which
will make upland cotton produced in the
United States available for domestic use at
a price which is not in excess of the price
at which such cotton ir made available for
export.”

Sec. 102. Section 385 of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following: “This sectlon also shall be ap-
plicable to payments provided for under
section 348 of this title.”

Sec. 103. (a) Section 104 of the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949, as amended, is amended
by adding the following new subsection:

“(e) The Secretary of Agriculture is here-
by authorized and directed to conduct a
special cotton research program designed to
reduce the cost of producing upland cotton
in the United States at the earliest practi-
cable date. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated such sums, not to exceed
$10,000,000 annually, as may be necessary for
the Secretary to carry out this special re-
sgearch program. The Secretary shall report
annually to the Committee on Agriculture
of the House of Representatives and to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry of
the Senate with respect to the results of
such research.” ]

(b) Section 103 of the Agricultural Act
of 1949, as amended, is amended (1) by In-
serting *“(a)" before the first sentence there-
of; (2) by changing the period at the end of
the second sentence thereof to a colon and
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adding the following: “Provided, That the
price support for the 1964 crop shall be a
national average support price which re-
flects 30 cents per pound for Middling one-
inch cotton.”; and (3) by adding at the end
of such section the following new subsec-
tions:

“(b) If producers have mnot disapproved
marketing quotas, the Secretary shall pro-
vide additional price support on the 1964,
1965, 1966, and 1967 crops of upland cotton
to cooperators on whose farms the acreage
planted to upland cotton for harvest does
not exceed the farm domestic allotment es-
tablished under section 350 of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended.
Such additional support shall be at a level
up to 15 per centum in excess of the basic
level of support established under subsection
(a) and shall be provided on the normal
yvield of the acreage planted for harvest
within the farm domestic allotment.

“(e) In order to keep upland cotton to
the maximum extent practicable in the nor-
masl channels of trade, any additional price
support under subsection (b) of this section
may be carried out through the simultaneous
purchase of cotton at the support price
therefor under subsection (b) and the sale
of such cotton at the support price therefor
under subsection (a) or similar operations,
including loans under which the cotton
would be redeemable by payment of the
amount for which the cotton would be re-
deemable if the loan thereon had been made
at the support price for such cotton under
subsection (a), or payments-in-kind through
the issuance of certificates which the Com-
modity Credit Corporation shall redeem for
cotton under regulations issued by the Sec-
retary. If such additional support is pro-
vided through the issuance of payment-in-
kind certificates, such certificates shall have
a value per pound of cotton equal to the
difference between the level of support es-
tablished under subsection (a) and the level
of support established under subsection (b).
The corporation may, under regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary, assist the producers
and persons receiving payment-in-kind cer-
tificates under this section and section 348
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938,
as amended, in the marketing of such cer-
tificates at such time and in such manner
as the Secretary determines will best effec-
tuate the purposes of the program author-
ized by this section and such section 348,
In the case of any certificate not presented
for redemption within thirty days of the
date of its issuance, reasonable costs of stor-
age and other carrylng charges as determined
by the Secretary for the period beginning
thirty days after its issuance and ending
with the date of its presentation for redemp-
tion shall be deducted from the value of the
certificate.”

(c) Section 401(b) of the Agricultural Act
of 1949, as amended, is amended by striking
in the second sentence thereof before “(8)"
the word “and”, changing the period at the
end thereof to a comma and adding the fol-
lowing: “and (9), in the case of upland cot-
ton, changes in the cost of producing such
cotton”.

Sec. 104, Section 407 of the Agricultural
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended by in-
serting after the first proviso in the third
sentence thereof the following: “Provided
further, That beginning August 1, 1964, the
Commodity Credit Corporation may sell up-
land cotton for unrestricted use at not less
than 105 per centum of the current loan rate
for such cotton under section 103(a) plus
reasonable carrying charges:”

Sec. 105. The Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, as amended, is amended by adding
a new section as follows:

“Sec. 850. In order to provide producers
with a cholce program of reduced acreage
and higher price support, the Secretary shall
establish for each farm for the 1964, 1965.
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1966, and 1867 crops of upland cotton a
farm domestic allotment in acres. The farm
domestic allotment shall be the percentage
which the national domestic allotment is of
the national acreage allotment established
under section 344(a) applied as a percentage
of the smaller of (1) the farm acreage allot-
ment established under section 344, or (2)
the higher average actually planted or re-
garded as planted on the farm (excluding
acreage regarded as planted under sections
344(m) (2) and 377) in the two years pre-
ceding the year for which such allotment is
established: Provided, That any farm plant-
ing 90 per centum or more of the allotment
shall, for the purpose of (2) above, be con-
sidered as having planted the entire farm
allotment: Provided further, That, except
for farms the acreage allotments of which
are reduced under section 344(m), the farm
domestic allotment shall not be less than
the smaller of 15 acres or the farm acreage
allotment established under section 344, but
this proviso shall be applicable to the 1964
crop without regard to the exception stated
herein. The national domestic acreage allot-
ment for any crop shall be that acreage,
based upon the national average yield per
acre of cotton for the four years immediately
preceding the calendar year in which the
national acreage allotment is proclaimed,
required to make available from such crop
an amount of upland cotton equal to the
estimated domestic consumption for the
marketing year for such crop. The Secretary
shall proclaim the national domestic acre-
age allotment for the 1964 crop not later
than April 1, 1964, and for each subsequent
crop not later than December 15 of the
calendar year preceding the year in which
the crop is to be produced.”

Sec. 1068. The Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, as amended, s amended as follows:

(1) The following new section is added to
the Act:

“Sec, 849, (a) The acreage allotment es-
tablished under the provisions of section 344
of this Act for each farm for the 1964 crop
may be supplemented by the Secretary by
an acreage equal to such percentage, but not
more than 10 per centum, of such acreage
allotment as he determines will not increase
the carryover of upland cotton at the begin-
ning of the marketing year for the next
succeeding crop above one million bales less
than the carryover on the same date one
year earller, if the carryover on such earlier
date exceeds eight milllon bales. For the
1965, 1966, and 1967 crops, the Secretary
may, after such hearing and investigation
as he finds necessary, announce an export
market acreage which he finds will not in-
crease the carryover of upland cotton at the
beginning of the marketing year for the
next succeeding crop above one million bales
less than the carryover on the same date
one year earller, if the carryover on such
earlier date exceeds eight milllon bales.
Such export market acreage shall be appor-
tloned to the States on the baels of the State
acreage allotments established under sectlon
344 and apportioned by the States to farms
recelving allotments under section 344, pur-
suant to regulations issued by the Secretary,
after considering applications for such acre-
age filed with the county committee of the
county in which the farm is located. The
‘export market acreage’ on any farm shall
be the number of acres, not exceeding the
maximum export market acreage for the
farm established pursuant to this subsection,
by which the acreage planted to cotton on
the farm exceeds the farm acreage allotment,
For purposes of sections 345 and 374 of this
Act and the provisions of any law requiring
compliance with a farm acreage allotment
as a condition of eligibility for price support
or payments under any farm program, the
farm acreage allotment for farms with ex-
port market acreage shall be the sum of
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the farm acreage allotment established un-
der section 344 and the maximum export
market acreage. Export market acreage
shall be in addition to the county, State,
and National acreage allotments and shall
not be taken into account in establishing
future State, county, and farm acreage al-
lotments. The provisions of this section
shall not apply to extra-long-staple cotton
or to any farm which receives price support
under section 103(b) of the Agricultural Act
of 1940, as amended.

*“(b) The producers on any farm on which
there 1s export market acreage or the pur-
chasers of cotton produced thereon shall,
under regulations issued by the Secretary,
furnish a bond or other undertaking pre-
scribed by the Secretary providing for the
exportation, without benefit of any Govern-
ment cotton export subsidy and within such
period of time as the Secretary may specify,
of a quantity of cotton produced on the
farm equal to the average yleld for the farm
multiplied by the export market acreage as
determined pursuant to regulations issued
by the Secretary. The bond or other under-
taking given pursuant to this section shall
provide that, upon failure to comply with
the terms and conditions thereof, the person
furnishing such bond or other undertaking
shall be liable for liquidated damages in an
amount which the Secretary determines and
specifies in such undertaking will approxi-
mate the amount payable on excess cotton
under section 346(a). The Secretary may,
in leu of the furnishing of a bond or other
undertaking, provide for the payment of an
amount equal to that which would be pay-
able as liquidated damages under such bond
or other undertaking. If such bond or other
undertaking is not furnished, or if payment
in lien thereof is not made as provided
herein, at such time and in the manner
required by regulations of the Secretary, or
if the acreage planted to cotton on the farm
exceeds the farm acreage allotment estab-
lished under the provisions of section 344
by more than the maximum export market
acreage, the farm acreage allotment shall be
the acreage so established under section 344.
Amounts collected by the Secretary under
this section shall be remitted to the Com-
modity Credit Corporation and used by the
Corporation to defray costs of encouraging
export sales of cotton under section 203 of
the Agricultural Act of 19566, as amended.”

(2) Section 376 of the Act is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following:
“This section also shall be applicable to
liguidated damages provided for pursuant
to section 349 of this title.”

(8) Subsection (f) (8) of section 344 of the
Act 1s amended by inserting after the lan-
guage 75 per centum of the farm allotment
for such year" the following: “or, in the case
of a farm which qualified for price support
on the crop produced in such year under
section 103(b) of the Agricultural Act of
1949, as amended, 75 per centum of the farm
domestic allotment established under sec-
tion 350 for such year, whichever is smaller".

(4) Section 377 of the Act is amended by
inserting in the first proviso after the lan-
guage 75 per centum or more of the farm
acreage allotment for such year"” the follow-
ing: “or, in the case of upland cotton on a
farm which qualified for price support on
the crop produced in any such year under
section 103(b) of the Agricultural Aet of
1949, as amended, 76 per centum of the farm
domestic allotment established under sec-
tion 350 for any such year, whichever is
smaller”,

(5) Subsection (b)(13) (B) of section 301
of the Act 1s amended by deleting the words
“eotton or”,

(6) Subsection (b)(13)(G) of section 301
of the Act is amended by deleting “, cotton,"”
wherever it appears,
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(7) Subsection (b) (13) of section 301 of
the Act is amended by adding after subpara-
graph (G) new subparagraphs as follows:

“(H) ‘Normal yield’ for any county, for
any crop of cotton, shall be the average yield
per acre of cotton for the county, adjusted
for abnormal weather conditions and any
significant changes in production practices
during the five calendar years immediately
preceding the year in which the national
marketing quota for such crop is proclaimed.
If for any such year the data are not avall-
able, or there is no actual yield, an appraised
yield for such year, determined in accord-
ance with regulations issued by the Secre-
tary, shall be used as the actual yleld for
such year.

“(I) ‘Normal yleld' for any farm, for any
crop of cotton, shall be the average yleld
per acre of cotton for the farm, adjusted for
abnormal weather conditions and any sig-
nificant changes in production practices dur-
ing the three calendar years immediately
preceding the year in which such normal
yleld is determdned. If for any such year
the data are not avallable, or there is no
actual yleld, then the normal yield for the
farm shall be appraised in accordance with
regulations of the BSecretary, taking into
consideration abnormal weather conditions,
the normal yield for the county, changes in
production practices, and the yleld In years
for which data are available.”

TITLE II—WHEAT

SEc. 201. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law—

(1) the Secretary shall not proclaim a na-
tional marketing quota for the 1965 crop of
wheat and farm marketing quotas shall not
be in effect for such crop of wheat;

(2) the Secretary shall proclaim a national
acreage allotment for the 1965 crop of wheat
which shall be the number of acres which
the Secretary determines will make available
an adequate supply of wheat, but shall not
be less than forty-nine million five hundred
thousand acres.

SEec. 202, The Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, as amended, is amended as follows:

(1) Section 334 (a) is amended by insert-
ing “and less the special acreage reserve pro-
vided for in this subsection” in the first sen-
tence after "“in this subsection'; by chang-
ing the period at the end of the first sen-
tence to a colon and adding the following:
“Provided further, That in establishing State
acreage allotments, the acreage seeded for
the production of wheat plus the acreage di-
verted for 1965 for any farm shall be the
base acreage of wheat determined for the
farm under the regulations issued by the
Secretary for determining farm wheat acreage
allotments for such year.”; and by adding at
the end of the section the following:
“There shall also be made awvailable, be-
ginning with the 1965 crop, a special acreage
reserve of not in excess of one million acres
as determined by the Secretary to be de-
sirable for the purposes hereof which shall
be in addition to the national acreage re-
serve provided for in this subsection. Such
special acreage reserve shall be used to make
additional allotments to countles on the
basis of the relative needs of counties, as
determined by the Secretary, for additional
allotment to make adjustments in the al-
lotments on old wheat farms (i.e., farms on
which wheat has been seeded or regarded
as seeded to one or more of the three crops
immediately preceding the crop for which
the allotment s established) on which the
ratio of wheat acreage allotment to crop-
land on the farm is less than one-half the
average ratio of wheat acreage allotment to
cropland on old wheat farms in the county.
Such adjustments shall not provide an allot-
ment for any farm which would result in an
allotment-cropland ratio for the farm in ex-
cess of one-half of such county average ratio
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and the total of such adjustments in any
county shall not exceed the acreage made
avallable therefor in the county. Such ap-
portionment from the special acreage re-
serve shall be made only to counties where
wheat is a major income-producing crop,
only to farms on which there is limited op-
portunity for the production of an alterna-
tive income-producing crop, and only if an
efficient farming operation on the farm re-
quires the allotment of additional acreage
from the special acreage reserve. For the
purposes of making adjustments hereunder
the cropland on the farm shall not include
any land developed as cropland subsequent
to the 1963 crop year."

(2) Section 834(b) Is amended by chang-
ing the period at the end thereof to a colon
and adding the followlng: “Provided further,
That in establishing county acreage allot-
ments, the acreage seeded for the production
of wheat plus the acreage diverted for 1965
for any farm shall be the base acreage of
wheat determined for the farm under the
regulations issued by the Secretary or deter-
mining farm wheat acreage allotments for
such year.”

(8) Section 334(c) (1) is amended by in-
serting *“or 1965"” in the third sentence,
clauses (i) and (il), after "1958" wherever
it appears, and by inserting “except 1865"
in the third sentence, clause (iil), after the
language “any subsequent year'.

(4) Section 334(g) is amended by Inserting
“except 1965" In the first sentence after the
language “in 1958 or thereafter’.

(6) Sectlon 336 is amended by striking out
“not later than sixty days after such procla-
mation is published in the Federal Regis-
ter” and substituting “not later than August
1 of the calendar year in which such na-
tional marketing quota is proclaimed”.

(6) Section 339(a) (1) is amended, effec-
tive only with respect to the crops planted
for harvest in 1964 and 1965, to read as fol-
lows:

“(a) (1) As a condition of eligibility for
wheat marketing certificates with respect to
any farm, the producers on such farm shall
be required to divert from the production of
wheat to an approved conservation use an
acreage of cropland on the farm equal to
the number of acres determined by multi-
plying the farm acreage allotment by the
diversion factor, and to participate in any
program formulated under subsection (b)
to the extent prescribed by the Secretary.
Such diversion factor shall be determined
by dividing the number of acres by which
the national acreage allotment is reduced
below fifty-five million acres by the number
of acres in the national acreage allotment.”

(7) Section 339(b) is amended (1) by in-
serting after the first sentence the follow-
ing: “Any producer who complies with his
1964 farm acreage allotment for wheat and
with the other requirements of the program
shall be eligible to receive payments under
the program for the 1964 crop of wheat.”; and
{2) by inserting in the first sentence “for
wheat not accompanied by marketing certifi-
cates” after “basic county support rate”.

(8) Section 339(h) i1s amended by striking
out “June 3¢, 1963" and substituting “June
30, 1965™.

(9) Section 379b is amended effective only
with respect to the crops planted for harvest
in 1964 and 1965 to read as follows:

“Sgc. 379b. A wheat marketing allocation
program as provided in this subtitle shall be
In effect for the marketing years for the 1964
and 1965 crops. Whenever a wheat market-
ing allocation program is in effect for any
marketing year the Secretary shall determine
(1) the wheat marketing allocation for such
year which shall be the amount of wheat he
estimates will be used during such year for
food products for consumption in the United
States and that portion of the amount of
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wheat which he estimates will be exported in
the form of wheat or products thereof dur-
ing the marketing year on which the Secre-
tary determines that marketing certificates
shall be Issued to producers in order to
achieve, insofar as practicable, the price and
income objectives of this subtitle, and (2)
the national allocation percentage for such
year which shall be the percentage which
the national marketing allocation is of the
national marketing quota proclaimed for the
1964 crop, less the expected production on
the acreage allotments for farms which will
not be in compliance with the requirements
of the program. Each farm shall receive a
wheat marketing allocation for such market-
ing year equal to the number of bushels ob-
tained by multiplying the number of acres
in the farm acreage allotment for wheat by
the normal yield of wheat for the farm as
determined by the Secretary., and multiply-
ing the resulting number of bushels by the
national allocation percentage.”

(10) The second sentence of section 379b,
effective with respect to the crops planted for
harvest in the calendar year 1966 and any
subsequent year, Is amended by striking out
“human consumption in the United States,
as food, food products, and beverages, com-
posed wholly or partly of wheat” and substi-
tutinz “food products for consumption in the
United States”.

(11) Section 379c(a) is amended by insert-
ing "under section 379¢(b) or" after “stored”
in the second sentence; by changing the pe-
riod at the end of the second sentence to a
comma and adding the following: “and if
this 1limitation operates to reduce the
amount of wheat marketing certificates
which would otherwise be lssued with re-
spect to the farm, such reduction shall be
made first from the amount of export certifi-
cates which would otherwise be Issued.”;
and by adding at the end of the section the
following: “The Secretary shall, in accord-
ance with such regulation as he may pre-
scribe, provide for the issuance of domestic
marketing certificates for the portion of the
wheat marketing allocation representing
wheat used for food products for consump-
tion in the United States and for the issu-
ance of export marketing certificates for the
portion of the wheat marketing allocation
used for exports.”

(12) Section 379¢(b) of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, Is
amended, effective only with respect to the
crop planted for harvest in the calendar vear
1965, by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing: “For purposes of this section, but not
for purposes of diversion payments under
subsection (b) of section 233, a producer
shall be deemed not to have exceeded the
farm acreage allotment for wheat If the acre-
age in excess of the farm acreage allotment
does not exceed 50 per centum of the farm
acreace allotment and the amount of wheat
produced on the acreage in excess of the farm
acreage allotment is stored in accordance
with regulations issued by the Secretary.
The amount of wheat required to be stored
hereunder shall be an amount equal to twice
the normal yield of wheat per acre estab-
lished for the farm multiplied by the num-
ber of acres of such crop of wheat on the
farm in excess of the farm acreage allotment
for such crop unless the producer. in accord-
ance with regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary and within the time prescribed there-
in, establishes to the satisfaction of the
Secretary the actual production of such crop
of wheat on the farm. If such actual pro-
duction is so established, the amount of
wheat required to be stored shall be such
actual production less the actual production
of the farm wheat acreage allotment based
upon the average yleld per acre for the en-
tire wheat acreage on the farm: Provided
however, That the amount of wheat required
to be stored shall not be larger than the
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amount by which the actual production so
established exceeds the normal production
of the farm wheat acreage allotment. At the
time and to the extent of any depletion in
the amount of wheat so stored, except deple-
tion resulting from the release of wheat from
storage on account of underplanting or
underproduction, as provided below or de-
pletion resulting from some cause beyond
the control of the producer, the producer
shall pay an amount to the Secretary equal
to one and one-half times the value of the
wheat marketing certificates issued with re-
spect to the farm for the year in which the
wheat on the acreage In excess of the allot-
ment was produced. Whenever the planted
acreage of the then current crop of wheat
on the farm is less than the farm acreage
allotment, the total amount of wheat from
any previous crops stored hereunder or stored
in order to avoid or postpone a marketing
quota penalty shall be reduced by that
amount which is equal to the normal pro-
duction of the number of acres by which the
farm acreage allotment exceeds the planted
acrea e, and whenever the actual production
of the acreage of wheat is less than the nor-
mal production of the farm acreage allot-
ment, the total amount of wheat from any
previous crops stored hereunder or in order
to avold a marketing quota penalty shall be
reduced by that amount which together with
the actual production of the then current
crcp will equal the normal production of the
farm acreage allotment."”

(13) Section 379c(c) is amended to read
as follows: =

“{c) The Secretary shall determine and
proclaim for each marketing year the face
value per bushel of wheat marketing certifi-
cates, The face value per bushel of domestic
certificates shall be the amount by which the
level of price support for wheat accompanied
by domestic certificates exceeds the level of
price support for wheat not accompanied by
certificates (noncertificate wheat); and the
face value per bushel of export certificates
shall be the amount by which the level of
price support for wheat accompanied by ex-
port certificates exceeds the level of price
support for noncertificate wheat."

(14) Section 379d(a) is amended (1) by
striking the first and last sentences there-
from, and (2) by striking from the second
sentence remaining “by persons other than
the producer to whom such certificates are
issued” and substituting “by any person".

(15) Section 379d(b) is amended to read
as follows:

“(b) During any marketing year for which
a wheat marketing allocation program is in
effect, (1) all persons engaged in the process-
ing of wheat into food products shall, prior
to marketing any such food product or re-
moving such food product for sale or con-
sumption, acquire domestic marketing cer-
tificates equivalent to the number of bushels
of wheat contained in such product and (ii)
all persons exporting wheat shall, prior to
such export, acquire export marketing certif-
icates equivalent to the number of bushels
s0 exported. In order to expand interna-
tional trade in wheat and wheat flour and
promote equitable and stable prices therefor,
the Commodity Credit Corporation shall,
upon the exportation from the United States
of any wheat or wheat flour, make a refund
to the exporter or allow him a credit against
the amount payable by him for marketing
certificates, in such amount as the Secretary
determines will make United States wheat
and wheat flour generally competitive in the
world market, avoid disruption of world mar-
ket prices, and fulfill the international obli-
gations of the United States. The Secretary
may exempt wheat exported for donation
abroad and other noncommercial exports of
wheat and wheat processed for use on the
farm where grown from the requirements of
this subsection, Marketing certificates shall
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be valid to cover only sales or removals for
sale or consumption or exportations made
during the marketing year with respect to
which they are issued, and after being once
used to cover a sale or removal for sale or
consumption or export of a food product or
an export of wheat shall be void and shall
be disposed of in accordance with regulations
prescribed by the Secretary. Notwithstand-
ing the foregoing provisions hereof, the Sec-
retary may require marketing certificates
issued for any marketing year to be acquired
to cover sales, removals, or exportations made
on or after the date during the calendar year
in which wheat harvested in such calendar
year begins to be marketed as determined by
the Secretary even though such wheat Is
marketed prior to the begininng of the mar-
keting year, and marketing certificates for
such marketing year shall be valid to cover
sales, removals, or exportations made on or
after the date so determined by the Secre-
tary.”

(16) Section 379d(d) is amended to read
as follows:

“(d) As used in this subtitle, the term
‘food products’ means flour, semolina, farina,
bulgur, beverage, and any other product com-
posed wholly or partly of wheat which the
Secretary may determine to be a food
product.”

Sec. 203. Section 107 of the Agricultural
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended to read
as follows:

“SEc. 107. Notwithstanding the provisions
of section 101 of this Act, beginning with the
1964 crop—

(1) Price support for wheat accompanied .

by domestic certificates shall be at such level
not less than 65 per centum or more than 90
per centum of the parity price therefor as
the Secretary determines appropriate, tak-
ing into consideration the factors specified
in section 401(b).

*“{2) Price support for wheat accompanied
by export certificates shall be at such level
not more than 90 per centum of the parity
price therefor as the Secretary determines
appropriate, taking Into consideration the
factors specified in section 401(b).

“(3) Price support for wheat not accom-
panied by marketing certificates shall be at
such level, not in excess of 90 per centum
of the parity price therefor, as the Secretary
determines appropriate, taking into consid-
eration competitive world prices of wheat, the
feeding value of wheat in relation to feed
grains, and the level at which price support
is made available for feed grains.

"(4) Price support shall be made available
only to cooperators; and, if a commercial
wheat-producing area 1s established for such
crop, price support shall be made available
only in the commercial wheat-producing
area. wi®

**(b6) Eifective with respect to crops planted
for harvest in the calendar year 1966 and any
subsequent year, the level of price support
for any crop of wheat for which a national
marketing quota is not proclaimed or for
which marketing quotas have been disap-
proved by producers shall be as provided In
section 101.

“(6) A ‘cooperator’ with respect to any
crop of wheat produced on a farm shall be
a producer who (1) does not knowingly ex-
ceed (A) the farm acreage allotment for
wheat on the farm or (B) except as the Sec-
retary may by regulation prescribe, the farm
acreage allotment for wheat on any other
farm on which the producer shares in the
production of wheat, and (i) complies with
the land-use requirements of section 239 of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as
amended, to the extent prescribed by the
Secretary. Effective with respect to crops
planted for harvest in the calendar year 1966
and any subsequent year, if marketing
quotas are not in effect for the crop of wheat,
a ‘cooperator’ with respect to any crop of
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wheat produced on a farm £hall be a producer
who does not knowingly exceed the farm
acreage allotment for wheat. No producer
shall be deemed to have exceeded a farm
acreage allotment for wheat If the entire
amount of the farm marketing excess is de-
livered to the Secretary or stored in accord-
ance with applicable regulations to avold
or postpone payment of the penalty, but the
producer shall not be eligible to receive price
support on such marketing excess. No pro-
ducer shall be deemed to have exceeded the
farm acreage allotment for wheat on any
other farm, if such farm is exempt from the
farm marketing quota for such crop under
gection 335. No producer shall be deemed
"to have exceeded a farm acreage allotment
for wheat if the production on the acreage
in excess of the farm acreage allotment is
stored pursuant to the provisions of section
379¢(b), but the producer shall not be
eligible to receive price support on the wheat
80 stored.”

Sec. 204, Section 407 of the Agricultural
Act of 1949, as amended, is amended, effec-
tive only with respect to the marketing years
beginning In the calendar years 1964 and
1965, by striking the second provico from the
third sentence, and substituting: “Provided
Jurther, That If a wheat marketing allocation
program is in effect, the current support
price for wheat shall be the support price for
wheat not accompanied by marketing cer-
tificates.”

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr.
what is the pending question?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
motion to proceed to the consideration of
" the farm bill has been agreed to.

President,

NATURE AND ACTIVITIES OF BUSI-
NESS-INDUSTRY POLITICAL AC-
TION COMMITTEE

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I in-
vite the attention of Senators to a series
of questions and answers indicating the
nature and activities of the Business In-
dustry Political Action Committee, com-
monly referred to as BIPAC. This is a
growing organization devoted to funda-
mental objectives, and I believe that in
the interest of public information it mer-
its wider currency. I therefore ask
unanimous consent that the questions
and answers be printed at this point in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the ques-
tions and answers were ordered to be
printed in the Recorbp, as follows:

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

(Businessmen—both management and em-
ployees—as well as the public generally are
asking many questions about BIPAC. Here
are the questions most often asked and the
answers.)

Question. What is BIPAC?

Answer. The Business-Industry Political
Action Committee is an independent non-
partisan organization, It is a voluntary,
nonproit, unincorporated committee of in-
dividual citizens who are interested in pre-
serving and strengthening the principles of
government embodied in the Constitution
of the United States, protecting freedom
under law and promoting our free, private
and competitive enterprise system.

Question. Why was It formed?

Answer. BIPAC was established to serve as
a political education and action arm of
American business and industry: (1) to pro-
mote a system of government in which the
Individual liberties of all citizens would be
of paramount concern; and (2) to encourage
and assist individual citizens in organizing
themselves for more effective political
action,
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Question. What are effective means by
which the management of American business
can ~reate support for BIPAC?

Answer. BIPAC belleves that it is the re-
sponsibility of the management of American
business to make certain that their business
assoclates be alerted to the objectives of
the BIPAC movement. This can be done
through management meetings at all levels,
letters from management, distribution of
BIPAC literature, and personal contact with
management of other organizations.

Question. Isn't the BIPAC organization
similar to AFL-CIO’s Committee on Political
Education (COPE)?

Answer. The organizational structure of
BIPAC is similar to COPE. However, BIPAC's
economic and political principles differ in
that they reflect the views of the business
community generally.

Question. What is
structure?

Answer. BIPAC Is an unincorporated po-
litical committee organized in compliance
with the Federal Corrupt Practices Act.

Question. What is its relationship to party
structure?

Answer. BIPAC is nonpartisan. It is not
affiliated with any political party.

Question. Who directs the committee's ac~
tivities?

Answer. All activities of BIPAC are gov-
erned by its board of directors and admin-
istered by an executive director. Its officers
are a chairman, vice chairmen, and secretary-
treasurer,

Question. How Is the board of directors
selected?

Answer, BIPAC's founders became its orig-
inal board of directors. Various national
business associations recommended individ-
uals who were asked to serve on the board.
This procedure will continue for additional
new board members,

Quzstion. What is its relationship to ex-
isting business organizations?

Answer, B'PAC is not a part of, or afili-
ated with any other organization. It seeks
cooperation, however, from business associa-
tions and organizations.

Question. Will local and State units be
established?

Answer. BIPAC will not have State and/or
affiliated organizations. It will work in co-
operation with existing assoclations and or-
ganizations, :

Question. How is 1t supported

Answer. BIPAC is supported by two sources
of income—corporate and assoclation con-
tributions and Individual membership dues.

Question. How are these funds used to
support the committee?

Answer. Corporate and assoclation funds
can be used only for political education and
related administrative activities of BIPAC
but not for support of candidates. Only in-
dividual membership dues income will be
spent in direct support of selected congres-
slonal candidates, and this money will be
spent exclusively for that purpose.

Question. Will BIPAC participate in na-
tional and/or State elections?

Answer, BIPAC will provide financial sup-:
port only to candidates for congressional
office, both the House and Senate.

Question. How will candidates be selected?

Answer. The platform, voting record and
electibility of the candidate—not the candi-
date’s party affillation will be the determin-
ing factors for BIPAC support. Furthermore,
candidates will be supported only in dis-
tricts and States where a close vote is an-
ticipated.

Question, Who will select the candidates
for BIPAC support?

Answer. A bipartisan review committee
composed of members of the BIPAC board
will, following a thorough review of the facts
in each indlvidual case, determine if a candi-
date is to be supported, and If so, to what
extent.
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Question. Why can't this job be done
through the party system?

Answer. The party system must provide
both manpower and financial assistance for
all party operations and candidates and is
concerned with party organization and
strength. It cannot provide adequate funds
in every race. BIPAC is concerned solely
with the candidate’s governmental and eco-
nomic beliefs and augments the party effort
in behalf of the selected candidates in criti-
cal races.

Question. Does a BIPAC individual mem-
bership duplicate other political contribu-
tions?

Answer. No. There are three areas of in-
dividual political contributions which are
essential. Contributions to BIPAC cannot
substitute for those to the party of choice
and direct contribution to the candidate.
Contributions to the national BIPAC move-
ment augment the first two in critical races.

Question. What is the individual member-
ship structure of BIPAC?

Answer. BIPAC has three classifications of
individual memberships—sustaining mem-
bers, $99 to §5,000 annually; supporting
members, $25 to $98 annually; regular mem-
bers, $10 to $24 annually. Under Federal
law, although an individual can contribute
up to $5,000 to a political committee or a
candidate, if his contribution is In ‘the
amount of $100 or more, his name and the
amount of his contribution must be reported
by the reciplent to the Clerk of the House of
Revresentatives.

Question. What is the reason behind the
three classifications of memberships?

Answer. BIPAC seeks the broadest possible
support numerically. In order that all indi-
viduals within the business community can
participate as BIPAC members, in accordance
with their economic status, three categories
of memberships are provided.

Question. Who can join BIPAC?

Answer. Anyone who belleves in the princi-
ples for which BIPAC stands is eligible for
membership. i

Question. How are memberships belng so-
lcited?

Answer. Memberships in BIPAC are being
solicited through cooperating business as-
soclations, national, State and local, and by
BIPAC members, board of directors, and
staff.

Question. What services and reports will
be furnished to members?

Answer. BIPAC members will receive peri-
odle progress reports and news bulletins.
Through its political education activities, it
will assist members In becoming more ac-
tive and effective in governmental affairs.

Question. What type of staff is provided
by BIPAC?

Answer. BIPAC will maintain a relatively
small staff; the major portion of BIPAC's
political education activities will be con-
ducted in cooperation with other assoclations
and organizations.

Question, Will one person's efforts be ef-
fective?

Answer, Definitely. BIPAC’s success to
date demonstrates that a great many of its
memberships result from the efforts of indi-
viduals in encouraging their friends and
business associates to join.

ADDRESS BY DR. EDWARD R. ANNIS,
PRESIDENT, AMERICAN MEDICAL
ASSOCIATION, ON THE SUBJECT
“MEDICARE: A GIANT WELFARE
PROGRAM"

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, on Feb-
ruary 14, 1964, Dr. Edward R. Annis,
president of the American Medical Asso-
ciation, addressed the Executives Club
in Chicago on the subject: “Medicare: A
Giant Welfare Program.” This is indeed
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a well-reasoned, well-documented ad-
dress on the subject and deserves to be
brought to the attention of the member-
ship of Congress and the country.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the address by Dr. Annis be
printed at this point in the REcorbp.

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

ApprESS BY DR. EDWaARD R, ANNIS, PRESIDENT,
AMERICAN MEDICAL ASSOCIATION, ON THE
SuBJECT “MEDICARE: A GIANT WELFARE PrO-
GRAM
President WaLBerT. We welcome back to

our platform today an old friend who ap-
peared before us last season. At that time
he gave us a powerful shot in the arm by
forcefully and elogquently denouncing the
Government's socialized medical program
called medicare. He dissected this plan
with such surgical skill and with such logie,
it seemed to most of us present that surely
this expensive, bureaucratic approach to the
problem would be laid to rest with finality.

It was felt then if we were fortunate
enough to have him return, we could hear
him discuss some other important problem
of the day, and one that came to mind was
the subject of “planned parenthood.” This
was discarded as something less than appro-
priate when it was recalled he is the proud
father of four sons and four daughters. Not
bad planning at that.

Furthermore, this is the beginning of a
new political season and ideas such as medi-
care seem to revive and thrive in such a
time. We are obviously in need of another
shot to bring us up to date on this impor-
tant matter, and no one can do a better job
on this than our guest today.

He was born in Detroit and graduated from
the University of Detroit, receiving his M.D.
from Marquette University, and since 1948
has resided in Miami, where he has been a
surgeon and a tireles worker in all manner
of civic affairs. He is now halfway through
his year as president of the 200,000-member
American Medical Association,

He combines his considerable talents and
wisdom with a keen sense of humor and a
warm personality, sometimes called a bed-
side manner. We can be thankful for a man
such as this who speaks forth so effectively
in defense of true American ideals.

It is a great honor and distinct pleasure
to introduce Dr. Edward R. Annis, who speaks
on “Here We Go Again—Medicare.”

Dr. Annis. I do not belleve the last time
when I was here I told you about my daugh-
ter, Barbara, Barbara is 17. She accompa-
nied me on a similar occasion some months
ago, and I was being introduced, with many
alleged accomplishments being outlined in
the usual exaggerated manner. Barbara, not
recognizing much of it, leaned over, nudged
me and whispered, “Daddy, is he talking
about you?"

I said, “Well, I think so.”

And as only teenagers can do, she shrugged
her shoulders, raised her hand, and said, "Big
deal.”

But it is a big deal to be back, and I am
honored to have the opportunity to speak
once again before this truly fine and repre-
sentative club.

When I was here a year ago I talked at
length about the cost of medical care, why
doctors cost more than they used to, why
hospitals cost more—because 70 percent of
their cost goes into labor, men and women,
who work there—why drugs are so costly,
pointing out that some 70 to 756 percent of
all the drugs prescribed by the doctors of this
country today did not exist just 12 years
ago. I pointed out that as a result of all of
this—all of these doctors and hospitals and
drugs and scientists and others who make it
possible to bring to our patients that which
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they should have and that which we desire
for them, the best of medical care—it carries
with it a greater cost.

We have never denled the increasing cost
of medical care; but we cali attention to
the fact as to why it 1s costly and remind
the American people that they are buying
a product which keeps people alive when they
used to dle, which prevents diseases that
used to keep me busy as a young physician,
and which makes it possible for people to
live long and enjoy life.

The problem is not "“Is it costly?” Of
course it is. As an example, it costs a little
more to ride a jet or to buy a Jet.than it did
to ride or buy a horse and buggy. People no
longer want horse-and-buggy transporta-
tion; they want jet-age transportation, and
they want jet-age medicine.

VALUE OF INSURANCE

I think, too, I pald credit to the great
insurance industry of this Natlon, which
makes it possible for most of us, through
the mechansm of insurance, to provide for
ourselves and our loved ones. I would like
merely to give you the figures to bring you
up to date on what this great industry is do-
ing, because today they insure 144,000,000,
or 75 percent of the American people. To-
day 36 of these milllons are provided major
medical coverage up to $10,000 and $15,000,
and very recently some of the insurance com-
panies of this Nation have announced poli-
cles of major medical coverage up to $25,000.

Today those over the age of 65, numbering
just under 18 million, are also covered to a
great extent by insurance. They number
10,400,000. In the last couple of years there
has been more progress made in the selling
and the purchasing of insurance in this age
group than in any other age group in Ameri-
ca, as more and more citizens say, “We are
capable of providing for ourselves.”

As the health insurance indu:try has made
it possible for us to do so, we have availed
ourselves of their policies, their basic cov-
erage, the tremendous coverage of Blue
Croes-Blue Shield, augmented in many in-
stances by major medical care with many of
the great companies making it available in
this Nation of ours. So the record is still
good.

Last year, too, I told you we were for some-
thing, that we are not really always against.
We admitted that we have been against
many things, because as doctors, we are
trained to be against them. We are against
pain, suffering, cancer, heart disease, diph-
theria, whopping cough and polio. But be-
cause we are agalnst those things, we are
for the alleviation of suffering; we are for
the immunization of children early in life
s0 they do not get whooping cough and
diphtheria and tetanus and smallpox and
polio. We are for continued research, and
we are for the education of our people so
they know what is being accomplished so they
and their loved ones may have it available
to them.

We pointed out we are for taking care of
people who need help and that the doctors
of this Nation feel that anyone who needs
medical care should have it, whether or not
he can afford it. We indlicated the doctors
will work with anyone at any level of gov-
ernment—Ilocal, State, or Federal—to see
that no one is denied medical care because of
inability to pay. But we pointed out that it
should be on the basis of need, not on the
basis of a birthday.

THE KERR~-MILLS LAW

S0 it was not because we are opposed to
medical care for the elderly that we have
opposed legislation, but because all of our
elderly are not poor and many are self-
sufficlent. For this reason we have supported
the basic principle of the Kerr-Mills law—
a law to this day only just now beg.aning
to be thoroughly understood across this
Nation.
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I will come back to it in a moment, be-
cause I want to bring you up to date on
another matter I referred to last year. The
first time we referred to it publicly was be-
fore this organization, when, in defending
the great record of that pharmaceutical in-
dustry, I pointed out that there were those
in another country—in Italy—who were
producing. drugs which had been pirated
from an American firm, that the products and
the manner in which they were processed
and many of the raw materials from which
they were derived, had been stolen from an
American producer who had spent $10 mil-
lion on its production of this particular
product.

THIEVERY

Having been pirated from America, they
had been purchased as stolen property by
an Itallan manufacturer; and this manufac-
turer, paying 20 cents for every dollar of
wages paild in this country, reproduced
from the raw material to the finished product,
paying no local, State, or Federal taxes, and
the pharmaceutical industry in 1 year paid
$80 million into the U.S. Treasury; and then,
to add insult to injury, the Armed Forces
Procurement Division of the U.S. Govern-
ment was buying drugs and shipping them to
this country in Navy ships, and they did not
even have to pay the cost of transportation.

I would like to bring you up to date on
what has transpired since a year ago, because
the record is there, and it is clear. On Jan-
uary 9 of this year—last month—Justice
Thomas A. Rohrellio, of the New York Su-
preme Court, ruled in a civil suit that a for-
mer employee of Lederle Co. stole drug infor-
mation and antibiotic cultures from Lederle
and sold them to several Itallan drug firms.
The same individual, along with several oth-
ers, is under Federal criminal indictment in
the U.S. district court.

Coincidental with this, the vice president
in charge of medical affairs of Lederle issued
a statement. Because I have not seen the
statement widely disseminated In the press
and because I know that men in this room
will be interested in what it says, and because
it says go clearly and sucecinctly what should
be said, I bring it to your attention now:

““The issues in this case involve not merely
one company and one individual, but affect
the future of U.8. industrial research, of jobs
on the production lines, and even the rights
of the physician and his patient to be sure
of the source of the medicines used to fight
disease,

“If the public permits a situation to con-
tinue wherein patent rights are eroded and
where laws are not adequate for the protec-
tion of technical process secrets developed at
the cost of millions of dollars, industry will
be finally forced to give up its massive com-
mitment to discovery and development which
has transformed the world's economy.

“It is a fact U.S. labor costs are far above
those in other countries in the world. We
compete largely because of our research and
our production ingenuity. Permit these to be
stolen, and U.S. industry will no longer be
able to afford U.S. labor.

“It is a fact that antibiotics and other
drugs from companies using stolen cultures
and secrets are finding their way into the
United States and other parts of the world.
The reliability of such companies to pro-
duce our medicines must be seriously ques-
tioned. We know in many cases it is ex-
tremely difficult, if not impossible, to trace
the original source of some of this material
which is being fed to sick people. We are
committed to fight against such threats to
research, to jobs, and to health.”

CHEAFER

Today in this country there are others who
are buying from the Italian manufacturers
of stolen products, repackaging in this coun-
try, and they are being disseminated across
the land. The thought may occur to you, as
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it has been falsely presented by some
politicilans to the American people, that
they are making these products avallable at
a lower price, that they are cheaper. Well,
the “cheaper” is a good word, because in
many instances they are cheap.

In four of the defenre installations of this
country I have visited with doctors who
have pointed out to me the inferior quality
of the products which have been supplied to
them from the Armed Forces Procurement
Division of our Government. As of a few
months ago they were still purchasing the
results of stolen products, sending our mon-
ey abroad to subsidize those who deal with
thieves. We ask how long it will go on.

There are others today selling their prod-
ucts on the American market. To remind
you that it makes a big difference from
which source your drugs may come, you may
recall that last year the Government Pro-
curement Division of Canada in one of its
Provinces, because they were interested In
dollars and knew nothing of health or medi-
cine or what it means to the prolongation
of life, issued a directive that they had to
buy certain pharmaceutical products from
a certain industry, from a certain producer,
or at least a certaln packager, because they
had the low price. Within a few weeks some
of the doctors—the medical men there treat-
ing their patients with diabetes, were find-
ing them going into coma, and some al-
most lost their lives. The doctors inquired
were they getting tolbutamide, the drug
which had been prescribed, the oral medi-
cine you take by mouth instead of by in-
jection of insulin, which works so well for
many people with this disease.

They fcund they were taking the drug all
right, but on examination it was found it
would go completely through the body with-
out being incorporated into the system. All
the ingredients were there, but in the process
of manufacture it was too tightly processed,
and the agent that brought it into the body
was not of the proper quality to have it incor-
porated in the body with the proper juices.

In other words, the patient might just as
well not have taken the product.

This and hundreds of instances might be
cited as to what happens to the health of
patients that may be jeopardized when we
buy products from a company that fails to
package its reputation with its product.

This is an important consideration. It is
not, as the gentleman from Lederle said, a
concern to one company; it is a concern to
the American people. It is a concern to
honesty, and it is a concern to those in-
terested in the quality of our medicine.

LITTLE UNDERSTOOD LAW

Secondly, I would like to remind you that
though the Kerr-Mills law has been in effect
now for 3 years, it is still little under-
stood. 1 briefly outlined what is covered
by Eerr-Mills when I was here; namely, that
it is designed to take care of two classes of
our senior citizens—first, those on old age
assistance, for whom we provide food, cloth-
ing, and shelter.

Today this is overlooked by many of those
who would use the health of the people for
political purposes. Today this portion of
Eerr-Mills operates in all 50 States and 4
territories, and last year provided $150 mil-
lion in excess dollars specifically for the
health care of people on rellef.

The important part of EKerr-Mills is its
second part, designed for people who provide
for themselves the necessities of life, who
may own their home with no mortgage,
designed to see to it that if and when these
people need help, they need not put a mort-
gage on their home or exhaust their life’s
savings or borrow against their automobile
or personal belongings or borrow in the bank
against an income so limited that they can-
not pay it back.

This part of Kerr-Mills is operating today
in 36 States and 4 territories and last year
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it did a remarkable job and spent in excess
of $350 million specifically for people not
on relief, providing for their health care,

But administration spokesmen, New Fron-
tiersmen, men like McNamara of Michigan,
who was talking the same as he has for
years—this man, the chairman of a subcom-
mittee of the Senate, said in 1960, “It will
never work.” In 1961 he said, “It is only
working in a handful of States.” In 1962
he said, “It is only working in half the
States.” Now he says it must be criticized
because It is not working in all of the States.
At least he has been consistent.

I have béen in many of these States. In
two of our States the legislators have passed
legislation to provide for the health care of
their senlor citizens who need it occasional-
1y, who need it under medical assistance to
the aged, only to have the two Governors in
the States of Missouri and Indiana veto the
legislation.

POLITICS VERSUS MEDICINE

We have talked to Governor after Governor
and before legislature after legislature, and
when they know and understand the alm and
the intent of the Kerr-Mills law, it is doing
an ever-increasingly fine job. Yet, the other
day in the city of Spokane, before I ar-
rived, the doctors there hired a couple of
young ladles from the university to get on
the telephone and just go through the phone
book at random and call 100 people and
ask them some questions. They asked them
this question:

“Do you know that Congress has been
talking about payments under social security
of medical bills for all old people?”

Eighty-one out of the 100 people said yes,
they knew of such a bill. This is a political
bill. It is one which has been proposed in
one way or another for 20 years. But signifi-
cant is the reaction to the next question,
which was:

“Have you heard of any other Federal as-
sistance for people not on welfare, but who
cannot afford expensive illnesses?” Two peo-
ple out of 100 ever heard of such a bill. I
have met members of State legislatures who
do not even know what Kerr-Mills can do.
Yet, this is the responsibility of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare.
This is the law of the land. It is their re-
sponsibility to see that the intent of the law
is carried out. If the President of the United
States would give a directive to the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare—
Mr. Celebrezze in particular, to go out into
the States and educate them as to what the
Kerr-Mills law was designed to do—what it
is doing in great numbers of our States, we
would end up with a program that would
provide for every one of our senior citizens
who need help some of the time or all of the
time.

We resent those in either party who ig-
nore the law which exists and what it can
do, because they are politically committed

or devoted to a bill which would misuse the -

health of the people for purely political
purposes.

Yesterday the Wall Street Journal had a
most interesting article. I would like to
quote from it. On the front page it says:
“Consumers were promised increased Federal
protection and a more sympathetic hearing
from the Government for their complaints
about goods and services." It goeson: "“In a
message to Congress, President Johnson
urged adoption of pending bills aimed at
obtaining these objectives. Among the meas-
ures endorsed by the President were pro-
posals to require ‘truth’ in lending, packag-
ing and over-the-counter security sales, and
to bolster Inspection authority over cos-
metics and drugs.”

I may have asked this question when I was
here last year: Who performs the greater
disservice to the American people—those who
mislabel the quality of our cosmetics, those
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who mislabel securities, or those who mis-
label the ideas under which we live and which
form the foundation for the Declaration of
Independence and the Constitution of the
United States?

In the Courlier-Journal of Louisville, Ky.,
on January 9, reporting on the previous day’s
presidential text, urging a war on poverty and
Joblessness, there is one paragraph in which
I would ralse the question: Should they not
tell the truth when they present issues to
the American people? Are not the Presi-
dent’s speechwriters and his advisers bound
by the truth, that they want to put on prod-
ucts sold to the American people?

WHY DON'T THEY TELL THE TRUTH?

They have been deliberately falsifying and
they have deliberately falsified this record in
an official presentation of the state of the
Union message. One paragraph. It says:
"“We must provide hospital insurance for our
older citizens, financed by every worker and
his employer under social security, contrib-
uting no more than $1 a month during the

" employee’s working career to protect him in

his old age, without cost to the Treasury.”
Yet the law specifically allocates from the
General Revenue Fund 500 million to blan-
ket in the 23; milllon not covered under
soclal security.

Why don't they tell the truth? For every
one of your employees who make $5,200 a year
or more, to the half of the American working
people who are employed in Industry whose
wages are a hundred dollars a week or more,
under this law the first year's tax is $27.50
for every employee, matched by every one of
you as employers, for a total of $55. It is
not a question of whether “$12" is correct, as
was written in the Presldent's speech, or
whether $27.50 15 a great deal as written in
the bill. Itisa question of fact.

When a writer for the President of the
United States will deliberately lie to the
American people and write in there that no
worker will pay more thar'#l a month dur-
Ing his working career, it becomes a ques-
tion of “truth.”

We ask the question: Why don’t they tell
the truth? If you have a good bill, sell it
honestly, but don’t eell it by deliberately mis-
representing the truth to the American peo-
ple.

They say we must provide hospital insur-
ance for our older citizens. Elghteen million
people would be immediately covered and
would be covered as long as they live; and
at age 65 they have an average life expect-
ancy of at least 156 more years. And you will
live a lot l-nger than that if you will just
fasten your seatbelts.

But let us look at this. Hospital insur-
ance for our older citizens? You know, I
have heard them talking about a tax reduc-
tion lately. Do you know what this bill
would do, that is, the King-Anderson bill?
It would immediately put a debt against
those who work and their employers in excess
of #35 billion. It would increase your taxes
immediately $35 billion.

Where did I get this figure? The late
Senator Kerr before he died asked the actu-
aries of the Congress how much it would
cost today's workers and their employers to
pay for the 17 million people at that time
over the age of 65 who would be cared for
as long as they live? How much will it cost
today’s workers and their employers, just to
pay for these people as long as they live.
The answer given to the Senator was $35
billion at that time.

Recently Senator Lonc of Loulsiana, look-
ing at the increased number of people be-
yond the age of 65—numbering 18 million,
has come up with a recapped estimated fig-
ure of $48 billlon. This iz what it would
cost.

In the first year under this bill, they say,
from the social security levies they will
raice the amount of $1,100 million, and from
general revenue, $500 million, for a total
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cost the first year of $1,600 million. That is
from the 70 million who are employed and
their employers.

If you multiply this by 20 years and you
took every nickel as presented for 20 years,
you would have only $32 billion, some $3
billion short of what it would cost to take
care of those who never paid a nickel. And
they dare to mislabel this with a good term—
“insurance.” This is a giant welfare pro-
gram, providing for rich and poor alike, be-
cause it had a birthday, to be paid for by
those who work and their employers. Why,
then, don't they tell the truth?

Because some cof our people over 65 need
help, must we establish Government medi-
cine to provide for all when they go into a
hospital or a medical institution: Is it right
to tax a workingman's wages to pay the
hospital bills for many who are well able to
provide for themselves? Or should we not
do a good job of helping through the insur-
ance industry to make it possible for people
who are able to do so to provide for them-
selves and for those unable to do so, make
the Eerr-Mills understood, implement it so
that it will work and so that it will work in
such a way that no one is reduced to de-
pendency or a state of pauperism because of
the needs of medical care. Toward these
ends we shall continue to work.

Our experience has been, as we have
traveled the country, that as more and more
people know and understand these two bills,
more and more support is being given to
Eerr-Mills. One of these bills, of course, is
the law of the land. The greatest obstacle
to its understanding is the administration
and those of its proponents who have been
trying to push this kind of legislation for a
long period of time.

THE TOBACCO PROBLEM

One other question in view of its im-
portance today is the relationship of the
American Medical Assoclation and tobacco,
A couple of months ago—in fact 3 days
before the Surgeon General's report came
out—I addressed the EKentucky Legislature.
Thelr number one cash crop is tobacco. Be-
hind me the Governor and Lieutenant Gov-
ernor and the Speaker of the House, and
out before me were all of the legislature,
and up In and around the balcory were the
tobacco growers. Before I went in, I shook
hands with at least 10 or 12 burley growers,
and we talked about tobaecco.

Speaking for the American medical pro-
fession, I was able to say a few things that
are true. One was that in my opinion then
as a clinician, the Surgeon General’s report
would show an overwhelming mountain of
evidence linking the prolonged inhalation of
cigarette smoke and the production of some
diseases and the aggravation of others.

But, I sald, doctors as doctors are not
against smoking. We are not agalnst tobac-
co, I said; we are against disease, and the
evidence from the laboratories and from the
clinical offices and the hospitals of the land,
In my opinion, will show that the use of
tobacco and particularly the inhalation of
cigarette smoke over a long period of time is
one of the greatest producers of preventable
disease with which doctors have to deal.

So we have to be realists. This is the prob-
lem. There is no question about the extent
nor the serlousness of the problem. However,
as sclentists we have to admit to you, we do
not know what takes place. We do not know
what happens in the cell.

You know, we become sick because of sick
cells. We start, first of all, as cells from our
mother and father, two units uniting into
one; and then from that comes a complex
mechanism known as our God-given body,
but when we become sick, we start at the
cellular level, whether it is from bacteria
from toxin or viruses. And so it is with can-
cers. They start at the cellular level. We
do not know what takes place.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Does the inhalation of cigarette smoke over
a long period of time directly affect the cell
and produce the cancer, or does it, for exam-
ple, irritate the defense mechanism of the
cell, reducing its resistance to allow the in-
vasion of a virus as yet not isolated, if one
exists, and that this causes the trouble? To
the tobacco people—and I suggest to you, as
well—there are many unanswered questions.

VALUE OF RESEARCH

Up until a few years ago we knew there
was a disease affecting the transmitting ap-
paratus between the brain and the muscles
of the body, known as polio, or infantile
paralysis, so named because it affected so
many young people. We knew where the
tract was affected. We knew the damage
which was done. We did not know how it
was accomplished nor what was the agent.

The researchers in the laboratories paid
close attention and studied at many labora-
tories, many researchers, many cliniclans to-
gether, to find out what it was. As time went
on, they ruled out bacteria. As more time
went on, they ruled out a toxin or poison-
like chemical. Still further time, and they
found it was an active agent so small it could
not be seen by the most powerful micro-
scopes, an agent to which we have given
the name of viruses.

Still more research and the great names of
Salk and Sabin and their coworkers from
the laboratories isolated not one but several;
and then we had the whole puzzle with all
of its parts—the multiple viruses capable of
producing the disease—the manner in which
it could be transmitted—its point of in-
vasion and what it can do to the cell and the
ultimate effects.

As a result, because of an enlightened pub-
lic, in the week of January 4 of this year,
for the first time since we have kept vital
statistics in the United States, not one new
case of polio was reported in the entire
United States. It is a tribute to the results
of research. Through the results of research
made available to the doctors and ultimately,
through them and because of the great co-
operation of the communications media,
newspapers, radio and television, to an un-
derstanding people, we were able to make
great inroads against just one more disease,
Perhaps we can do this when we know more
of the answers for tobacco.

CANCER CAUSES

In another example I recall in the city of
Milwaukee, where I went to school some
30 years ago, I studied pathology, and
our very fine pathologist, Dr. John Grill
from Germany, pointed out to those of us
in the postmortem room that something
had happened to the lungs of some of the
men who died. Men would be brought in
who had died from a heart attack or acel-
dent; these were men who shoveled soft
coal all day long. They inhaled the coal
dust all day long. You were able to take
a knife and cut through these lungs and
hear the scraping against the grit of the
coal dust. Yet this did not produce cancer
or many of these other diseases which. are
Indicted with cigarettes.

Even in those days, 30 years ago, Dr. Grill
used to say that one of the reasons coal
dust did not produce these serious diseases
was that the particles were too big. When
they were inhaled, they did not invade the
interstices of the cell, they could not—like
the cat that is too big to get in the mouse
hole.

In contrast, they told us of a town in
Bulgaria where half of all of the men who
died, died of lung cancer—but the women
did not. The reason was the men worked
in the cobalt mines, and as they mined the
cobalt, the dust particles of cobalt would
be inhaled and they would be so0 small,
measured in terms of one or two or three
microns, that they could invade the cell and,
either by mechanical or chemical irritation
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of the cobalt particles, set up dendrites of
irritation that ultimately resulted in the
cancer.

So we suggest filtering something out of
a cigarette or perhaps the scientists will fig-
ure out a way to add something making 1t
more like coal dust and less like cobalt.

There are many unanswered questions In
many areas, This is the reason the Ameri-
can Medical Association, at its meeting in
Portland, even before the Surgeon General'’s
report was released, announced & new pro-
gram of research to find what it is that takes
place in people who use tobacco over a long
period of time,

We know we may be able to dissuade some
people—some teenagers from starting to
smoke. We may be able to convince others
that they should stop or switch from cig-
arettes to cigars and pipes and not inhale;
but human nature being what it 1s, we
know, of the 656 to 70 million who smoke
daily, great numbers will continue to smoke,
and our job as doctors is to find out what it
is that produces the trouble. If we can
answer these many unanswered gquestions,
we may have a solution that will be most
satisfactory to us as doctors, as physicians,
and at the same time of great value to the
tobacco industry and to this great Nation.

So we were happy to announce today that
as a result of a research project now under-
way, the tobacco industry of this Nation,
yesterday agreed to add to our research
project $2 million a year for a b5-year period,
for a total of $10 million, specifically to find
out what it is that takes place when people
inhale cigarette smoke, particularly over a
long period of time.

AMA OBJECTIVE

When it was announced by the president
of the American Medical Assoclation’s Re-
search Foundation, Dr. Raymond Mcuen, a
member of our board, we were cheered, be-
cause we will solicit support from every
source of funds, every source of knowledge,
every source of research which can help us
to solve one more of the serlous diseases
which afflict our patients, the American
people.

We are for taking care of people who are
sick. We are preventing illnesses when it is
possible. As an American medical profes-
slon, we resent those who have forced us
into the realm of politics. We resent those
who would misuse the health of our patients
for political purposes. But we will tell you
our own story, and we will not be misled by
those false prophets who would disgrace and
discredit and vilify the whole profession in
their efforts to mislead the American people
and to produce a change in the very system
of medicine which has made American
medicine preeminent in the world.

We came into being as an association in
1847 with two main purposes. To these pur-
poses we are still dedicated. They are to
advance the art and the sclence of medicine,
and to protect the public health.

Thank you.

Chalrman WarserT. Thank you, Dr. Annis,
for a most thought-provoking talk. We
have time for just a few questions, Doctor,
if you will join me,

Question. Since you are against socialized
medicine, do you encourage a patient to price
doctors’ fees or druggists’ charges, as a
housewife regularly prices food costs? This
would be in keeping with the free enterprise
system of which you are an ardent advocate,
would it not?

Dr. Annis. The question of doctors' fees,
of course, is not involved in this legislation.
Some of the politicians who are for King-
Anderson say we should be for it, too, be-
cause if the Government pays the hospital
bills, doctors will make more money.

We are not denying that some doctors
overcharge and that some doctors take ad-
vantage of the patients or insurance com-
panies; but we ask when they do, let their
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conferees know it through their county medi-
cal societies and all the rest.

We encourage people to honestly, de-
liberately discuss with their doctors the ques-
tion of fees. When it involves elective things,
such as surgery and the rest, we urge the
individual to do so before the services are
performed.

If I had a doctor with whom I attempted
to do this and he was reluctant to do so, I
might look for another doctor,

Question. Do any of the official family
of AMA smoke cigarettes? If so, why?

Dr. Annis, Seated over on my right is the
assistant to the executive vice president of
the AMA. When this question card came
up, he was there puffing a cigarette. So I
took it over and handed it to him, and he
sald, “Just tell them I'm addicted.”

.- You see, these are reasons why we have

to continue our research. There are a num-
ber of these fellows who are extremely im-
. portant to us, and we want to preserve them,
too.
President WarserT. Dr. Annis, pay no at-
tention to the fact that Dr. Karl Meyer is
sitting next to you 'when you answer this
question. Generally speaking, what do you
think is the stature of the Cook County
Hospital?

Dr. ANnis. I must admit that I am preju-
diced. I first visited Cook County Hospital
when I was a young general practitioner in
north Florida, working with 12 other general
practitioners.

I heard of Cook County Graduate School,
working in conjunction with 1ts hospital, I
heard that there doctors could go and learn
anything they wanted to learn. 'So, as a
young physlcian, I used to take turns with
the other physicians in my area.

In those days it was known as perhaps
the biggest hospital in the world. I found
that it had some of the biggest doctors—
biggest in their ability, biggest in their
knowledge, biggest in thelr willingness to
share what they knew.

I think the Cook County Hospital today
deserves the reputation which is worldwide,
because in its halls, in its operating rooms,
in its clinics, and within its walls has been
practiced some of the finest medicine prac-
ticed any place in the world.

Question. Do the newspapers, generally
speaking, tend to twist, criticlze or “back
up"” your public statements?

Dr. Annis. Two to 21 years ago when a
member of the Speaker’s Bureau of the AMA,
all of our interviews used to open with this
question: “Why are you against the old peo-
ple?” Or: “Why are doctors against medical
care for the aged? It Is only a question of
who pays the bill? What do you care who
pays the hospital bill?"

Many newspaper and radio and television
people were misled during the earller months
of this campaign, first, by a vilification of
the profession at large, and, second to give
the impression that all you had to do was
pass the bill they were for and everything
would be rosy.

I find an increasing understanding, and
I have found among the communications
people generally what I found among the
people of the United States—most are hon-
est. And when they understand what you
are talking about and when you give them a
reasonable approach and when you give the
background supporting the position you
maintain, if it is reasonable and if it is one
on which you can firmly stand, I find we
are galning more and more understanding
friends and supporters, every day. I have
no complaints against those who have been
reporting what we have said across the Na-
tion.

Question. Why does it seem that the
field of medicine is being narrowed down
to only specialists? For a beginning doctor,
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which would you advise—general practice
or specialization?

Dr. Anwnis. This, of course, s difficult to
answer, because the first question is what
do you want to do? The second question is
where do you want to live?

If a young man wants to be a brain
surgeon or a heart surgeon, if he wants to
specialize in many types of research in, say,
cardiology or kidney disease, then he is go-
ing to have to live and work and practice
in a big area, in a big community, not only
where there are many people with diseases
which may be rare, but also where there
are many other of his colleagues with whom
he can work—where there are laboratories,
diagnostic facilities and all the rest.

But for Dr. Meyer and his assoclates to
train a chest surgeon for 6 or 8 years and
then send him out to a community of 5,000
people—well, the man would not be able to
do any heart surgery. He would not have any
patients. Yet, there are many I have seen
in my recent trip through the West who are
good general doctors and also especially
trained in certain fields, whether surgery or
obstetrics. When you get around Sun Valley,
all of them become orthopedists.

If you are one who has been a skling en-
thusiast and you have to see an orthopedic
doctor, and he is the only one you know, he
is the one to call when you need advice in
other flelds.

When you are just a shade older and
your neurologist is your only friend, I am
sure in addition to the fine plumbing that
is available today, he will give you the advice
you need.

There is room for all kinds of doctors in
this vast country. What kind of training
you take and where you take it pretty much
depends on what you want to do and where
you want to live.

Question. Th ee prominent doctors back
the social security program. They are
Spock of Cleveland, Clement of the National
Medical Association, and Yerby of the New
York Public Health Aseociation. Why the
difference in viewpoint from the AMA?

Dr. AwnNis. The American Medical Asso-
ciation today is made up of 200,000 physi-
clans. Some 52 of these 200,000 have gone on
record as disigreeing with the basic philoso-
phy of the American Medical Association.

One of those who went on national tele-
vision with the former President is a man
that I debated three times before public
gatherings; 6 months ago this man stopped
me and said, “Ed, no more debates. I have
had a chance to read the bills. I understand
them thoroughly. ¥You guys are right and
I am with you. This is one out of 27, so we
have one less than we had not long ago.”

I have a statement that Dr. Spock pre-
sented the other day. It was about a page
and a half of typewritten statement. I have
it over at the hotel. This i5 a statement
written by a man who I would be willing to
wager even money, has never read either of
the bills, He doesn't know what is incor-
porated in Kerr-Mills certainly. ard I ques-
tion whether he knows what King-Anderson
will do. But llke many other fine people
who are busy In other fields, doing their
work day in and day out, they can be mis-
led by headlines. They, too, can be misled
by those people who give good intentions to
the label of a bill.

I am not too surprised when good men for
one reason or another disagree with us. The
only thing we hope they do, is come and
bring their disagreement to the American
Medical Assoclation’s meetings. We meet
twice a year. where any physiclan in the
country can express his point of view. If we
are wrong, we hope we will be educated. If
we are right, we hope to get more than just
one out of the original 27.

February 27

President WarLBeRT. Dr. Annis, I am sorry
we do not have time for more of these inter-
esting questions. We certainly have enjoyed
your visit. Thank you very much,

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I
should like to ask the acting majority
leader whether any more business is ex-
pected to come before the Senate tonight.

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is not the in-
tention of the leadership to have any
more business considered tonight.
When the Senate completes its business
for today, I shall move that the Senate
take a recess until 11 o'clock tomorrow
morning. It is hoped that at that time
Senators who are in charge of or who are
deeply interested in the farm bill will be
prepared to make their opening state-
ments and presentations.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I ask further whether
it is expected to have a morning hour
tomorrow, in view of the recess to be
taken tonight.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I would expect
that the Senate would proceed to the
consideration of the farm bill, and that
Senators who wished to ask for a waiver
of the rule of germaneness, for the in-
troduction of extraneous material into
the REcorp, might do so.

HUBLESS CAST IRON SANITARY
SYSTEM

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, in
my State of Alabama as much soil pipe
is manufactured as is manufactured in
all the rest of the country. In fact,
Alabama is one of the leading soil pipe
centers of the entire world. :

Recently, there was developed a cou-
pling from material that makes it pos-
sible to reduce the size of the coupling
that is usually used for the installation of
pipe inside house framing so that it may
be placed behind a two-by-four. The
product should prove helpful in the hous-
ing industry.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Housing of the Committee on Banking
and Currency, I am always anxious to
take note of advances made in providing
better homes for the American people.
Therefore, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed at this point in the REcorp
the text of a statement which describes
the housing advance to which I have
just referred.

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

A SALUTE T0 A NEW PRODUCT FOR HOMEOWNERS

One of the most impressive new products
that has arrived on the American scene is
the unique hubless cast iron sanitary system
sponsored by the Cast Iron Soil Pipe Institute
to bring time-tested cast iron pipe to the low-
cost housing market.

The American homeowner, the man and
his family who want to be assured of high
quality and very dependable materials in
the home, have the assurance of the durabil-
ity of the cast iron soll pipe 'and fittings
employed in this new hubless cast iron sani-
tary system.

This new system uses no-hub cast iron
with a patented new method of joining the
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soll pipe and fittings together. It provides
dependable cast iron soil pipe in 2-inch,
8-inch, and 4-inch sizes. The 2-inch and
3-inch fit into the standard 2- by 4-inch par-
titions used in so many new homes today.

The new system is not a substitute for the
time-honored and historic lead and oakum
cast iron soil pipe joint which has been used
by American plumbers over 100 years.

The new system, which was thoroughly
tested by the Pittsburgh Testing Laboratory
before the Cast Iron Soil Pipe Institute
adopted it, uses a neoprene gasket which
couple two pleces of cast iron pipe and the
fittings together. A stainless steel shield fits
tight over the neoprene gasket, and a stain-
less steel clamp fastened to the shield is
tightened to compress the strip rings on the
sleeve against the exterior of the pipe or
fittings.

In this way an extremely durable, water-
tight, gastight jolnt is established. And,
this can all be done with cast iron soil pipe
and the new no-hub joint right within the
wall of the average new American house.

The hubless cast iron sanitary system is
a highly dependable plumbing drainage sys-
tem installed from house sewer to roof vent
in the house, but at a lower cost. Every
plece of cast iron soil pipe that is cut can be
used.

With cast iron soll pipe, a pipe that has a
history of durability, the new system will
outlast the ordinary life of every new home
in which it is installed, according to the
institute.

It provides homebullders with a stream-
lined and permanent cast iron soil pipe sani-
tary system which they can give the buyers
of the homes they construct.

Now, the organization of conscientious and
industrious American manufacturers who
sponsored the hubless cast iron sanitary sys-
tem which provides so much to our home-
builders and our home buyers, certainly de-
serves credit for its accomplishments.

The Cast Iron Soll Pipe Institute, which
has its headquarters in Chicago, represents
about 95 percent of all of the manufacturing
facilities in the United States for cast iron
soil pipe and fittings.

It was formed in 1949 so that member
companies could work together to improve
their products and assist their industry and
the plumbing industry.

The Cast Iron Soll Pipe Institute made
many contributions in its Industrywide
standardization program. Also it has
achieved significant successes in upgrading
the manufacture of traditional products
including:

(1) The no-hub joint for the hubless cast
iron sanitary system and the new 10-foot
lengths of cast iron soll pipe;

(2) Maintaining a vigorous promotional
campalgn to combat the infiltration of house
sewers, infiltration which leads to greater
expense to homeowners and to the cities and
towns and villages in which they live; and

(3) Assisting apprentice training courses
nationwide by helping provide materials and
training In caulked joint projects.

The Cast Iron Soll Pipe Institute has, in
short, conducted itself in the finest tradi-
tlons of American manufacturing.

More than half of the tonnage in the soil
plpe industry comes from Alabama.

RECESS UNTIL 11 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate at this time, I now move
that the Senate stand in recess until 11
a.m. fomorrow. i

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o'clock and 1 minute p.m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Friday,
February 28, 1964, at 11 o’clock a.m.
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CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate February 27 (legislative day
of February 26), 1964:

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Paul R. Ignatius, of Massachusetts, to be
Under Secretary of the Army.

U.S. ARMY

Maj. Gen. Robert Hall McCaw
Judge Advocate General's Corps, U.S. Army,
for appointment as indicated under the pro-
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec-
tion 3037, to be the Judge Advocate General,
U.S. Army.

Brig Gen, Harry Jarvis Engel [E8883, Judge
Advocate General's Corps, U.S. Army, for ap-
pointment as indicated under the provisions
of title 10, United States Code, sections 3037,
3442, and 3447, to be the Assistant Judge Ad-
vocate General; major general, Judge Advo-
cate General's Corps, in the Regular Army
of the United States; and major general,
Army of the United States.

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

To be lieutenant general

Lt. Gen. Garrison Holt Davidson FESEESI,
Army of the United States (major general,
U.S. Army).

The following-named officer, under the pro-
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec-
tion 3066, to be assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility designated by the
President under subsection (a) of section
8066, in grade as follows:

To be lieutenant general

Maj. Gen. Edwin John Messinger ESS333Y,
U.5. Army.

The following-named officers for tempo-
rary appointment in the Army of the United
States to the grades Indicated, under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
sections 3442 and 3447:

To be major generals

Brig. Gen. William Charles Haneke, 339393,
U.S. Army.

Brig. Gen. Kenneth Gregory Wickham,
m. Army of the United States (colonel,

5. Army).

Brig. Gen. Hamilton Austin Twitchell,
ES33E%. U.S. Army.

Brig. Gen. John Hart Caughey, EESZ3SY,
U.S. Army.

Brig. Gen. Frederick James Clarke, [EE0O,
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S.
Army).

Brig. Gen. James Edward Landrum, Jr.,

, U.8. Army.

Brig. Gen. Walter Thomas Kerwin, Jr.,
EE3EE88, Army of the United States (lleu-
tenant colonel, U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Ferdinand Joseph Chesarek,
EESEEY. Army of the United States (colonel,
U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Robert Henry Schellmnn.m
Army of the United States (lle
colonel, U.8. Army).

Brig. Gen. George Henry Walker, m.
Army of the United States (colonel, U.
Army).

Brig. Gen. Joseph Rieber Russ, JEeFE,
U.S. Army.

Brig. Gen. Bruce Edward Kendall, [S388%
U.8. Army.

Brig. Gen. James Willoughby Totten,

,U.S. Army. '

Brig. Gen. Frederic Willlam Boye, Jr.,
[S3E8H, Army of the United States (lieuten-
ant colonel, U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Lloyd Elmer Fellenz, f
Us. Arm y. :

Brig. Gen. Roy Lassetter, Jr., U.s.
Army.

3863

Brig. Gen. Howard McCrum BSnyder, Jr.,
m U.S. Army.

Brig. Gen. Robert Hawkins Adams, EESSE,
U.S. Army.

Brig. Gen. Carl C. Turner, [S888&, Army of
the United States (colonel, U.S. Army).

Brig. Gen. Douglas Blair Eendrick, Jr.,
333331, Army of the United States (colonel
US. Army).-

To be brigadier generals

Col. Lawrence Joseph Fuller, [333%33, Army
of the United States (lleutenant colonel,
Judge Advocate General's Corps, U.S. Army).

Col. Victor Woodfin Hobson, Jr.,..
Army of the United States (lleutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army)."

Col. John MacNair Wright, Jr., JSESR04,
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army). -

Col. Charles Thompson Horner, Jr., fSSE8,
Army of the United States (lleutenant colo-
nel, U.8. Army).

Col. Elmer Hugo Almquist, Jr.,
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Paul Francis Smith, Army of
the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. Stephen Wheeler Downey, Jr.,
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, US. Army).

Col. Shelton E. Lollis, [SEEEX Army of the
United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. Kenneth Wilson Collins, Army
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. Ellis Edmund Wilhoyt, Jr., EEESSRN
U.S. Army. 5

Col. Donald Ralph Pierce, 88834, U.S.
Army.

Col. Paul David Phillips, Army of
the United States (lleutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. Lawrence Harland Walker, Jr., (8881,
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, US. Army).

Col. Melvin Zais, [ES3E3, Army of the
United States (lleutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. Roger Merrill Lilly,
the United States (lleutenan
Army).

Army of
colonel, U.8.

Col. Edmund Louls Mueller, , Army
of the United States (lleutenant colonel,
U.S. Army).

Col. Hal Dale McCown, , Army of
the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. John Hancock Hay, Jr., , Army
of the United States (lleutenant colonel,

U.S. Army).

Col. Howard Francls Schiltz, J80%, US.
Army.

Col. Robert Clyde Gildart, Us.
Army.

Col. Charles Henderson Hollis, [SESE,
Army of the United States (lleutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. George Cicero Fogle, , Army of
the United States (lleutenant colonel, U.B.
Army).

Col. James Sykes Billups, Jr.,
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.8. Army).

Col. Glenn David Walker, ESSSESd, Army
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.

Army).
Col, Walter Bernard Bess, ES3S883, US.
Army.

Col. Willlam Henry Blakefield, RSESFI,
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Richard Thomas Enowles,
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Frank LeRoy Gunn,
the United States (lieutena
Army) .

Army el
onel, U.B.



Col. Thomas Brownbridge Simpson ESESETY,
U.S. Army.

Col. Roy Tinsley Dodge, ISE888] Army of
the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. Charles Carroll Case, Jr.,ESES8ed, Army
of the United States (lieutenant colonel,
U.S. Army).

Col. Jack Snead Blocke! U.8. Army.

Col. Harley Lester Moore, Jr. , Army
of the United States (lleutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

00!;. Charles Harold Gingles,. Medi-
cal Corps, U.S. Army.

Col, Laurence Addison Potter, EESSE,
Medical Corps, U.S. Army.

The officers named herein for promotion
as Reserve commissioned officers of the Army,
under the provisions of title 10, United States
Code, sections 593(a) and 3384:

To be major generals

Brig. Gen. Herbert Borden Brand, EESESERY.
Brig. Gen. Stanley Warren Connelly,

Brig. G’en. James Eugene Frank -
Brig. Gen. Robert Harrle Travis,
Brig. Gen. John Wister Wurts

To be brigadier generals

Col, Melvin Ira Bookman BSSESERY, Trans-
portation Corps.

Col. Charles Vines Collier, Jr., EESSEESY,
Chemical Corps.

Col. Ernest Raiford Ellis, EESSEE8Y, Signal
Corps.

C’;:. Ray DuChene Free ESEESEEY Artillery.

Col. Horace Barber Hanson, Jr., m.
Corps of Engineers.

Col. Louis Kaufman

Col. Joseph Murray, Jr.,

Col. Warren Earl Myers,

Col. Paul Michael Nugen
fantry.

Col. George Sutor Purple, Artil-
lery.

I":I’:lfua Army National Guard of the United
States officers named herein for promotion as
Reserve commissioned officers of the Army,
under the provisions of title 10, United States
Code, sections 593(a) and 3385:

To be major generals

Brig. Gen. Russell BoytBESESEsd.
Brig. Gen. Lincoln Maupin, Cummings,

, Artillery.

Infantry.
Infantry.
In-

g. Gen. John Alvin Dunlap,
Brig. Gen. Martin Henry Foery,
Brig. Gen. Francis Patrick Kane,
Brig. Gen. Howard Samuel Wilcox,

To be brigadier generals

Col. Willlam Francis Bachman, JES8001,
Infantry.
Col. Richard Thomas Dunn, EES8e%%Y. In-
fantry.

Col. Michael Charles Galiano, In-
fantry.

Col. Leon Henry Hagen, , Infantry.
Col. Kay Halsell II, , Armor.
Col. James Taylor Hardin, Quar-

termaster Corps.

Col. Willlam George Kreger, JR3o0e08, In-
fantry.

Col. Robert Grant Moorhead, JSee8e%q, In-
fantry.

Col. William Frederick Moor, EI3eeee, In-
fantry.

Col. Leonard Edward Pauley, (88800, In-
fantry.

Col. Francis Shigeo Takemoto, [ XXXXXXXX
Infantry,

The Army National Guard of the United
‘States officers named herein for appointment
as Reserve commissioned officers of the Army,
under the provisions of title 10, United
States Code, sections 593(a) and 3392:

To be brigadier generals
Col. Daniel Preston Lee . Adjutant
General's Corps.

Col. Victor Lee McDearman, DOKXXX T B
jutant General's Corps.
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Col. John Perrill McEnight, ESS3E3EY. Ad-
jutant General's Corps.

U.S. Navy

The following-named officers of the Naval
Reserve for temporary promotion to the
grade indicated subject to qualification
therefor as provided by law:

LINE
To be rear admiral
George A. Weaver
MEDICAL CORPS
To be rear admiral
Howell E. Wiggins
CHAPLAIN CORPS
To be rear admiral

Roland D. Driscoll

Rear Adm. Benedict J. Semmes, Jr., U.S.
Navy, for appointment as indicated, pursuant
to title 10, United States Code, section 5141,
to be Chief of Naval Personnel for a term of
4 years.

To be vice admiral

Rear Adm. Benedict J. Semmes, Jr., US.
Navy, having been designated under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 5231, for commands and other duties
determined by the President to be within
the contemplation of said section, for ap-
pointment to the grade indicated while so
serving.

The following-named officers of the Navy
for appointment to the grade indicated on
the retired list, in accordance with title 10,
United States Code, section 5233:

To be vice admirals

Vice Adm. Herbert D. Riley, U.S. Navy.

Vice Adm. Rufus E. Rose, U.S. Navy.

Capt. Wilfred A. Hearn, U.S. Navy, to be
Judge Advocate General of the Navy for a
term of 4 years with the rank of rear
admiral.

The following-named officers of the Navy
for permanent promotion to the grade
indicated:

LINE

To be rear admirals

Luther C. Heinz Joseph W. Williams,
Ralph L. Shifley Jr.
Paul Masterton Arnold F. Schade
George P. Koch Charles E. Loughlin
George F. Pittard James O. Cobb
Willlam M. McCormickThomas A. Chris-
Robert L. Townsend topher
Herman J. Kossler Robert A. Macpherson
Noel A. M. Gayler Carlton B. Jones
Kenneth L. Veth Paul D. Bule
Draper L. KEauffman James R. Reedy
Eugene B. Fluckey Henry 8. Monroe
Harry Hull Lester R. Schulz
Robert H. Weeks Lester 5. Chambers
Thomas H, Morton John H. McQuilkin
John 8. Coye, Jr. William F. Petrovic
James A. Brown
MEDICAL CORPS
To be rear admiral
Walter Welham
SUPPLY CORPS
To be rear admirals
Emory D. Stanley, Jr.
Stephen Sherwood
CIVIL ENGINEER CORFS
To be rear admiral
Alexander C. Husband
The following-named Reserve officers for
permanent promotion to the grade indil-
cated:
LINE
To be rear admirals
James D, Hardy Leonard S. Balley
Harry H. Hess William M. McCloy

Eric C, Lambart Ralph G. Coburn, Jr.
Thomas J. Killlan Robert W. Copeland
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Charles E. Rieben, Jr.
Stephen E. Jones

Carl E. Watson
Leslie L. Reid
Robert H. Barnum

MEDICAL CORPS
To be rear admiral
Moore Moore, Jr.
SUPPLY CORPS
To be rear admirals

Harold W. Torgerson
Edgar H. Reeder

CIVIL, ENGINEER CORPS
To be rear admiral
Louls R. LaPorte
DENTAL CORPS
Teo be rear admiral
Alton K. Fisher
U.S. AR FORCE

The following-named -officers for appoint-
ment in the Regular Air Force, to the grades
indicated, under the provisions of chapter
835, title 10, of the United States Code:

To be major generals

Maj. Gen. EKenneth O. Sanborn, 1363A
(brigadier general, Regular Alr Force), U.S.
Alr Force.

Maj. Gen. Dwight O. Montleth, 1205A
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force), US.
Ailr Force.

Maj. Gen. Nils O. Ohman, 1321A (brlga.-
dier general, Regular Air Force), U.8.
Force.

Maj. Gen. Henry G. Thorne, Jr., 1514A
{brigadier general, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Paul S. Emrick, 1801A (brigadier
general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Frederick R. Terrell, 1221A
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Alr Force.

Maj. Gen. Richard P. Elocko, 1327A (briga-
dier general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Maj. Gen. Paul W. Bcheidecker, 1354A
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force), U.S.
Alr Force.

Maj. Gen. Willlam B. Kieffer, 1409A (briga-
dier general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Ailr
Force.

Maj. Gen. Clyde Box, 1535A (brigadier gen-
eral, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Robert G. Ruegg, 1620A (briga-
dier general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Maj. Gen, John B. Bestic, 1682A (brigadier
general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Perry M. Hoisington II, 1694A
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force), US.
Alr Force.

Maj. Gen. Joseph H. Moore, 1836A (briga-
dier general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Ma). Gen. Jerry D. Page, 2062A (brigadier
general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Charles H. Terhune, Jr., 3424A
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force), US.
Air Force.

Maj. Gen, Harold E. Humfeld, 3857A (briga-
dier general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Maj. Gen. George S. Brown, 4090A (briga-
dler general, Regular Air Force), US. Alr
Force.

Maj. Gen. Seth J. McEKee, 4279A (briga-
dier general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air
Force.

Maj. Gen. John C. Meyer, 4496A (brigadier
general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Ailr Force.

Maj. Gen. Major 8. White, 19056A (briga-
dier general, Regular Air Force, Medical),
U.8. Air Force.

Maj. Gen. Theodore C. Bedwell, Jr,, 19101A
(brigadier general, Regular Air Force, Med-
ical), U.S. Air Force.

To be brigadier generals

Brig. Gen. Jack E. Thomas, 118TA (colonel,
Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.
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Maj. Gen. Bertram C. Harrison, 1425A
(colonel, Regular Alr Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Douglas C. Polhamus, 1428A
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Neil D. Van Sickle 1442A (colo-
nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Alr Force.

Maj. Gen. J. Francls Taylor, Jr., 1583A
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Harry E. Goldsworthy 1631A o

(colonel, Regular Alr Force), U.8. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. John S. Samuel 1638A (colonel,
Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen, Henry C. Newcomer, 1641A (colo-
nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Joseph L. Dickman 1656A (colo-
nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Alr Force.

Maj. Gen. Joseph T. Eingsley, Jr., 1T02A
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. John L. McCoy 1705A (colonel,
Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Lewis W. Stocking 1709A (colo-
nel, Regular Ailr Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Elbert Helton 1727A (colonel,
Regular Ailr Force), U.S. Alr Force.

Brig. Gen. John A. Rouse 1807TA (colonel,
Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Walter B. Putnam 1825A (colo-
nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Charles G. Chandler, Jr., 1842A
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Pinkham Smith 1859A (colonel,
Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Vincent G. Huston, 1865A (colo-
nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Willlam B. Campbell, 2000A
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Hubert 8. Judy, 2032A (colonel,
Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Thomas R. Ford, 2065A (colonel,
Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Ariel W. Nielsen, 206TA (colonel,
Regular Alr Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Lewis E. Lyle, 4115A (colonel,
Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Robert W. Manss, 2713A (colo-
nel, Regular Alr Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig Gen. John H. Bell, 4185A (colonel, Reg-
ular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Michael J. Ingelido, 4295A (colo-
nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Lawrence F. Loesch, 4300A (colo-
nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. John D. Lavelle, 4359A (colonel,
Regular Alr Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Donald W. Graham, 4361A (colo-
nel, Regular Alr Force), U.8. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Otto J. Glasser, 4368A (colonel,
Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Harry L. Evans, 4619A (colonel,
Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Paul T. Cooper, 4861A (colonel,
Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Willlam W. Wisman, 4990A
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen, Jay T. Robbins, 5020A (colonel,
Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Joseph J. Cody, Jr., 5126A
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S, Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Duward L. Crow, 18061A (colo-
nel; Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. William J. Crumm, 8663A (colo--

nel, Regular Air Force), U.S, Air Force.

Brig. Gen. John W. Vogt, Jr., 9807A (colo-
nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Lucius D. Clay, Jr., B8956A
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Raymond T. Jenkins, 19154A
(colonel, Regular Air Force, Medical), U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. James W. Humphreys, Jr.,
10928A (colonel, Regular Air Force, Medical),
U.8. Air Force.

The following-named officers for temporary
appointment in the U.S. Ailr Force under the
provisions of chapter 830, title 10, of the
United States Code:

To be major generals

Brig. Gen. John N. Ewbank, Jr., 1381A,
Regular Air Force.
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Brig. Gen. Milton B. Adams, 1712A, Regu-
lar Air Force.

Brig. Gen. William E. Elder, 1772A, Regular
Alr Force. 3

Brig. Gen. Willlam W. Veal, 1902A, Regular
Alr Force.

Brig. Gen. Gllbert L. Meyers, 1958A, Regu-
lar Air Force.

Brig. Gen. John B, McPherson, 2068A, Reg-
ular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Gerald F. Keeling, 382TA, Regu-
lar Air Force.

Brig. Gen. John W, O’'Nelll, 4155A, Regular
Alr Force,

Brig. Gen. Winton R. Close, 4343A, Regular
Alr Force.

Brig. Gen, James C. Sherrill, 4910A, Regu-
lar Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Samuel C. Phillips, 8981A, Regu-
lar Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Jack E. Thomas, 1187TA (colonel,
Regular Air Force), U.S. Alr Force.

Brig. Gen. Neil D. Van Sickle, 1442A (colo-
nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. John S. Samuel, 1638A (colo-
nel,Regular Air Force), U.8. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Elbert Helton, 1727A (colonel,
Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force,

Brig. Gen. Walter B. Putnam, 1825A (colo-
nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Vincent G. Huston, 1865A (colo-
nel, Regular Air Force), U.B. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Willlam B. Campbell, 2000A
(colonel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Alr Force.

Brig. Gen. Ariel W. Nielsen, 2067A (colonel,
Regular Air Force), U.S. Alr Force.

Brig. Gen. Raymond T. Jenkins, 19154A
(colonel, Regular Air Force, Medical), U.S.
Air Force.

Brig. Gen. John H. Bell, 4185A (colonel,
Regular Alr Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. William J. Crumm, 8663A (colo-
nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Lucius D. Clay, Jr., 8856A (colo-
nel, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force.

To be brigadier generals

Col. Martin Menter, 1249A, Regular Air
Force,

Col. Hugh B, Manson, 1800A, Regular Air
Force.

Col. Harry A. French, 1981A, Regular Air
Force.

Col. Willlam W. Wilcox, 1991A, Regular
Air Force.

Col. Thomas S. Jeffry, Jr., 20567A, Regular
Alr Force.

Col. Ernest A. Pinson, 3117A, Regular Air
Force.

Col. Everett W. Holstrom, 3986A, Regular
Alr Force.

Col. Richard N. Ellis, 4001A, Regular Air
Force.

Col. Thomas H. Crouch, 19192A, Regular
Air Force, Medical.

Col. Chester C. Cox, 3085A, Regular Air
Force.

Col. John M. Talbot, 19171A, Regular Air
Force, Medical.

Col. Eenneth C. Dempster, 4633A, Regular
Air Force.

Col. Everett A. McDonald, 4654A, Regular
Alr Force.

Col. Frank B. Elliott, 4681A, Regular Air
Force.

Col. Gordon F. Blood, 4766A, Regular Air
Force.

Col. Edward H. Nigro, 4888A, Regular Air
Force.

Col. Glen J. McClernon, 5217A, Regular
Air Force.

Col. Thomas N. Wilson, 5255A, Regular
Air Force.

Col. John B. Wallace, 4426A, Regular Air
Force.

Col. Ralph G. Taylor, Jr., 8660A, Regular
Air Force,

Col. Lee V. Gossick, 8679A, Regular Air
Force,

Col. Richard D. Reinbold, 8927A, Regular
Air Force.

3865

Col. William C. Garland, 8934A, Regular Air

Force. i
Col. Howard E. Kreidler, 9177A, Regular Air
Force.

Col. Norman S, Orwat, 9489A, Regular Alr’

Force. 2

Col. William W. Berg, 9961A, Regular Alr
Force.

Col. Jammie M. Philpott, 13694A (lieuten-
ant colonel, Regular Ailr Force), U.S. Air
Force.

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE CORPORATION

Kenneth A. Randall, of Utah, to be & mem-
ber of the Board of Directors of the Fed-

eral Deposit Insurance Corporatich for a -

term of 6 years.
COMPTROLLER OF CusTOMS

Willlam Rummel, of Illinois, to be Comp-
troller of Customs with headquarters at Chi-
cago, Ill.

In THE AR FoRCE

The nominations beginning John H. An-
torelll to be major, and ending Tommy F.
Stone to be second lieutenant, which nomi-
nations were received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the CoNGRESSIONAL REcoRD on Jan-
uary 22, 1964,

IN THE ARMY

The nominations beginning Robert G.
Abarr to be lleutenant colonel, and ending
Hugh F. Wynn to be second lleutenant,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the CoNGRESSIONAL REC-
ORD on January 22, 1964,

IN THE NAvY AND MARINE CORPS

The nominations beginning Benjamin L.
Aaron to be lieutenant commander, and end-
ing Robert K. Zentmyer to be lieutenant
(junior grade), which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on January 29, 1964;
and

The nominations beginning Willlam H.

Abel to be a lieutenant in the Navy, and end-
ing Sammy R. Claxton to be a second lieu-
tenant in th: Marine Corps, which nomina-
tions were received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD on Feb-
ruary 18, 1964.
U.B. ATTORNEYS

Edward V. Hanrahan, of Illinois, to be U.S.
attorney for the northern district of Illinois
for the term of 4 years, vice James P. O'Brien,
deceased.

Thomas J. Kenney, of Maryland, to be U.S.

attorney for the district of Maryland for the

term of 4 years, vice Joseph D, Tydings, re-
signed.
U.8. MARSHAL
Roy Lee Call, of Alabama, to be U.S. mar-
shal for the northern district of Alabama
for the term of 4 years, vice Peyton Norville,
Jr,, deceased.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TaURsDAY, FEBRUARY 27, 1964

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

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

Psalm 28: 7: The Lord is my sirength
and shield; my heart trusted in Him and
I am helped.

O Thou God of all counsel and con-
solation, we are turning to Thee in
prayer, united in our search and longing
for Thy grace which is sufficient for all
our needs.

Grant that in walking and working by
faith we may find and experience that

-
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