1964

the requirement that an allen must make &
declaration of intention to become a citizen
of the United States before he may be en-
listed or appointed in & Reserve component;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

T732. Also, petition of Henry Stoner, Avon
Park, Fla., asking the Speaker to request a
Member to insert into the CoONGRESSIONAL
REcORD an article from February 29, 1964,
SBaturday Evening Post, entitled “America’s
Neglected Colonial Paradise,” by Don Ober-
dorfer; to the Committee on House Admin-
istration.

783. Also, petition of Henry Stoner, Avon
Park, Fla., asking Congress to repeal the 12th
article of amendment, and enact the Ke-
fauver amendment idea of abolishing the
electoral college system; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

734. Also, petitlon of Henry Stoner, Avon
Park, Fla., requesting Congress to require
an appropriate standing committee to in-
vestigate professional boxing and establish
regulations; to the Committee on Rules.

735. Also, petition of Henry Stoner, Avon
Park, Fla. asking Congress to require its
Committee on Banking and Currency to
make a study, to be made public, of the vast
amount of money laying unused in banks
of the Nation; to the Commlittee on Rules.

SENATE
Monpay, MarcH 2, 1964

(Legislative day of Wednesday, February
26, 1964)

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a.m., 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 God, who art the hope of all the
ends of the earth, amid the tragedy of a
broken, divided world, in deep humility
of spirit at another week’s beginning we
ascend the altar stairs of this hallowed
wayside shrine of our faith and hope.

As for this dedicated moment we blot
out all but Thee in a world of rising and
falling empires; we crave the strengthen-
ing vista of Thine eternal Kingdom
whose sun never sets and for whose com-
ing we daily pray.

Grant unto us the greatness of spirit
which will match the vast patterns of
this creative day. In these testing times,
establish Thou our hearts as, marching
with other freedom-loving nations, we
battle, not in enmity against men, but
against the evil which degrades and en-
slaves them.

Beyond the strategy of an armed
peace—which is war against the forces
which stifle the human spirit—may we
see clearly the depth and scope of the
historic drama of the centuries in which
we are called to play our part; and may
that vision help to turn its blood and
sweat and tears into final glory for all
mankind. {

We ask it in Thine ever blessed name.
Amen.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO
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THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MansrIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Friday,
February 28, 1964, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

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

On February 28, 1064:

B. 208. An act to amend the Small Busi-

ness Investment Act of 1858.
On February 29, 1064:

8. 573. An act for the relief of Elmer Royal
Fay, Sr.;

8. 1206. An act for the rellef of Georgle
Lou Rader;

S. 1488. An act for the relief of Alessandro
A. R. Cacace;

8. 1518, An act for the rellef of Mary G.
Eastlake;

5. 2064. An act to relleve the Veterans’
Administration from paying interest on the
amount of capital funds transferred in fiscal
year 1962 from the direct loan revolving fund
to the loan guarantee revolving fund; and

8. 2317. An act to amend the provisions
of section 15 of the Shipping Act, 1916, to
provide for the exemption of certain termi-
nal leases from penalties,

e ———

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

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

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

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

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

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

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

On request of Mr. MansrFIiELD, and by
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee
on Indian Affairs and the Subcommittee
on Irrigation and Reclamation of the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs were authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate today.

COMMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SESSION OF THE SENATE TO-
MORROW

On request of Mr. MansFIeLp, and by
unanimous consent, the Committee on
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Commerce was authorized to meet dur-
ing the session of the Senate tomorrow.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC

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

AMENDMENT OF AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT
Act oF 1938, RELATING TO MARKETING
QuoTa PROGRAM
A letter from the Secretary of Agriculture,

transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, as amended, so as to make uniform
for all commodities, for which a marketing
quota program is in effect, provisions for
reducing farm acreage and producer allot-
ments for falsely identifying, failing to ac-
count for disposition, filing a false acreage
report, and for marketing two crops of the
same commodity which were produced on
the same acreage in a calendar year (with
an accompanying paper); to the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry.

DoNATION OF FooD GRAIN PRODUCTS FOR CER-

TAIN DOMESTIC AND FOREIGN PURPOSES

A letter from the Secretary of Agriculture,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend the act of August 19, 1958, to per-
mit purchase of processed food grain prod-
ucts in addition to purchase of flour and
cornmeal and donating the same for certain
domestic and foreign purposes (with an ac-
companying paper); to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

UniFoRM RULE REGARDING PRESERVATION OF
Cropr HISTORY

A letter from the Secretary of Agriculture,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to provide for a uniform rule regarding pres-
ervation of crop history under agricultural
programs (with an accompanying paper); to
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

CONTINUATION oOF VETERANS AND ARMED

Forces DAIRY PrOGRAM
A letter from the Secretary of Agriculture,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend section 202 of the Agricultural

Act of 1949, as amended, in order to con-

tinue the veterans and Armed Forces dalry

program (with an accompanying paper); to
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

REPORTS ON SPECIAL PAY To CERTAIN MEMBERS

oF THE ArRMED FORCES
A letter from the Deputy Secretary of De-
fense, reporting, pursuant to law, on special
pay to certain members of the Armed Forces,
one such report covering the calendar year

1963, and the other report covering the period

October 1 to December 31, 1963 (with an ac-

companying paper); to the Committee on

Armed Services.

REPORT ON RESEARCH PROGRESS AND PLANS OF

THE U.S. WEATHER BUREAU
A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
research progress and plans of the US.

Weather Bureau, fiscal year 1963 (with an ac-

companying report); to the Committee on

Commerce.

REPORT ON FINANCIAL CONDITION AND RESULTS
oF OPERATIONS OF THE HIGHWAY TRUST
Funp
A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury,

transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on

the financial condition and results of the op-
erations of the highway trust fund, dated

June 30, 1963 (with an accompanying re-

port); to the Committee on Finance.
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REPORT OF BoARD OF TRUSTEES OF FEDERAL

OLD-AGE AND SURVIVORS INSURANCE TRUST : before Congress would aid in the elimination

Funp AND FEDERAL DISABILITY INSURANCE

Trust FunD

A letter from the Managing Trustee of the
Trust Funds and members of the Board of
Trustees of the Federal Old-Age and Sur-
vivors Insurance and Disability Insurance
Trust Funds, Washington, D.C., transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report of that Board, for
- the fiscal year ended June 30, 1963 (with an
‘accompanying report); to the Committee on
Finance.

Rim-r ON OVERPRICING OF CERTAIN CAMERAS
'BY FPAIRCHILD CAMERA & INSTRUMENT CoORP.

A letter from the Comptroller General of

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the overpricing of CAX-12
aerial reconnaissance cameras by Fairchild
Camera & Instrument Corp., Syosset, N.Y.,
under negotiated fixed-price contract AF
33(600)-38860, Department of the Air Force,
dated February 1964 (with an accompany-
ing report); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

REPORT ON DEVELOPMENT, PROCUREMENT, AND
EMPLOYMENT OF AN UNSATISFACTORY Mis-
SILE SYSTEM BY DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
A letter from the Comptroller General of

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to

law, a secret report relating to the develop-
ment, procurement and employment of an
unsatisfactory missile system by the Depart-
ment of the Army (with an accompanying
report); to the Committee on Government
Operations.
REPORT oN U.S. AR FORCE AIRCRAFT CRASH,
MmowesT CrTy, OELA.
A letter from the Secretary of the Air

Force, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-

on the U.S. Alr Force aircraft crash,

Midwest Clity, Okla., August 256, 1961 (with

an accompanying report); to the Commit-

tee on the Judiclary.

FINANCIAL STATEMENT OF Boys’' CLUBS OF

AMERICA
A letter from the president and national
director, Boys' Clubs of America, New York,

N.Y., transmitting, pursuant to law, an

audited financial statement of that organi-

zation, for the calendar year ended Decem-
ber 31, 1963 (with an accompanying state-
ment); to the Committee on Labor and

Public Welfare.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as
indicated:

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore:

A concurrent resolution of the Legislature
of the State of Hawall; ordered to lle on the
table:

“HousE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 3

“Whereas our Nation was founded on the
concept of equal rights for all; and

“Whereas raclal discrimination and op-
pression has resulted In depriving a signifi-
cant segment of our Natlon of their equal
rights; and

“Whereas this raclal discrimination and
oppression has caused and will cause great
dissension, discord, and disturbance through-
out our Nation; and

“Whereas the elimination of this racial
discrimination and oppression would
strengthen our Nation and improve our
image abroad; and

“Whereas the various States in our Nation
have been unwilling or unable to eliminate
this racial discrimination and oppression;
and
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‘“Whereas civil rights legislation presently

of this racial discrimination and oppression:
Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the House of Representatives
of the Second Legislature of the State of
Hawaii, budget session of 1964 (the Senate
concurring), That the Congress of the United
States be and it is hereby respectfully re-
quested to enact the civil rights legislation
before it; and be it further

“Resolved, That duly certified coples of
this concurrent resolution be sent to the
President pro tempore of the Senate, Speaker
of the House of Representatives, and to the
Honorable DaNieL K. INoUyE and the Hon-
orable Hmmam L. FownG, U.S. Senators from
the State of Hawall, and to the Honorable
THomAs P. G and the Honorable Spark
M. MATsUNAGA, U.8. Representatives from the
State of Hawall,

“ELMmER F. CRAVALHO,
“Speaker, House of Representatives.
“Nerson K. Dor,
“President of the Senate.”

Petitions signed by Chojo Oyama, mayor,
Koza City, Okinawa, and Eosuke Matayoshi,
chairman, Urasoe-son Assembly, both of the
Ryukyu Islands, praying for the enactment
of legislation to provide a solution of the
problem of pretreaty claims; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

A resolution adopted by the Borough of
Dumont, Bergen County, N.J., favoring the
enactment of legislation to provide hospital
care treatment and rehabilitation of drug
addicts;, to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

A resolution adopted by the Board of City
Commissioners of the City of Fargo, N. Dak.,
expressing thanks and appreclation to Sen-
ators Younce and Burpick, of North Dakota,
for their efforts in obtaining the passage
through the Senate of the Garrison diversion
authorization bill; ordered to lie on the
table.

The memorial of Mary Koehler, of Moblile,
Ala,, remonstrating against the enactment
of the civil rights bill by the House of Rep-
resentatives; ordered to lie on the table.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION OF
SOUTH CAROLINA LEGISLATURE

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, on
behalf of my colleague [Mr. JOHNSTON]
and myself, I send to the desk a concur-
rent resolution approved by the General
Assembly of the State of South Carolina
and request that the resolution be ap-
propriately referred.

The resolution memorializes the Con-
gress of the United States to propose an
amendment to the U.S. Censtitution
making lawful the requirement of offer-
ing a daily prayer to Almighty God in the
public schools. This resolution was of-
fered in the State senate on February 25,
1964, by Senator Frank Timmerman, a
distinguished lawmaker who represents
my native county of Edgefield, which I
also had the honor to serve in the State
senate during the period of 1933-38.

I am particularly pleased, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the South Carolina General
Assembly has taken such a strong stand
in favor of an amendment to the Con-
stitution which would overrule recent
U.S. Supreme Court decisions against
prayers and which would have the salu-
tary effect of bringing a halt to the secu-
larist drive to make America a godless
nation. Icommend Senator Timmerman

March 2

for introducing this resolution and the
general assembly for giving its full con-
currence to this important proposal.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the full text of this resolution
be printed at this point in my remarks in
the REcCORD.

There being no objection, the concur-
rent resolution was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and, under the
rule, ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION MEMORIALIZING THE
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES TO PROPOSE
AN AMENDMENT TO THE U.8. CONSTITUTION
MAKING LAWFUL THE REQUIREMENT OF OF-
FERING A DAILY PRAYER TO ALMIGHTY GoOD IN
THE PUBLIC ScHOOLS

Whereas the people of the State of South
Carolina and of the entire United States are
shocked and dismayed over a recent declsion
of the Supreme Court of the United States
declaring that the requirement of offering a
dally prayer to Almighty God in the public
schools is unconstitutional; and

Whereas the elected representatives of the
people of this State cannot believe that this
represents the true intent of those who
drafted the original Constitution which has
served us so well during perilous times of the
past; and

‘Whereas the general assembly believes that
this matter should be resolved by inserting
into the U.8, Constitution a mandate in un-
equivocal language that a dally prayer may
be required in the public schools in all of the
States; and

Whereas the general assembly belleves that
the question should be presented to the
legislatures of the several States for their
consideration In accordance with the provi-
slons of the Federal Constitution providing
for amendment: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the senate (the house of rep-
resentatives concurring), That the Congress
is hereby memorialized to pi an amend-
ment to the U.S. Constitution, which shall
be amendment XXIV, as follows:

“AMENDMENT XXIV

“Notwithstanding any statute of the Con-
gress or of any State of the United States or
of any decision of any court to the contrary,
it shall be lawful to require the offering of
a daily prayer to Almighty God in the pub-
lic schools throughout the United States.”

Be it further resolved, That a copy of this
resolution be forwarded to the President of
the Senate of the Congress, to the Speaker of
the House of Representatives of the Con-
gress, to each U.S, Senator from South Caro-
lina, and to each Member of the House of
Representatives in the Congress from South
Carolina.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate a concur-
rent resolution of the Legislature of the
State of South Carolina, identical with
the foregoing, which was referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

REPORT ENTITLED “1964 JOINT ECO-
NOMIC REPORT"—REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE—MINORITY, AND AD-
DITIONAL VIEWS (8. REPT. NO.
231)

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the
Employment Act of 1946, section 5(b) (3),
requires that the Joint Economic Com-
mittee, not later than March 1 of each
yvear shall file a report containing its
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findings and recommendations with re-
spect to each of the main recommenda-
tions made by the President in the Eco-
nomic Report. This year March 1 was
a Sunday so I believe I am complying
with the law in filing the report today,
March 2.

I therefore submit, from the Joint
Economic Committee, a report entitled
1964 Joint Economic Report,” and ask
unanimous consent that this report may
be printed, together with the minority
views of the Senator from New York
[Mr. Javirsl, the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. Mmnrerl, and the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. Jorpan], and the additional
views of the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. Proxmire]l, and the Senator from
New York [Mr. JaviTs].

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The report will be received, and,
without objection, the report will be
printed, as requested by the Senator
from Illinois.

REPORT OF JOINT COMMITTEE ON
REDUCTION OF NONESSENTIAL
FEDERAL EXPENDITURES—FED-
ERAL EMPLOYMENT AND PAY

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
as chairman of the Joint Committee on
Reduction of Nonessential Federal Ex-
penditures, I submit a report on Federal
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employment and pay for the month of
January 1964. In accordance with the
practice of several years' standing, I ask
unanimous consent to have the report
printed in the REecorp, together with a
statement by me.

There being no objection, the report
and statement were ordered to be printed
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FEDERAL PERSONNEL IN EXECUTIVE BRANCH,
JANUARY 1964 AND DECEMBER 1963, AND PaAY,
Decemeer 1063 aND NovEMBER 1063

PERSONNEL AND PAY SUMMARY

(See table I, this page.)

Information in monthly personnel reports
for January 1964 submitted to the Joint
Committee on Reduction of Nonessential
Federal Expenditures is summarized as

in the RECORD, as follows: follows:
Civillan personnel in executive Payroll (in thousands) in executive
branch : branch
Total and major categories
In In Increase In In” Increase
January, | December,| (+4)or | December, |November,| (+)or
num- num- decrease Was— was— decrease
bered— bered— (=) (=)
b Sl S e DA SSRETE SIE 2,473,534 | 2,487,856 —14,322 | $1,417,716 | $1,280,688 | 4-$137,
Agem:iu exclusive of Department
ol Delense- oo oo or oo 1,431,636 | 1,444,400 12,7718 851,876 738,377 +113,499
Dc]nrl:ment of Defense__ cemea| 1,041,808 | 1,043, 447 540 565, 8B40 £
Inside the United States_.......... 2,304,766 | 2,319,679 A
Outside the United States_______._ 168, 768 168, 177 g
Industrial employment____________ 549, 762 552, 852 =800 oot
Forelgn nationals._____.______________. 156, 627 158, 342 —1,715 28, 692
1 Exclusive of foreig tionals shown in the last line of this summary,

Table I, below, breaks down the above
figures on employment and pay by agencies.

Table II breaks down the above employ-
ment figures to show the number inside the
United States by agencies.

Table III breaks down the above employ-
ment figures to show the number outside
the United States by agencies.

Table IV breaks down the above employ-
ment figures to show the number in indus--
trial-type activities by agencies.

Table V shows foreign natlonals by
a%:n?;s not included in tables I, II, III,
a ;

TasLe I.—Consolidated table of Federal personnel inside and outside the Uniled States employed by the ezecutive agencies during January
1964, and comparison with December 1963, and pay for December 1963 and comparison with November 1963

Personnel Pay (in thousands)
Department or agency
January | December | I i Dy b No b Increase Decrease
Executive departments (except Department of Defense)
Agriculture. ... 98, 307 102,579 |.... 4,182 $54, 018
............ 30, 678 .30, 865 18, 906
Health, Education, and Welfare El, 803 B2, 057 44, 810
= 63, 508 187, 304 37,120
Justice ) ) - 31,611 31,682 21, 661
Labor......... X 9,212 9,272 6, 004
Post Office S o 589, T4 595, 571 2373210
Sttte 14 & <! 42,274 42, 358 22, 700
ug = 86, 108 84, 783 51, 741
Executive mce of the President:
‘White House Office_. e R e s e s e R S 364 378 265
Bureau of the Budget. = 478 487 458
Couneil of Economic Advisers_____.. 2 2 51 58 | 42
Executive Mansion and Grounds ko N A 78 7 50
National Aeronautics and Space Counedl ... ... _.__ 28 bl 7
National Security Couneil ..o oooeoonoo 43 43 36
Office of Emrgency Planntng .............................. 354 407 373
Office of 8 and T 64 48 4
Office of the Special Repmsenmtlw for Trade Nemtiattons = 30 30 26
President’s Commission on Registration and Voting Participat L] 14 5
Pregident’s Commission on the Assassination of President Kennedy_ 4 4 1
President’s Committee on Equal Opportunity in Housing__._..____. 5 & 4 3
Inde dent cies:
mmission on In vernmental Relations_ .. __.._....... 33 24 21
American Batt.]e Monvments Commission___________ 413 05 93
Atomic Energy Commission__.____. 7,240 5,617 5,374
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System _ 619 426 405
Civil Aeronautics Board__.________________ 841 672 643
3, 967 2,432 2,355
5 4 4
L] ] 5
Commission on Civil Rights S 85 40 40
g:pm-m“? Bt Drak o b0 259 212 20,
'm an! a8 ek
t Administration 289 14 170
m 1 Aviation Agﬁ 45, 464 23,836 32,189
Federal Coal Ming ty Board of Review.. 7 5 4
ederal C fons Commission._ ...~ 1,457 1,087 1,014
?e(lenl Deposit Insurance Corporation. ... ..o oo ooicmcaacaan 1, 2556 846 804
Federal Home Loan Bank Board. ... ..o oceo o imieeas 1,241 820 838
Federal Maritime Commission_..._._________. 240 180 179
Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service. 307 362 353
Federal Power Commission_________________ 1,083 840 790
Federal iation Couneil __ % 4 4 4
Fed e G e e e LR N, s 1, 147 845 802
Fomin Clnims Settlement Comuthatien: - oriz, 0 TR e, 171 85 83
% __________________ 4,385 e e 2,000 2, R85
Gewal Survieas L - P L S S S e e 10 33, 186 38. 142 [ [ VARG S s 16,618 16, 187

Bee footnotes at end of table.
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Tarre L—Consolidated table of Federal personnel inside and outside the United States employed by the executive agencies during January
1964, and comparison with December 1963, and pay for December 1963, and comparison with November 1963—Continued

Personnel Pay (in thousands)
Department or agency
January | December | In D D b November | Increase | Decrease
Independent mnw—(‘,untlnued
agvemmen 07 o BLIRRAR e e SRR PR 7,240
Ho! and Hume i Agency. h
Indian Claims Commission.__._.__ s a i e St T 21
Interstate Commerce Commission. ... ccooo._. i 2, 306
National Aeronautics and Space Administratipn__ L 211
National Capital Housing Authority _._.._....._. 434
I;irahorlal Cwlg P i I;Etion A i £ gé
ational C. Transpor| gency ......
Nationa (}:ﬁu of Art__.. o a1l
National Labor Ralauons Board.. 1-%
957
14, 966
54
1,804
209
158
1,366
Be 6, 955
£ 3,333
Smithsonian Institution. . ____ 1, 506
Soldiers’ Home. . 1,070
iouth Cnmllnn, Georgla, Mnbamn. and Florida Wa.ter Btudy Com-
Bubvmive Activities Control Bon.rd 5 27
Tariff Commission. e A S e e 274
Tax Court of the United States__ 154
Tennessee Valley Authority. . . oeoeeeoone 16, 063
U.8. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. . .. - ooooooooocoooan 166
1.8, Information Agency. ....--c.oe--- s 11, 995
Veterans' Administration. ... g 173,878
Virgin Islands Corporation.._ ... 4 1, 106
Total, excluding Department of Defense ... __....... 1, 431, 636
Net dmmm, exeluding Department of Defense_ s
Department of D
OmmottheSmmyorI: L e 122
Department of the Army . _ ¥ : 542
Depmment T T R R R R 488
ment of the Air Force _________._.... 182
D se At.omir. Support Ageney.. . 978
s e pmation sy, 2 i i
L S T R R S s S R e S A S et
Office of Clvil Defense_ ... 047
U.8. Court of Military Appeah. & 40
Tnterdepartmental activities. . .. oo 9
International military activities....... 58
Armed Forees information and education activities.. U 422
Classified activities. _ ... . ..o ccoociiiilaaaaie 5 1.724
Total, Department of Defense_ ... =S 1,041,898 | 1,043, 447 3.219 4,768 565, 840
Net change, Department of Defense. . ..c-aeecreiocemeaceenmnnsomns fiasscacnanaefooncaaacnas 1,540 Rl L
Grand total, including Department of Defense # 7. oo eeeeeeannan. 2,473,534 | 2,487,856 &, 519 19,841 | 1,417,716
Net dla.n@a, including Department of Defense. . ...co-caccueeccoco-fococccnnmcin|samanaaacna. 14, Fﬂﬂ ............
! Revised on basls of later intormntlon 7 Includes employment by Federal agencies under the Public Works Acceleration
1 Includ y for t y Chris Act (Public Law 87-658) as follows:
3 January g:um includes 16,788 emg or the Am;‘y for International D
le?u%: e lmmpare!t}io b li?{tr forei i poa??g] bT?'e”iAID ﬁgumix; A T Decem- | C
employees who are paid from fore [cnwrmncy € y foreign governmen gency anuary - hange
ina u-ustphmd for this pu .. The Jmuury llsure includes 4,461 of these trust fund ber
em oyws, and the December figure includes 4
4 January figure includes I,N? employees of tﬁe Peace Corps as compared with 1,049
in Deaemher and their pay. Agriculture Department. 880 4,158 | —3,218
3 In January 3,271 employees and their functions were transferred from the Depart- Interior Department 2,804 5,400 -2, 596
ment of the Army to the Defense Supgly Agency.
¢ Exclusive of personnel and pay of the Central Intelligence Agency and the National b AP B Sy L 3,684 9, 558 —5,860
Becurity Agency. 18
TaBLE II.—Federal personnel inside the United Stales employed by the execulive agencies during January 1964, and comparison with
December 1963
Department or agency January | Decem- In- De- Department or agency January | Decem- | In- De-
ber crease | crease ber crease | crease
Executive departments (except Department of Executive Office of the President—Continued
Defense): Office of the Special Representative for
Trade Negotiations...................._. 30 L R e s A
President’s Commission on Registration
and Vot Participation ..._.._....... (] 14 8
Preemmt’a ommtsslon on the Assassina-
fon of President Kenned 4 ! | e e e
Preddant s Commmee on Equal Oppor-
tunity in Housing....................... 5 ) Rl Bt s
?mdmt agencies:
dvlsm (5 I -
mental Relations._ ... _ s aEe 33 28 8.
American Battle Monuments Commission. 7
Atomic Energy Ci =t h ) 7,214 7,206 2 LA
of Governors of t
o e System._______.__ 619 L 3
at Acronautics and Space Council - . ivil Aeronautics Board 841 851 10
National Security Counell. .. ._____ ... ._. Civil Bervice Commission 3,963 3,880 17
Office of Emergency Planning. ... _..._.__ CM! War Cauzmninl Commission. . 5 i o CERRRETE P
Office of Science and Technology..-....... ‘omumission of Fine Arts......._._........ 6 {0 TR [N

See footnotes at end of table,
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TaBLE II.—Federal personnel inside the Uniled States employed by
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the executive agencies during January 1964, and compm-ison with
December 1963—Continued

&

-~
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Department or agency January | Decom- In- De- Department or agency January | Decem- | In- De-
ber crease | crease her crease | crease
Indegeudmt szendee—(‘.antlnusd Independent agencies—Continued
ommission on Clvil Rights. .. _......___. 85 ] ] el N mall Bosiness Administration. ... ...... 3,277 3,313 36
Delaware River Basin Commlsslon 2 2 L) LR A SR Smithsonian Institution 1,488 1, 504 16
Ex| Tm Bank of W; 289 2 ... 4 BoMHSEE" HOMM. - e e mm e me o= rm e 1,070 1,077 7
Farm it Admlnlstmtion ...... 230 236 | e e e Sub?ersl;s Acﬂvltias Control Board ... 27 o7
Federal Aviation Agency..--veeeueemmennae 44,372 44, 475 |- ... 103 Tariff 274 o o R Dl
Fedaml Coal Mi.ne Safety Board of Re- Tax Com-t of the United States.....___.._. 154 153 1 e
7 Tennessee Valley Authnrlty ............... 16, 062 10, 3711 L) = 300
1,455 U.8, Arms. Control and Dlanrmament =
o 1,258 Agen t‘.'uy . 189 3
1,241 U.8. In rma'l.in Agency 3, 405 4
240 Veterans' Administration 172,472 |occeee 86
07 Total excluding Department of Defense. . |1, 366, 587 1,379,848 | 1,675 | ‘14,988
1,083 t decrease, excluding Departmt of ¢ gl
4 De e Sl SR R - Sl A e e 13, 261
‘Trade Commission 1,147
Foreign Claims Settlement Commission. - 132 Departm&nt of Defense:
General Accoun o T 4,303
General Bervices Administration --| 83,16
Government Printing Office. .. = 7240 | 7,202 |........| 52|| Departmentof the Navy. .. ...
Ho and Home #lmmm Agency....-..| 13,730 | 13,798 |........| 68 ||  Department of the Air Force. ...
Indian ms Gommisshn.....“......... 2
Interstate C 2,306
Nmonsl Aemnmucs nnd Space Admin- | | | | 77 || Defense Supply Agency...._.....
Oy Ll T e L 80,197 | 30,061 | 186 [-....... || Office of Civil Defense___._._.___.
National Capital Housing Authority...... 434
§ntiom. gnptu Planning C&amjssion..- 3% ......
ational Ca) Transporta gm{'.y.-
National Gal of Art...__. am
Natlonal Labor B 1,945
Natlonal Mediation Boetd.. 140
National S F 043
Panama Canal = 158 Total, Department of Defense 3,218 4,865
t's Committae on Equal Employ- Net decrease, Department of Defense... .. |- ... ___}.__.__._.. 1.
ment Oﬁportun |y e e S T 54 54
gm tirement Board . = l.% l.m i I 5 Gmn]g:l total including Department of s 304,798 [2:319/620 ol
egotiaf B e e sevnw o] | ot AL RN L T
8t. s Seaway Development Cor- Net dsmm. including Department ot ik o %
poration 158 158 Defe - ! o T 14,013
Securities and Exchange Commission..._.. 1,368 | SR 1
Belective Service Syst 6, 805 830 nrean] 27

! Revised on basis of later information.

% January figure includes 2.860 employees of the Ageney for International Develop-
December.

ment as compared with 2,884 in

* Jan

in Decem

figures includes 667 employees of the Peace Corps as compared with 600

tIn January 3,271 employees and their functions were tmmﬁemd from the Depart-

ment of the Army to the Defense Supply Asmo'y

TasLe 111.—Federal personnel outside the Uniled States employed by the exectuive agencies during January 1964, and comparison with

December 1963
Departrrent or agency January |December|Increase|Decrease Department or agency January |Decembe: |Increase| Decrease
Executive departments (cxcept Department Independent agencles—Continued
of Defense): | Busi Adming 56 I )| EEEE e e
1,170 Smithsonian Institution. . .o oooomoaea o 18 11 R 1
657 Tenncssee Valley Authority... ES 1 1
642 U.8. Information Agency............ 8, 597 BEIE| ®|l.._-d
630 Veterans' A = 992 LO0Y ool 9
agi Virgin Islands Corporation. ... -- oo 1,106 406 (311 IR
1,548 Total, excluding Department of Defense_| 65,049 64, 561 711 22
31, 665 Net increase, eleluﬁx DNepartment of
3 629 Defense. ... et L 488
merican tle Monuments Commission. 406 Department of Defense:
Atomic Ene Commissfon.._..__._______ 35 Office of the Becretary of Defense__________ 58 51
Civil Bervice {ssl i Department of the Army___.__._ .| 51,45 51, 256
Federal Aviation Aswncy __________________ 1,002 De t of the Navy..... 24, 350 24,454
Federal C s C issfon._.._ 2 Department of the Air Force.___ 27,799 27,70
Federal Deposit Insumnce Corporation_. _ 2 Defense Communications A a9 33 3 R
Foreign Claims Settlement Commission___ 39 International military activities. ... ....... 22 M s 2
General A.connntlnﬁom_,_..........._.._ 82 :
Genersl Services Administration. .. . 25 Total, Department of Defense. ... ....... 103,719 | 108, 616 200 106
Housing and Home Finanee Ann%‘.ﬁm;_ 200 Net increase, Department of Defense__.. L 108
National Aeronantics and Space A
tration 14 Grand total, including Department of
Natlonal Labor Relations Board 33 Defense_____ 168, 768 | 168,177 920 29
National Scie Fonndation. 14 Net increase, including Department of
Panama Canal..__._._.__. 14, 808 Def P 501
Selective Bervice System. .. 150 l

1 anuary figure inclndes 13,088 emplom of the Agenc
Decem! B

ment as compared with 14,048 in

Al

for International Develop-
fignres include employees

who are paid from foreign currencies depusited by foreign governments in a trust fund

!’g— this mlrpmeﬁ 'I‘he Imnar{ Egﬂe includes 4,461 of these trust fund employees and
gnr
1 Janlarry figure inuludes 300 employees of the Peace Corps as compared with 380 in
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‘TapLe IV.—I ndustrwl employees of the Federal Government inside and ouiside the United States employed by the exzecutive agencies during

March 2

January 1964, and comparison with December 1963

Department or agency January | Decem- | In- De- Department or agency January | Decem- | In- De-
ber crease | crease ber crease | crease
Executive departments (except Départment of Department of Defense: -
Defense)* Department of the Army: -
gricult 3,078 Inside the United States._.......o_.... 1 ls&m T134,015 |.cecve.- 1,383
5, 547 Outside the United States__ 4,333 4,317 : [ 3 Fengl
Interior_.... 8§, 843 Department of the Navy:
Post Office 264 Inside the United States.. 191, 257 | 193,621 2, 364
Treasury 5, 285 Outside the United Btates 1,266 1,273 4
' Inderndant agencies: Department of the Air Force.
Energy Commission......._. 268 side the Uni P 120,634 | 120,618 [ B PRt
‘Fedemi Aviation Ageney. . - ... 2,856 Outside the United States........I._.. 1,011 1,008 |.rens 17
1 Services Ad atio e 1,914 Defense Su p%A cg:
Gowrnment Printing Office. ...~ enomeren 7,240 Inside t! nited States. .............. 1, 708 1 B L 18
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
30,211 Total, Doparmlent. of Defense.._____ 461,844 | 465, 508 32| 8786
7,405 Net decrease, Department of De-
e fense. ........ i 3,754
12, 844 Grand tntn! Includj.ug Department
1,106 of Def 540,762 | 562,852 | 1,194 | 4,284
Net decrease, including Depu.muent v
Total, excluding De‘i)anmﬁnt of Defense_| 87,018 87,254 | 1,162 408 of Defense. ...-.-- 3,090
Net lnnmnm excluding Department of "

1 Bubjetit to revision.

TasLe V.—Foreign nationals working under U.S. agencies overseas, excluded from tables.
h IV of this report, whose services are gromded by contractual agreement belween

ecause of the nature of their work or the
they are pusd as of January 1964, and comparison with

I thr

the United Slates and forei gn governments, or

source of fumia Jrom whic.

* Revised on basis of later information.

December 1963
Total Army Navy Ajr Force
"'Country ¥ De J De I De Ji
an cem- | Jan cem- | Janu cem- | Jan
i S o | e o
9 BUIEAlr v o ST AP Err e 9
85 A o L 85
2,047 121 124 2,826
19,917 16, 703 1 11 3, 638
447 165,748 84 11,089
48, 554 763
6,155
737
55
426
156, 627 106, 792 15,414 15,627 36, 669 36,923

1 Revised on basis of later information.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BYRD OF VIRGINIA

Executive agencies of the Federal Gov-
ernment reported civillan employment in
the month of January totaling 2,473,684 as
compared with 2,487,856 in December. This
was a net decrease of 14,322 Including a het
reduction of 5,869 in témporary employment
under the public works acceleration program
authorized by Public Law 87-658.

Civilian employment reported by the exec-
utive agencies of theé Federal Government,
by months in fiscal year 1964, which began
July 1, 1963, follows: ;

i

Month Employ- | Increase | Decrease
ment

July 1968______.._..__ 2, 518, 857 LT
A A -| 2,515,083 | _..___... 3, B4
September. 2492170 | oo 22,863
(4] F .| 2.494,175 2, 005
November, 5

ber =
January 1964 2

Total Federal employment in civilian agen-
cies for the month of January was 1,431,636,
& decrease of 12,778 as compared with the
December total of .1,444,409. Total civilian
employment in the military agencies in Jan-
uary was 1,041,808, a decrease of 1,540 as
compared with 1,043,447 in December.

Civillan agencies reporting larger decreases
were Post Office Department  with 5,777,

Agriculture Department with 4,182, and In-
terior Department with 3,408. Larger In-
creases were reported by Treasury Depart-
ment with 1,413 and Virgin Islands Corpora-
tion with 610.

In the Department of Defense decreases in
civilian employment were reported by the De-
partment of the Army with 3,095 and the De-
partment of the Navy with 1,584. The largest
increase was reported by the Defense Supply
Agency with 3,132,

Inside the United States, qtvman employ-
ment decreased 14,9183 and outside the
United States, civilian employment increased
591. Industrial employment by Federal
agencies in January totaled 540,762, a de-
crease of 3,090.

These figures are from reports certified by
the agencies as compiled by the Joint Com-
mittee on Reduction, of Nonessential Il'led-
eral Expenditures. ;

FOREIGN NATIONALS
The total of 2,473,684 civillan employael

certified to the committee by Federal agen-

cles in their regular monthly personnel re-
ports includes some foreign nationals em-
ployed in U.S. Government activities abroad,
but in addition to these there were 156,627
foreign nationals working for U.S. agencies
overseas during January who were mot
counted in the usual personnel reports. The
number in December was 158,342. A break-

down of this
lows:

employment for January fol-

Country 4 Total | Army | Navy

(There is a lag of & month between Fed-
eral employment and Federal payroll figures
in order that actual expenditures may be
reported. Payroll expenditure figures in the
committee report this month are for De-
cember.)

Payroll expenditure figures in the execu-
tive branch during the first 6 months of the
current fiscal year 1064 totaled $8.1 billion.
These payroll expenditures for the first half
of the flscal year, July-December 1963, ex-
clusive of $170 million of U.8, pay for foreign
nationals not on the regular rolls, follow:

; Payroll

% (i‘n millions)

N o T R R $1, 370
I s e s e 1,341
September. 1,276
OODOr = - s s R s e 1,303
November 1,281
December. --=- 1,418
Total 8,079

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A
COMMITTEE

As in executive session,
The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. BARTLETT, from the Committee
on Commerce:

Jimmie D, Woods, to be & member of the
permanent oomm]m.loned teaching staff of

‘the U.S. Coast Guard Academy;

Marshall K. Phillips, and sundry other
persons, for appointment in the U.8. Coast
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Charles K. Townsend, and sundry other
persons, for appointment In the Coast and
Geodetic Survey; and

Lavon L. Posey, and sundry other persons,
for appointment in the Coast and Geodetic
Survey.

BILLS INTRODUCED

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

By Mr, CASE:

8.2577. A bill for the rellef of Mrs. June
Cuthbertston Shaw; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. HRUSKA:

B5.2578. A bill for the relief of M. Bgt.
Richard G. Smith, U.S. Air Force, retired;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. INOUYE:

S.2579. A bill for the rellef of Alredo D.

Racelis; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. HILL:

S.2580. A blll to protect the public health
by amending the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act to extend and clarify existing
inspection and investigative powers, require
a premarketing showing of the safety of
cosmetics, assure the safety, efficacy, and re-
Hability of therapeutic, diagnostic, and
prosthetic devices, improve the statutory co-
ordination between that act and the biologi-
cal-drug provisions of the Public Health
Service Act, provide for cautionary labeling
of articles where needed to prevent acci-
dental injury, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

By Mr. MONRONEY (for himself and
Mr. EDMONDSON) :

8.2581. A bill to extend the Osage mineral
reservation for an indefinite period; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

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

By Mr. NELSON:

S.25682. A bill for the relief of Illas
Stilianidis; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. LAUSCHE:

£.2583. A bill for the relief of Ivan Radie,
his wife, Ester Radlc, and their daughter,
Olivera Radic; and

8.2584. A bill for the rellef of Frantisek
Vohryzka; to the Committee on the Judiecl-
ary.

OSAGE MINERAL TRUST

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself and my colleague, the
junior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
Epmonpson], I introduce, for appropriate
reference, a bill to extend the Osage
mineral reservation for an indefinite
period.

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

The bill (8. 2581) to extend the Osage
mineral reservation for an indefinite pe-
riod, introduced by Mr. MonroNEY (for
himself and Mr. EDMONDSON), Was re-
ceived, read twice by its title 'and re-
ferred to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, the
eastern half of Oklahoma was known as
Indian Territory before statehood in
1907. Here is located Oklahoma’s largest
county. It is Osage County, but to us in
Oklahoma it is known as the Osage Na-
tion. It is the land of one of our finest
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and most aggressive Indian tribes, the
Osages.

Formerly this land belonged to the
Cherokee Tribe, but on June 14, 1883, the
Osages bought and paid for their nation
and turned it over to the United States
to hold in trust “for the use and benefit
of the Osage Indians.” They paid
$1,099,137.41 for this fabulously rich
country. The moneys used came from
the sale of their property in Kansas.

This places the Osages in a very dif-
ferent status than that of the large ma-
jority of Indian tribes in that they bought
and paid for their land.

The Osages are self-supporting and
have never been recipients of Govern-
ment grants or financial aid aside from
small health and welfare programs and
participation in the soil conservation
program.

The Osages are governed by the Osage
Tribal Council, which is made up of 10
members elected by the tribe. From this
number a principal chief and assistant
principal chief are elected. These men,
with the least interference in the private
lives of the tribe members, look after
and govern the tribal business, which
is a very sizable business. Since 1901
the mineral income of the tribe has been
$437,258,000. The nation has produced
over 877 million barrels of oil, and
through the frugality of the couneil
management they have insisted on the
best conservation measures being used
in the recovery of this fabulous oil from
the known reserves underlying the 1.5
million acres of proven production.

Water-flood operations were com-
menced for secondary recovery in 1949
and now account for 70 percent of pro-
duction. It is estimated that future re-
covery will be 280 million barrels by 1983
and 387 million barrels by 2016. From
that point, it is estimated that produc-
tion will be about 1 million barrels a
year.

The Osage Tribal Council has demon-
strated beyond a doubt their ability to
look after their business in a business-
like manner. Because of the nature of
the secondary recovery of oil and the
long term leases that will be required, it
is generally agreed by the tribe and the
Department of the Interior that instead
of extending the Osage mineral reserva-
tion at 25-year intervals as has been
done in the past, an extension to an in-
definite period will provide even a better
opportunity to manage the affairs of the
Osages in connection with the recovery
of mineral resources under their reser-
vation. It should be noted that this is
actually an extension of the trust period
since all revenues are deposited in trust
funds with the U.S. Government to the
credit of the tribe.

I believe these fine citizens of ours,
on the basis of their performance, are
entitled to the cooperation of the Fed-
eral Government by being permitted an
extension of the trust in perpetuity.

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF
AMENDMENTS

Mr. MILLER submitted an amendment
(No. 444), intended to be proposed by
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him, to the bill (H.R. 6196) to encour-
age 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 was order-
ed to lie on the table and to be printed.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware submitted
an amendment (No. 445), intended to be
proposed by him, to House bill 6196,
supra, which was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota sub-_

mitted an amendment (No. 446), in-
tended to be proposed by him, to House
bill 6196, supra, which was ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed.

Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself and Mr.
BurpicK) submitted an amendment (No.
447), intended to be proposed by them,
jointly, to House bill 6196, supra, which
was ordered to lie on the table and to
be printed.

Mr. HUMPHREY submitted an
amendment (No. 448), intended to be
proposed by him, to House bill 6196,
supra, which was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware (for him-
self and Mr. LauscHeE) submitted an
amendment (No. 449), intended to be
proposed by them, jointly, to House bill

6796, supra, which was ordered to lie

on the table and to be printed.

HUMPHREY submitted two
amendments (Nos. 450 and 451) intended
to be proposed by him, to House bill
6196, supra, which were ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed.

EXTENSION OF PROVISIONS OF
AUTOMOBILE DEALERS DAY IN
COURT ACT—EXTENSION OF TIME
FOR ADDITION OF COSPONSORS

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on Feb-
ruary 27, I introduced the bill (8. 2572)
to extend the provisions of the Auto-
mobile Dealers Day in Court Act to man-
ufacturers of and dealers in tractors,
farm equipment, farm implements, and
for other purposes.

By unanimous consent of the Senate,
the bill was to remain at the desk until
the end of the session, Monday, March 2.

I ask unanimous consent that the pe-

riod during which the bill may remain at

the desk be extended until the end of
the session on Friday, March 6.

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

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the name
of the Senator from Hawail [Mr. Fong]
be added as a cosponsor of Senate Joint
Resolution 139, which is proposed to the
Constitution of the United States, deal-
ing with presidential inability and the
filling of vacancies in the Office of Vice
President. I do this on behalf of the
dlstin]zmshed Senator from Indiana [Mr.
BayH].

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- .

pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
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PROUTY SPONSORS BILL PROVID-
ING RIGHT OF COURT APPEAL
IN VETERAN CASES

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I am
happy to join the distinguished junior
Senator from Michigan in sponsoring S.
2509, which would establish a Court of
Veterans Appeals and prescribe its
Jurisdictions and functions.

Under existing law, when a veteran
files a claim alleging service connection
of his disability, the claim is decided by
‘the Veterans' Administration and re-
gardless of the merits of his case, the
veteran has no right of appeal to the
courts. '

The theory behind the present law is
not too sound in my judgment. It is
founded on the notion that payments
for service connection are in the nature
of a gratuity. Such a theory fails to
take into account the service rendered
by the veteran and the fact that were
it not for such service, the former serv-
iceman might be sound of wind and
limb.

I think in the interest of equity and
justice it is time that we afford the
veteran an impartial review of the legal
facets of his claim. S. 2509 would do
just that and I am glad to have the op-
portunity to cosponsor it.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF
BILLS

Under authority of the orders of the
Senate, as indicated below, the follow-
ing names have been added as additional
cosponsors for the following bills:

Authority of February 17, 1964:

S.2509. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to establish a Court of Vet-
erans’ Appeals and to prescribe its jurisdic-
tion and functions: Mr. BaARTLETT, Mr. BIBLE,
Mr. Coorer, Mr. EDMoNDSON, Mr, ErvIN, Mr.
GRUENING, Mr. HARTKE, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr.
InovuYE, Mr. LonG of Missouri, Mr. MAGNU=-
soN, Mr. McCarTHY, Mr. McGEE, Mr. MoRSE,
Mr. ProuTY, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr, WiLLiAMS of
New Jersey, and Mr. YARBOROUGH.

Authority of February 20, 1964:

S.2528. A bill to amend Public Law 874,
81st Congress, in order to provide assistance
to local educational agencies in the educa-
tion of children of needy familles and chil-
dren residing in areas of substantial unem-
ployment with unemployed parents: Mr.
Javirs, Mr. Lonc of Missourl, Mr. RANDOLFH,
and Mr, YARBOROUGH.

e

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1964—ADDI-
TIONAL COSPONSORS OF AMEND-
MENT NO. 434

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of February 26, 1964, the names
of Mr. Horranp and Mr. KUCHEL were
added as additional cosponsors of
Amendment No. 434 to the bill (HR.
6196) to encourage increased consump-
tion- of cotton, to maintain the income
of cotton producers, to provide a special
Tesearch program designed to lower costs
of production, and for other purposes,
submitted by Mr. Hruska (for himself
and other Senators) on February 26,
1964.
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APPOINTMENTS BY THE PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair, on behalf of the
President pro tempore, announces the
appointment of Senators SPARKMAN,
MorroNEY, and ALLOTT as members on
the part of the Senate to the Inter-
parliamentary Union Conference to be
held in Lucerne, Switzerland, from
March 30 through April 5, 1964.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed, without amendment,
the bill (8. 721) to amend section 124 of
title 28, United States Code, to transfer
Austin, Fort Bend, and Wharton Coun-
ties from the Galveston division to the
Houston division of the southern district
of Texas.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 9637) to
authorize appropriations during fiscal
year 1965 for procurement of aircraft,
missiles, and naval vessels, and research,
development, test, and evaluation, for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes;
asked a conference with the Senate on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr. Vinson, Mr. PRICE,
Mr. STRATTON, Mr. COHELAN, Mr. PIKE,
Mr. ARenDs, Mr. BEcKER, Mr. HarL, and
Mr. STAFFORD were appointed managers
on the part of the House at the confer-
ence.

THE 128TH ANNIVERSARY OF IN-
DEPENDENCE OF TEXAS FROM
MEXICO

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, today,
March 2, marks the 128th anniversary
of the independence of Texas from
Mexico. On this day 128 years ago, a
group of Texans, delegates from various
parts of Texas, met at Washington on
the Brazos. For many months Texas
had chafed under the excesses of Santa
Anna’s military dictatorship, which had
been established in violation of and in
violence to the liberal Mexican Constitu-
tion of 1824. Because their position had
become intolerable, these men on that
date finally decided by formal document
to separate Texas from the Republic of
Mexico. At that time the Alamo was
already under siege, and several battles
in the war for independence had already
been fought. This is an important
American historical document; there-
fore, Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Texas Declaration of In-
dependence, signed by Richard Ellis, the
chairman of the convention, and the
remainder of the delegates, be printed
at this point in the REcorp. The docu-
ment was largely authored by George
Childress.

There being no objection, the Texas
Declaration of Independence was or-
dered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows: .

THE TExAs DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE

When 'a government has ceased to protect
the lives, liberty and property of the people

March 2

from whom its legitimate powers are de-
rived, and for the advancement of whose
happiness it was instituted; and so far from
being a guarantee for the enjoyment of those
inestimable and inallenable rights, becomes
an instrument In the hands of evil rulers for
their oppression; when the Federal Republi-
can Constitution of their country, which they
have sworn to support, no longer has a sub-
stantial existence, and the whole nature of
their government has been forcibly changed
without their consent, from a restricted fed-
erative republic, composed of sovereign
states, to a consolidated central military des-
potism, in which every interest is disre-
garded but that of the army and the priest-
hood—both the eternal enemies of civil liber-
ty, and the ever-ready minions of power,
and the usual instruments of tyrants; When,
long after the spirit of the constitution has
departed, moderation is at length, so far lost,
by those in power that even the semblance
of freedom is removed, and the forms, them-
selves, of the constitution discontinued; and
80 far from their petitions and remonstrances
being regarded, the agents who bear them
are thrown into dungeons; and mercenary
armies sent forth to force a new government
upon them at the point of the bayonet: When
in consequence of such acts of malfeasance
and abdieation, on the part of the govern-
ment, anarchy prevails, and civil soclety is
dissolved into its original elements: In such
a crisis, the first law of nature, the right of
self-preservation—the inherent and inalien-
able right of the people to appeal to first
principles and take their political affairs into
their own hands in extreme cases—enjoins it
as a right towards themselves and a sacred
obligation to their posterity, to abolish such
government and create another In its stead,
calculated to rescue them from impending
dangers, and to secure their future welfare
and happiness,

Nations, as well as Individuals, are amen-
able for their acts to the public opinion of
mankind. A statement of a part of our griev-
ances is, therefore, submitted to an impar-
tial world, In justification of the hazardous
but unavoldable step now taken of severing
our political connection with the Mexican
people, and assuming an independent atti-
tude among the nations of the earth.

The Mexican government, by its coloniza-
tion laws, invited and Induced the.Anglo-
American population of Texas to colonize its
wilderness under the pledged faith of a writ-
ten constitution, that they should continue
to enjoy that constitutional liberty and re-
publican government to which they had been
habituated in the land of their birth, the
United States of America. In this expecta-
tion they have been cruelly disappointed, in-
asmuch as the Mexican nation has acquiesced
in the late changes made in the government
by General Antonio Lopez de Santa Anna,
who, having overturned the constitution of
his country, now offers us the cruel alterna-
tive either to abandon our homes, acquired
by so many privations, or submit to the most
intolerable of all tyranny, the combined des-
potism of the sword and the priesthood.

It has sacrificed our welfare to the state
of Coahulla, by which our interests have been
continually depressed, through a jealous and
partial course of legislation carried on at a
far distant seat of government, by a hostile
majority, in an unknown tongue; and this
too, notwithstanding we have petitioned in
the humblest terms, for the establishment of
a separate state government, and have, in
accordance with the provisions of the na-
tional constitution, presented to the general
Congress, a republican constitution which
was without just cause contemptuously re-
Jected,

It incarcerated in a dungeon, for a long
time, one of our citizens, for no other cause
but a zealous endeavor to procure the accept-
ance of our constitution and the establish-
ment of a state government.
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It has failed and refused to secure on a
firm basis, the right of trial by jury; that
palladium of civil liberty, and only safe guar-
antee for the life, llberty, and property of
the citizen.

It has falled to establish any public system
of education, although possessed of almost
boundless resources (the public domain) and,
although, it is an axiom, in political science,
that unless a people are educated and en-
lightened it is idle to expect the continuance
of civil liberty, or the capacity for self-gov-
ernment.

It has suffered the military commandants
stationed among us to exercise arbltrary acts
of oppression and tyranny; thus trampling
upon the most sacred rights of the citizen
and rendering the military superior to the
civil power.

It has dissolved by force of arms, the state
Congress of Coahulla and Texas, and obliged
our representatives to fly for their lives from
the seat of government; thus depriving us of
the fundamental political right of represen-
tation.

It has demanded the surrender of a num-
ber of our citizens, and ordered military de-
tachments to seize and carry them into the
Interior for trial; in contempt of the civil
authorities, and in deflance of the laws and
the constitution.

It has made piratical attacks upon our
commerce; by commissioning foreign desper-
adoes, and authorizing them to selze our ves-
sels, and convey the property of our citizens
to far distant ports of confiscation.

It denles us the right of worshiping the
Almighty according to the dictates of our
own consciences, by the support of a national
religion calculated to promote the temporal

Interests of its human functionaries rather
“than the glory of the true and living God.

It has demanded us to deliver up our arms;
which are essential to our defense, the right-
ful property of freemen, and formidable only
to tyrannical governments.

It has invaded our country, both by sea
and by land, with intent to lay waste our ter-
ritory and drive us from our homes; and has
now a large mercenary army advancing to
carry on agalnst us a war of extermination.

It has, through its emissaries, incited the
merciless savage, with the tomahawk and
scalping knife, to massacre the inhabitants
of our defenseless frontiers." :

It hath been, during the whole time of our
connection with it, the contemptible sport
and vietim of successive military revolutions
and hath continually exhibited every charac-
teristic of a weak, corrupt, and tyrannical
government.

These, and other grievances, were patient-
1y borne by the people of Texas until they
reached that polnt at which forbearance
ceases to be a virtue. We then took up arms
in defense of the national constitution. We
appealed to our Mexican brethren for assist-
ance. Our appeal has been made in vain.
Though months have elapsed, no sympathetic
response has yet been heard from the Inte-
rior. We are, therefore, forced to the melan-
choly conclusion that the Mexican people
have acquiesced in the destruction of their
liberty, and the substitution therefor of a
military government—that they are unfit to
be free and incapable of self-government.

The necessity of self-preservation, there-
fore, now decrees our eternal political sepa-
ration, i

‘We, therefore, the delegates, with plenary
powers, of the people of Texas, in solemn
convention assembled, appealing to a candid
world for the necessities of our condition, do
hereby resolve and declare that our political
connection with the Mexican nation has for-
ever ended; and that the people of Texas do
now constitute a free, sovereign and Inde-
pendent republiec, and are fully invested with
all the rights and attributes which properly
belong to the independent nations; and, con-
scious of the rectitude of our intentions, we
fearlessly and confidently commit the issue
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to the decision of the Supreme Arbiter of the
destinies of nations.

Richard Ellis, president of the conven-
tilon and delegate from Red River,
Charles B, Stewart, Thos. Barnet, John
8. D. Byrom, Franco Ruiz, J. Anto-
nio Navarro, Jesse B. Badgett, Wm. D.
Lacey, Willlam Menefee, Jno. Fisher,
Mathew Caldwell, Willlam Mottley,
Lorenzo de Zavala, Stephen H. Everitt,
Geo W Smyth, Elijah Stapp, Claiborne
West, Wm B Scates, M. B. Menard, A. B.
Hardin, J. W. Bunton, Thos. J. Gagley,
R. M. Coleman, Sterling C. Robertson,
Jas Collinsworth, Edwin Waller, Asa
Brigham, Geo. C. Childress, Bailey
Hardeman, Rob. Potter, Thomas Jeffer-
son Rusk, Chas. B. Taylor, John 8.
Roberts, Robert Hamilton, Collin Mc-
Kinley, Albert H. Latimer, James Pow-
er, Sam Houston, David Thomas,
Edwd. Conrad, Martin Parmer, Edwin
0. LeGrand, Stephen W. Blount, Jas.
Gaines, Wm. Clark, Jr., Sydney O. Pen-
ington, Wm. Carrol Crawford, Jno Tur-
ner, Benj. Briggs Goodrich, G. M.
Barnett, James G. Swisher, Jesse
Grimes, S. Rhoads Fisher, John W.
Moore, John'W. Bower, Saml. A, Mav-
erick (from Bejar), Sam P Carson, A.
Briscoe, JB Woods.

Attest:
H. S. EEMBLE,
Secretary.

Mr. TOWER. Only 4 days after the
meeting at Washington on the Brazos, at
which Sam Houston had been selected
general of the army, the Alamo, under
the command of William Barret Travis,
fell to a vastly superior army under
Santa Anna. This holding action gave
Houston the opportunity to move his
army to a favorable spot for the decisive
battle that won Texas her independence
the following month. The letter from
William Barret Travis, commandant of
the Alamo, to the world typifies the cour-
age characteristic of the pioneer spirit of
the men who built America.

On March 6, every Texan in the Ala-
mo—Texans accumulated from all parts
of the United States—perished, because
they had resolved that they would pre-
fer to die as freemen, rather than live
as slaves.

I wish to read into the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp Colonel Travis’ letter:

LETTER FrOM WILLIAM BARReT TrRAVIS, CoM-
MANDER OF THE ALAMO, BEJAR, FEBRUARY
24, 1836

To the People of Texas and All Americans in

the World, Fellow Citizens and Com-
patriots:

I am besieged, by a thousand or more of
the Mexicans under Santa Anna—I have
sustained continual bombardment and can-
nonade for 24 hours and have not lost a
man. The enemy has demanded a surrend-
er at discretion, otherwise, the garrison are
to be put to the sword, if the fort is taken—
I have answered the demand with a cannon
shot, and our flag still waves proudly from
the walls—I shall never surrender or re-
treat. Then, I call on you in the name of
liberty, of patriotism and everything dear

to the American character, to come to our .

ald, with all dispatch. The enemy is recelv-
ing reinforcements dally and will no doubt
increase to three or four thousand in 4 or 5
days. If this call is neglected, I am de-
termined to sustain myself as long as pos-
sible and die like a soldier who never forgets
what is due to his own honor and that of
his country—victory or death.
WiLLIAM BARRET TRAVIS,
Lieutenant Colonel, Commandant.

P.S.—The Lord is on our side—when the
enemy appeared in slght we had not 3
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bushels of corn—we have since found in de-
serted houses 80 or 90 bushels and got into
the walls 20 or 30 heads of beeves.

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1964—THE
COTTON AND WHEAT PROGRAM—
AMENDMENT

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, to
House bill 6196, I submit an amendment,
and ask that it be printed and also be
printed in the RECORD.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment will be received,
printed, and lie on the table; and, with-
out objection, the amendment will be
printed in the Recorb.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 32, after line 13, add.a new sec-
tion as follows:

“Sec. 205. (a) The Secretary of Agricul-
ture shall, within thirty days after the date
of enactment of this title, conduct a refer-
endum of producers of wheat in 1963 to
determine whether such producers favor a
voluntary wheat certificate program for the
1964 and 1965 crops of wheat as provided for
by the amendments made by this Act, or
whether such producers favor the program
for wheat which would be in effect but for
the enactment of this title,

“(b) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, if less than a majority of the pro-
ducers voting in the referendum conducted
pursuant to subsection (a) of this section
favor the voluntary wheat certificate pro-
gram provided for by the amendments made
by this title, such amendments shall not:
become effective and the provisions of law
in effect for wheat on the day before the
date of enactment of this Act shall continue
in effect, to the maximum extent practicable,
as If the provisions of this title had not been
enacted.”

Mr, MILLER. Mr. President, this
amendment to the wheat and cotton bill
affects only title II, the wheat section.
It provides that the Secretary of Agri-
culture shall within 30 days after the en~
actment of this title conduct a refer-
endum of wheat producers to determine
whether the producers actually favor the
certificate program for the 1964 and 1965
crops. If less than a majority of the
producers voting in the referendum favor
the wheat program set up in this bill, it
will not become effective, and the present
laws shall continue in effect.

It is my thinking that since this wheat
program is not really voluntary, but in
fact is compulsory, the persons affected
by it—the wheat producers—should have
an opportunity to accept or reject it,
the same as they would if the Secretary
were to proclaim a national marketing
quota under the compulsory program. It
is my belief that the farmers should once
again have a chance to decide for them-
selves whether they want a Government-
managed agriculture or, rather, whether
they want to have a market system that
emphasizes individual opportunity.

It should be pointed out that although
the program proposed under title II of
this bill is in fact compulsory and is not
a great deal different from the program
which was defeated in the last referen-
dum, this referendum would be decided
by a majority vote, not a two-thirds vote,
as was necessary last May.

In conelusion, I should like to point
out a precedent for this amendment.
The Agricultural Act of 1958 provided
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for a referendum of corn producers to -
determine whether they favored a price
support program, as provided in that
act, in lieu of price support, as provided
in the old act, and acreage allotments.
A majority of the producers voted for the
program provided in the 1958 act; and,
beginning with the 1959 crop, price sup-
port was made available thereunder;
and acreage allotments and a com-
mercial corn-producing area were not
established under the old law.

Mr. President, in the Wall Street Jour-
nal for February 26 there was published
an editorial entitled “Soybean Solici-
tude”, which points out the intention of
the Secretary of Agriculture to increase
price supports on soybeans. The edi-
torial very properly indicates the un-
desirability of such a proposal. I ask
unanimous consent that the editorial be
printed in the RECORD.

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

SoYBEAN SOLICITUDE

If we were growing soybeans, we think
we'd be writing to our Congressmen asking
them to please do something to keep Agri-
culture Secretary Freeman from making a
mess out of our business.

Through the years, soybean growers have
done a good job of farming. The soybean
carryover from one crop year to the next
rarely exceeds 60 million busheis, uad it's
been as low as 5 milllon—which is very nice
estimating of the market indeed. And prices
are strong, about 40 cents above present Fed-
eral price supports.

In fact, soybeans are in such good shape
that larger acreage and production are going
to be needed to maintain domestic and export
markets, Now soybean farmers know this
and many of them are bringing land, which
the Government has been paying them to
keep idle, back into production.

However, 1t seems the farmers are not doing
this fast enough to suit the Agriculture De-
partment. For along comes Secretary Free-
man telling them that higher price supports
are necessary to stimulate planting of more
soybeans. True, no one knows what the fu-
ture will be, but it would be strange if
higher supports at $2.35 a bushel turned out
to be a bigger inducement to increased plant-
ings than a market price about 40 cents
higher, which is where the cash market is
now.

At any rate, the overly solicitous Depart-
ment thinks last season’s 15-million-bushel
carryover was far too small, and would like
to see the next one raised to 100 million.
What possible use so massive a carryover
could be, except to serve as a price depressant
and perhaps bring a lot of soybeans into Fed-
eral storage, is hard to see.

In theory at least, a rise in support prices
wouldn't cost anything. Mr, Freeman figures
that the cost of raising them would be more
than offset by the savings resulting when
farmers start growing soybeans on the land
the Government now pays them to keep idle.

Yet so far from reality has the farm pro-
gram gone that no one seems concerned
about the possible cost of making a muddle
out of the soybean business, except the soy-
bean farmer. After all, it’s his business.

THE PANAMA CANAL

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, in the
same issue of the Wall Street Journal,
the lead editorial, entitled “No Place for
Pettiness,” points out that we would
do well to consider carefully the possi-
bility of some change in our policy with
respect to renegotiation of the Panama
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Canal Treaty. This comes following the
revelation of a secret memorandum—
signed by officials of this administration
in 1962 and officials of the Republic of
Panama—in which it was stated that a
new treaty would have to be negotiated.

I recognize that State Department
spokesmen have said that this was not
a commitment, but merely a memoran-
dum of discussions. But I suggest that
the people of Panama think that it was
more than a memorandum of discus-
sions. In light of that fact, I ask unani-
mous consent that the editorial be
printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

No PLACE FOR PETTINESS

Anyone who spends a little time in Pan-
ama, and will look about him with clear eyes,
would certainly agree that the Panamanian
people have some understandable grievances.

They are not, to be sure, all properly di-
rected at the U.S, Government or the Amer-
icans who live there. A good many of them
should be laid at the door of thelr own
political leaders. For 60 years the country
has been run by a handful of families, and
though the land is no stranger to revolu-
tions they are like a game of musical chairs,
with power being shifted back and forth
among the same people.

As a not surprising consequence, a good
part of the wealth of the country—includ-
ing the money pald to the Panamanian Gov-
ernment for the rent of the canal—is like-
wise concentrated in a few hands. A casual
tourist on an afternoon’s stroll can see ex-
tremes of great wealth and grinding poverty.

Nor are all the complaints agalnst the
United States as grievous as they sound in
demagogic speeches.

In the first place, without the United
States there would be no canal, and without
the canal the poverty would be far worse
than it is. Quite apart from the rental
payment to the government, U.S. troops and
canal workers provide millions annually for
the national income; the Panamanians
themselves have discovered that in the past
few weeks as vlolence has disrupted com-
merce,

In the second place, it is not true, as is
often alleged, that the United States has
been unreceptive to voluntary adjustments
in its relation with Panama. As late as
1955 the United States completely rewrote
the canal treaty when it was under no legal
compulsion to do so. The rental paid to
the Panamanian Government was more than
quadrupled and several million dollars of
real estate and buildings were given to
Panama.

Moreover, we agreed to put Panamanian
workers on an equal pay and opportunity

- basis with Americans. This has not yet had

its full effect because there have been few
Panamanians with the education and skills
for top jobs but it has already done much
to lift wage levels among unskilled labor.

All this being the case, President Johnson
has been right, we think, to refuse to nego-
tiate with Panama under duress. In any
event, the operation and control of the canal
cannot be a subject of negotiation.

Yet when ‘all this has been said, it does
seem to us that the United States ought to
take another look at its position in Panama.
If for no other reason, simply because we are
too big a country to be petty in our dealings
with smaller countries whose friendship we
value. And not all the Panamanian com-
plaints are unreasonable.

Take the canal rental. While the $1.9 mil-
lion is quadruple the earlier figure, it is small
compared to what we have paid other coun-
tries for bases of less extent or importance,
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and it is minuscule compared to the sums—
measured in billions—which we have simply
thrown around the world as gifts to less de-
serving friends.

If we were a Panamanian looking at these
comparative sums, we too might feel that
the real estate of the Canal was worth some-
what more.

But as so often happens in the relations
between friends and nations, sometimes the
small grievances are the more important. In
Panama, just to pick one illustration, an
American in the Canal Zone with several
times the income of a Panamanian worker
pays an auto license fee less than half that
of the Panamanian for the privilege of driv-
ing on Panama roads. This is also true of
many other things, from the price of a can
of beans to movie tickets,

This business about the flag—the Panama-
nians want their flag flown alongside ours
even In the zone—may also seem a petty
complaint. Yet what American, were the
situation reversed, would not feel some like
annoyance?

It’s not a question'of “blaming” anybody.
Most of the extraterritorial privileges (only
Americans of all foreigners are exempt from
Panamanian income taxes) came about out
of necessity. Years ago the zone was a primi-
tive place for American workers. The US.
Government had to create and, subsidize all
the facilities, from grocery stores to movie
theaters, because there were none other.

What we need to recognize now is that the
situation has changed, and that many of
the special arrangements which were once
necessary are today needless sources of irrita-
tion. Once we do so, we can then sit down
with the Panamanians and work out some-
thing suitable for today and not yesterday.

We should do this not under duress but
simply because it is the right thing to do.
And because if we don’t we may find that the’
irritations will fester until, as in so many
other places in the world, they erupt into
sores past curing.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of measures
on the calendar, beginning with Cal-
endar No. 856, the bill (S. 2455), and
that the calendar be called in sequence.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection it is so ordered.
The clerk will state the various measures
g;l tggscalendar. commencing with Order

0. i

AMENDMENT TO PEACE CORPS ACT

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 2455) to amend further the Peace
Corps Act (75 Stat. 612), as amended.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
Committee on Foreign Relations, having
having had under consideration the bill
(8. 2455) to amend further the Peace
Corps Act, reported the bill favorably. It
is my recollection that the bill was re-
ported unanimcusly to the Senate with-
out amendment and the committee has
recommended that the bill be passed.

I ask unanimous consent to have print-
ed in the REcorp an excerpt from the
report (No. 881), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

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

I. PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of S. 2456 Is to authorize an

appropriation of $116 million for Peace Corps
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activities in fiscal year 1965. This sum would
make it possible for the Peace Corps to fi-
nance 14,000 volunteers through the end of
the summer of 1965. Under the fiscal year
1964 appropriation—close to $96 million—
the Peace Corps is programing 10,500 volun-
teers for service abroad by the end of the
summer of 1964.

II. COMMITTEE ACTION

Draft legislation to amend further the
Peace Corps Act was transmitted to the Sen-
ate on January 16 by the President and re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. The draft legislation was introduced
as S. 2455 by Senator Fulbright (by request)
on January 22. The committee held a public
hearing on the bill on February 24, recelving
supporting testimony from Mr. BSargent
Shriver, Director of the Peace Corps. The
following day, in executive session, the com-
mittee without objection, ordered 5. 2456
favorably reported to the Senate, without
amendments. The committee is unaware of
any opposition to the bill.

III. EXPLANATION OF COSTS

The $1156 million authorized for Peace
Corps activities in fiscal year 1865 would en-
able the Peace Corps to have 14,000 volun-
teers either in training or overseas by August
31, 1965. Of this amount, $94,100,000 would
be spent for volunteer and project costs and
$20,900,000 for administration and program
support. Of total obligations, the percent-
age allocated for administrative costs by the
Peace Corps declined from 28 percent in fis-
cal year 1863 to 21 percent in fiscal year
1964, and is expected to move downward to
18 percent in fiscal year 1965.

As the number of planned volunteers in-
creases, the average cost, calculated on a per
capita volunteer basis, is expected to decline
from $9,000—the figure maintalned since
the inception of the Peace Corps—to $8,560
in fiscal year 19066. The proportion of admin-
istrative personnel to volunteers is expected
to decline in fiscal year 1965 to a ratio of 1
to 11.

Overall, experience gained through the
years of its existence has enabled the Peace
Corps to effect certaln economies in its opera-
tions. For example, there are fewer em-
ployees in the Washington office today than
there were a year ago. BSupplies and equip-
ment furnished to initial volunteers for their
work overseas are being reused by other vol-
unteers. Printing, telephone, and travel
costs have been reduced. Through contracts
for the year-round training of volunteers
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Authorizations and eppropriations for the
Peace Corps—Continued
Fiscal year 1963:
Authorization (Public Law
B87-442, Apr. 27, 1962) _____ $863, 750, 000

Appropriation (Public Law
87-872, Oct. 23, 1962) _____
Returned to Treasury as of

(Public Law
88-200, Dec. 13, 1963) ... 102, 000, 000

(Public Law

88-258, Jan. 6, 1964)______ 92, 100, 000
Plus unobligated balance of

fiscal year 1963 appropria-

tion (shown above as hav-

ing been returned to Treas-

s LB B S S R SR 3,863,971

296, 963, 971
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Authorizations and appropriations for the
Peace Corps—Continued
Recapitulation:
Total appropriated and obli-

gated fiscal year 1962___.___ 28, 060, 000
Total appropriated and obli-

gated fiscal year 1963______ 55, 136, 028
Total appropriated fiscal year

i L SR et - 95,963,971

w .- ) BT SRR T L, YT 179, 160, 000

! Not to exceed $15,000,000 of this amount
was specified avallable for administration
and program support costs.

2Not to exceed $19,000,000 of this amount
was specified avallable for administration
and program support costs.

A detalled breakdown of Peace Corps
budgetary figures for fiscal year 19656 appears.
in the printed hearings on S. 2455,

IV. VOLUNTEERS

On January 15, 1864, the Peace Corps had
6,976 volunteers and trainees serving over-
seas in 46 countries. The following table
shows the distribution of these volunteers:

Peace Corps on-board sirength as of Jan. 15, 196}

savings in per-week tralning costs have been
achieved. Moreover, it has been possible to
cut back certaln oversea costs—on baggage,
shipment, and storage, for instance. And the
Peace Corps expects host country contribu-
tlons to projects to continue to increase.

On the other hand, the Peace Corps has
deemed it essential to incur additional costs
in the tralning area, thus offsetting some
savings achieved. The average span of a
volunteer's initial training program has been
lengthened—from 8 to 10 weeks to 10 to 12
weeks—and language Instruction has been
intensified

'Iheﬂ.na'nc]ngofthemc'orpclinoelt
began is shown in the table below:

Authorizations and appropriations for the
Peace Corps

Fiscal year 1062:
Authorization (Public Law
87-293, Sept. 22, 1961) .

Appropriation (Public Law
87-329, Sept. 30, 1961) .-
Returned to Treasury (in-
oluding obligated balances
of $1,436,000 as of June 30,
1962, deobligated after close
of fiscal year 1962) ________

Region and country Number of | In training | In country | Total
countries

ARTNEIONE: oo sl i s s s b SR G R 46 458 6,518 8,976
Africa.. = et = - Al e N 17 g 2,250 2,257
89 89
415 416
74 76
139 139
54 54
56 56
283 283
108 108
14 14
476 477
96 101
66 86
130 130
2 2
7 9
37 37
92 92
1,187 1,187
31 31
o g
135) 51“;
546 548
265 285
786 825
34 70
o= 3 3
2 22
i 188 168
—% 45 45
101 101
240 240
3 142 145
412 2,206 2,707
] 5 67 121 188
Braell ... 50 214 204
L T TR R R M TR SRR, SRR o e el 7 27
2 TR i 107 108
417 608
68 68
172 174
261 328
32 80
114 114
60 61
62 63
57 57
451
17 17
18 18
8 101
By August 31, 1985, the Peace Corps ex- Far East Sy 2, 150
pects to have either in training or overseas Near East and south Asla_.________ , 700
the following number of volunteers for serv- Srer———
y b - L T U ST - 14, 000

ice in the followlng areas:
Latin AmePIeh. i o By e b e s 5, 960

4, 260

Approximately 40 percent of the current
volunteers are women; 60 percent men.
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Most volunteers are teachers and community
development workers.

The committee closely questioned Mr.
Shriver about developments relating to the
performance and quality of volunteers.
Roughly 7.3 percent of the volunteers have
not completed their scheduled tours of duty.
For compassionate reasons, 1.6 percent have
returned to the United States. For medical
reasons another 1.1 percent have failed to
complete their tours of duty. Eight volun-
teers—0.1 percent of the total—have died.
The remaining 4.5 percent have been selected
out because of inabllity to adjust to their
living conditions abroad, because they have
presented behavioral problems, or because of
other reasons.

With respect to the quality of volunteers,
Peace Corps experience to date has indicated
several factors bearing on the fallure or suc-
cess of a volunteer in his work. Mr. Shriver,
" in his testimony before the committee,
pointed out that applicants who do very well
on the modern language aptitudes test gen-
erally turn out to be very good volunteers.
Often letters of reference serve as valid in-
dicators in predictabllity of success. And
Mr. Shriver noted the age group 20 to 30 on
college campuses in the United States has
actually produced about 85 to 90 percent
of the most successful volunteers.

Originally, enlistment in the Peace Corps
was restricted to a 2-year term. However,
a volunteer may now extend his enlistment
for a perlod of up to 1 year provided the host
country requests the particular volunteer's
continued services and the Peace Corps repre-
sentative in the area involved approves. In
addition, volunteers may be permitted to re-
enlist for 2 years either in the country in
which they have been serving or in a dif-
ferent country.

The following table shows the activities in
which 545 volunteers who returned to the
United States in 1963 are now engaged:

Post-Peace Corps status of 545 volunteers
who returned in 1963

Continuing education_ _______________. 266
Dndergradufte. - ..o ceoociaoaao 2 58
Nondegree programs._______________. 14
Teacher certification. - ocoeean o 7
L5 e D e RS e e e 102

Employed (nonteaching) . ___________ 151
Business and private Industry........ 82
Federal Government. ________________ 69

e e N SR A 70
College and university_ .. ________ 5
Elementary and secondary.__..._.__. 65

Married women (not working)_______... 26

Traveling en route to United States____. 26

Military service — 6

e Bl GO ] ST S LT 546

iThese volunteers are attending 113 dif-
ferent colleges and universities. Among this
group, 99 have assistantships, fellowships, or
scholarships totaling $214,000.

V. COMMITTEE CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATION
Fiscal year 1965 will mark the fourth full
- operational year for the Peace Corps. The
committee is well satisfled with the progress
of the Peace Corps to date.

The general performance and quality of
the volunteers deserves commendation. The
volunteers have contributed useful talents
and skills to the countries and areas where
they have been serving. And the commit-
tee belleves there has been efficlent admin-
istration both here and abroad of operations
of the Peace Corps.

Forelgn countries and areas are continuing
to maintain a large degree of interest in re-
celving Peace Corps help. Citizens of the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

United States continue to be willing and
desirous of applylng to serve in the Peace
Corps. It might be noted, in this connection,
that the number of applications received by
the Peace Corps this month may reach a
record high for the third successive month.

The $115 million request for fiscal year
1965 Peace Corps activities—to make possible
an increase in the number of volunteers to
14,000—seems to the committee justified and
desirable. The committee therefore strongly
recommends Senate approval of the full
amount,

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. CARLSON. As a member of the
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations,
and one who heard the testimony of Mr.

Sargent Shriver, who appeared in behalf’

of the requested authorization of $115
million, I wish to state that the report
from the committee was unanimous.

I am very pleased that we are able to
increase the authorization for the
agency. The first appropriation made
for the agency was $29 million. Since
that time the amount has increased an-
nually. At the same time, it should be
pointed out that the agency is rendering
outstanding service.

I should like to state for the record
that when Sargent Shriver first ap-
proached me and other members of the
committee on the type of program pro-
posed, I called attention to the fact that
I had some question as to its probable
effectiveness, for the reason that a Peace
Corps volunteer would be signed up for
1 year, asked to remain a year, and could
stay but 3 years. I argued with him that
in the mission fields, both Protestant and
Catholic, all over the world, there are
missionaries who give a lifetime to a
cause and to a program. I had some
question as to the relationship of the
two, although I favored the Peace Corps
program from the start.

Mr. Shriver stated at the hearings that
while they do not expect to extend
greatly the Peace Corps volunteer serv-
ices, there are some volunteers available
who become particularly qualified in a
community or in a country, and addi-
tional extensions of time will be granted
in such cases. That speaks well in favor
of the program. It is a change that is
in the interest of our own country and
the country that those volunteers serve.
I heartily endorse the program and
hope that the Senate will approve the
bill unanimously.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. Can the Senator tell
us the extent to which the program would
provide additional teachers for the var-
ious countries involved in the program?

Mr. CARLSON. Isincerely regretthat
I do not have the printed record of hear-
ings. That point was brought out in the
hearings. We have sent teachers to a
great number of countries, Teachers
are in demand, and they are rendering
a great service. There was a thorough
hearing on that subject. I regret that
the hearings are not in the Chamber.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, nei-
ther can I give an extract figure to the
distinguished senior Senator from Lou-
isiana. But it appears there has been
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a sizable increase in that particular field.
I believe it is good because of the fact

. that it is far better to send our teachers

over there to teach people in various
countries so that their good people can
remain there, rather than bringing stu-
dents from those countries over here to
the degree that we have, many of whom
desire to stay here and not return to
help their own people.

Mr, ELLENDER. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, when
this program started 3 or 4 years ago,
the idea was to enable Americans to live
and work abroad on a level of the natives
of the various countries.

On my recent trip to Africa, I found
that we had sent over 300 Peace Corps
volunteers to Ethiopia, and all of them
were teachers. The expenses paid to
those teachers by the Ethiopian Govern-
ment amounted, as I remember, to $72
per month. It costs the Federal Gov-
ernment in the neighborhood of $9,000
to process a volunteer. That amount
would include all administrative ex-
plest;ses. transportation, and everything
else.

We sent approximately 300 teachers
to Ghana. Ghana paid as much as $152
a month, as I remember, in order to
help pay the expenses of those teachers.

In my judgment, we are veering away
from the original intent of Congress in
our performance of the service. It is
true that when Mr. Shriver appeared
before the committee at the time the
program was proposed, a provision for
teachers was contemplated. The teach-
ers were supposed to work in the jungle
or in the country. But we find that
many or most are located in large cities.

The thing that I do not like is that
the volunteers work under the jurisdic-
tion of the Department of Education of
Ghana or Ethiopia, for example.

What this means is that we are ex-
tending this program into areas not
originally intended by Congress. We are
furnishing those countries with teach-
ers that cost us a great deal of money to
prepare. In turn they would teach in
the various countries for a salary as low
as $72 a month. In reality, we are ac-
Eg;lly subsidizing a foreign school sys-

I express the hope that as the pro-
gram proceeds, we shall return as near-
ly as possible to the original plan. The
volunteers should be allowed to work di-
rectly with the people in the back coun-
try in helping them to render a better
service than they can now render with fa-
cilities at hand. That is what made
the Peace Corps so attractive to the Con-
gress—not the idea of another foreign
subsidy.

It is true that some of the teachers are
able to work after school hours and do
some of the extra work that we had in
mind. But after working 5 or 6 hours
a day teaching in school, it is rather dif-
ficult for teachers to go out and do other
work of the type we had in mind orig-
inally.

It seems to me that we ought to look
into that subject. I shall try to do it
as well as I can when the item comes up
for consideration by the Appropriations
Committee.
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Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
both of us will look into that subject. I
believe the idea is a good and sound one,
and we shall mention it when Mr.
Shriver appears before our committee.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. CARLSON. The Senator from
Louisiana has called attention to an item
which should and will have considera-
tion when we examine into the use of
Peace Corps volunteers. But I am glad
to state that in the hearings—and again
I am sorry that the record of the hear-
ings is not available—the subject was
brought up and discussed with Sargent
Shriver. He not only recognizes.the
problem, but he will urge that we devise
a plan. . The wives of some of the Peace
Corps workers might get out and work
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with the citizens, After all, that type of
approach is basic in a program of the
kind in which we are engaged.

The Senator from Louisiana, who has
a very good knowledge of Government
expenditures, was correct when he stated
that the average cost was $9,000 per vol-
unteer. In the report of the committee,
it is stated that it is hoped to reduce this
amount to an average cost of $8,560 per
Peace Corps volunteer.

In view of the statement made with
regard to the number of volunteers and
the cost, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the REcorp page
4 of the report, which shows the number
of Peace Corps volunteers in the various
countries.

There being no objection, the extract
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD,
as follows:

Peace Corps on-board strength as of Jan. 15, 1964

Reglon and country Number of | In training | In country Total
countries

6, 518 8,976
2,250 2,257
89 89
415 415
T4 75
139 139
54
56 56
283 283
103 103
14 14
478 477
101
66 ]
130 130

0
97 97
av 87
2 92
Por Bast. . .. ... e e T e et i 1,187 1,187
31 31
345 345
(210) (210)
(135) (185)
546 546
265 265
Near East and south Asla..... e 8 39 786 825
d 5T e e R et e e e S IR e PR 6 M 70
Ceylon... : B 34 34
i 22 22
168 188
45 45
101 101
240 240
142 145
2,205 2,707
yoye T\ g e s e R R o i 67 121 188
Byaeld . o 50 214 264
Filie TR T St e e e e S R e S e S Tt 27 27
5101 bl L, Sl  § 107 108
Colombia_ . 131 477 608
L e e i 68 68
2 172 174
67 261 a2
28 32 B0
............. 114 114
1 60 61
1 62 63
57 57
6l 300 451
v = e e

TUGUAY. .- o= s

Venezuela._.... =iSemhass i T 98 101
By August 81, 1965, the Peace Corps ex- Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I

pects to have either in tralning or overseas
the following number of volunteers for serv-
ice in the following areas:

Latin America. . .o ooo-cooo-lioaao 5, 500
4, 250

2, 150

1, 700

1 DR S RSSO 14, 000

again state the hope that when the mat-
ter comes up again, attention will be
given to the point I have raised. If is
true that when Mr. Shriver appeared be-
fore the committee the first time, he
made mention of the fact that teachers
would be made available through the
Peace Corps. In certain areas some of
the teachers are doing a good job, not so
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much in teaching students at particular
schools, but in assisting to build self-
help schools. I ran across two or three
places where that was done. They were
doing yeoman work in that direction,
and I was proud to be able to see our
young people in this type of work.
What I have been complaining about is
the practice of sending teachers to work
under the jurisdiction of the depart-
ments of education in various countries
where they are not free to act as they
choose, but are under the jurisdiction of
the departments of education in those
particular countries.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem--

pore. 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 was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 3(b) of the Peace Corps Act, as
amended, which authorizes appropriations to
carry out the purposes of that Act, is
amended by striking out “1964" and "$102,-
000,000” and substituting “1965” and “$115,-
000,000", respectively.

EKALOYAN D. KALOYANOFF

The bill (S. 1237) for the relief of
Kaloyan D. Kaloyanoff was considered,
ordered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, 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
periods of time Kaloyan D, Kaloyanoff has
resided in the United States since his law-
ful admission for permanent residence on
November 10, 1958, shall be held and con-
sidered to meet the residence and physical
presence requirements of section 316 of the
Immigration and Nationality Act.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the report

(No. 882), explaining the purposes of

the bill.

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

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill is to enable the
beneficlary, who was lawfully admitted to the
United States for permanent residence on
November 10, 1958, to file a petition for
naturallzation,

STATEMENT OF FACTS

The beneficiary of the bill is a 54-year-old
native of Bulgaria who claims to be stateless.
He went to West Germany in 1856 and re-
mained and has been employed by Radio Free
Europe in Munich since 1957. He was ad-
mitted to the United States on November 10,
1058, as a refugee-escapee. He has been un-

able to satisfy the residence and physical

presence requirements of section 316 of the
Immigration and Nationality Act because of
his absences abroad in connection with his
employment by Radio Free Europe.

L] L] - L] -

MRS. KEAYO FUJIMOTO HOWARD
The bill 8. 1525 for the relief of Mrs.
Kayo Fujimoto Howard was considered,

o
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ordered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, 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 asembled, That, in the
administration of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, Mrs, Kayo Fujimoto Howard,
the widow of a United States citizen who
“served honorably in the Armed Forces of
the United States, shall be held and consid-
ered to be within the purview of sectlon
101(a) (27) (A) of that Act and the provisions
of section 205 of that Act shall not be ap-
plicable in this case.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the re-
port explaining the purposes of the bill.

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

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill is to grant the
status of a nonquota immigrant to Mrs.
Kayo Fujimoto Howard which is the status
she would be entitled to were it not for the
death of her husband. BShe is the widow of
a U.S, citizen who served honorably in the
U.S. Alr Force in Japan.

JULIANO BARBOZA AMADO AND
MANUEL SOCORRO BARBOZA
AMADO

The bill (S. 1597) for the relief of
Juliano Barboza Amado and Manuel
Socorro Barboza Amado was considered,
ordered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, 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, for
the purposes of section 203(a) (4) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act, Leo Barboza
Amado, a citizen of the United States, shall
be held and considered to be the legitimate
half-brother of Juliano Barboza Amado and
Manuel Socorro Barboza Amado.

LILLIAN P. JOHNSON

The bill (8. 1978) for the relief of Lil-
lian P. Johnson was considered, ordered
to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, for the
purposes of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, Lilllan P. Johnson shall be held and
considered to have been lawfully admitted
to the United States for permanent residence
in the month of June 1928.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
. unanimous consent to have printed in
i the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 885), explaining the purposes of the

bill.

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

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill is to grant the
status of permanent residence in the United
States to Lilllan P. Johnson as of June 1928,
when she first entered the United States as
a visitor. No provision is made for the pay-
ment of a visa fee, since her status was ad-
justed to that of permanent residence on
November 15, 1961.

N e S e e e
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GIUSEPPE CACCIANI

The bill (S. 1985) for the relief of
Giuseppe Cacciani was considered, or-
dered to be engrossed for a third reading,
read the third time, and passed, as
follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, not-
withstanding the provision of section 212
(a) (9) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, Gluseppe Caccianl may be issued a visa
and be admitted to the United States for
permanent residence if he is found to be
otherwise admissible under the provisions of
that Act: Provided, That this exemption shall
apply only to a ground for exclusion of
which the Department of State or the De-
partment of Justice had knowledge prior to
the enactment of this Act.

HATTIE LU

The bill (S. 1986) for the relief of
Hattie Lu was considered, ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, in the
administration of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, Hattie Lu, fiancee of Alrman
First Class Ronald E. Payne, a citizen of the
United States, shall be eligible for a visa as a
nonimmigrant temporary visitor for a period
of three months, If the administrative au-
thorities find (1) that the said Hattie Lu is
coming to the United States with a bona
fide intention of being married to the said
Alrman PFirst Class Ronald E. Payne and
(2) that she is otherwise admissible un-
der the Immigration and Natlonality Act.
In the event the marriage between the above-
named persons does not occur within three
months after the entry of the said Hattie Lu,
she shall be required to depart from the
United States and upon fallure to do so shall
be deported in accordance with the pro-
visions of sections 242 and 243 of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act. In the event
that the marriage between the above-named
persons shall occur within three months
after the entry of the sald Hattie Lu, the At-
torney General is authorized and directed to
record the lawful admission for permanent
residence of the sald Hattle Lu as of the date
of the payment by her of the required visa
fee.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 887), explaining the purposes of the
bill.

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

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill is to enable the
flancee of a U.S. citizen serviceman to enter
the United States. If the marriage between
the beneficiary and her citizen fiance is con-
tracted within 3 months after her entry as
a nonimmigrant, the Attorney General may
adjust her status to that of a lawful perma-
nent resident.

MISS WLADYSLAWA KOWALCZYK

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (8. 473) for the relief of Miss Wlad-
yslawa Kowalezyk, which had been re-
ported from the Committee on the Judi-
ciary with an amendment to strike out
all after the enacting clause and insert:

That, for the purposes of the Act of July 14,
1960 (74 Stat. 504), Miss Wladyslawa Eowal-
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czyk shall be held and considered to have
been paroled Into the United States on the
date of the enactment of this Act, as pro-
vided for in the said Act of July 14, 1960.

The amendment was agreed to.

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

GLENDA WILLIAMS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 1966) for the relief of Glenda
Williams, which had been reported from
the Committee on the Judiciary with an
amendment in line 6, after the word “be-
half”, to strike out “of” and insert “by”’;
s0 as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, in the
administration of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, Glenda Williams may be classi-
fled as an eligible orphan within the mean-
ing of section 101(b)(1)(F) of that Act,
upon approval of a petition filed in her be-
half by Mr. and Mrs. Hercules Ellis, citizens
of the United States, pursuant to section
205(b) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, subject to all the conditions in that sec-
tion relating to eligible orphans.

The amendment was agreed to.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the RECcORD an excerpt from the report
gﬁn 889), explaining the purposes of the

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

PFURPOSE OF THE EILL

The purpose of the bill, as amended, is to
facilitate the entry into the United States
in a nonquota status of an alien child to
be adopted by citizens of the United States.

FRANCESCO MIRA AND MARIA MIRA

The bill (S. 1982) for the relief of
Francesco Mira and his wife, Maria Mira,
was considered, ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, for the
purposes of the first section of the Act en-
titled “An Act to facilitate the entry of
allen skilled speclalists and certain relatives
of United States citizens, and for other pur-
poses”, approved October 24, 1862 (76 Stat.
1247), Francesco Mira shall be held and con-
sidered to be an alien registered on a con-
sular waliting list pursuant to section 208(c)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act un-
der a priority date earller than March 31,
1954.

The title was amended, so as to read:
“A bill for the relief of Francesco Mira.”

FOTINI DIMANTOPOULOU

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 1684) for the relief of Fotini
Dimantopoulou, which had been reported
from the Committee on the Judiciary
with amendments in line 10, after the
word “the", to strike out “appropriate”,
and in line 11, after the word “quota”, to
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insert “for the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics”; so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That, for the pur-
poses of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, Fotinl Dimantopoulou shall be held
and considered to have been lawfully ad-
mitted to the United States for permanent
residence as of the date of the enactment of
this Act, upon payment of the required visa
fee. Upon the granting of permanent resi-
dence to such alien as provided for in this
Act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the

proper quota-control officer to deduct one

number from the quota for the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics for the first year
that such quota is avallable.

The amendments were agreed to.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the ReEcorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 891) explaining the purposes of
the bill.

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

STATEMENT OF FACTS

The beneficlary of the bill is an unmarried
22-year-old native and cltizen of Greece, who
entered the United States on May 19, 1960,
at the age of 19 as a visitor to help care for
an i1l cousin. She subsequently changed
her status to that of a student in September
1960, and presently resides in Brighton,
Mass., with her parents and a sister. Her
parents, who were chargeable to the guota
for the US.S.R. entered the United States
for permanent residence on November 19,
1962. The beneficlary could not use the
quota of her parents for the purpose of an
adjustment of status because she was over
21 at the time their visas were issued and
they entered the United States. She is the
beneficlary of a third preference petition
which was approved on July 14, 1963, but
has been unable to adjust her status because
of the oversubscription of the Greek quota.

BILL PASSED OVER

The bill (H.R. 1174) for the relief of
Elfriede Unterholzer Sharble was an-
nounced as next in order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Over.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be passed over.

WILLY SAPUSCHNIN

The bill (H.R. 1182) for the relief of
Willy Sapuschnin was considered, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REecorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 893), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

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

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill is to enable the
beneficiary to enjoy the status of one who
was paroled into the United States as pro-
vided In the act of July 14, 1960.
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EDITH AND JOSEPH SHARON

The bill (H.R. 1295) for the relief of
Edith and Joseph Sharon was considered,
ordered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

STANISLAWA OUELLETTE

The bill (H.R. 1355) for the relief of
Stanislawa Ouellette was considered, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the report
explaining the purposes of the bill.

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

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill is to facilitate the
entry into the United States in a nonquota
status of the alien daughter adopted by a
citizen of the United States.

ARETI SIOZAS PAIDAS

The bill (H.R. 1384) for the relief of
Areti Siozas Paidas was considered,
ordered to a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 896), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

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

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill is to facilitate the
entry into the United States in a nonquota
status of the alien child adopted by Mr, and
Mrs. James Paidas, citizens of the United
States.

EWALD JOHAN CONSEN

The bill (HR. 1455) for the relief of
Ewald Johan Consen was considered, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

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

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

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill is to grant the sta-
tus of permanent residence in the United
States to Ewald Johan Consen as of March 3,
1957. The bill does not provide for payment
of a visa fee or deduction of a quota number,
inasmuch as the beneficiary was previously
lawfully admitted for permanent residence.

JOZIFA TRZCINSKA BISKUP AND
IVANKA STALCER VLAHOVIC

The bill (H.R. 1520) for the relief of
Jozifa Trzcinska Biskup and Ivanka
Stalcer Vlahovic was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp an excerpt from the report

4057
(No. 898), explaining the purposes of
the bill. ; -

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to bé printed in the REcorp,
as follows: :

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill is to facilitate the
entry into the United States in a nonquota
status of two beneficiaries who have been
adopted by U.8. citizens.

LAVORKO LUCIC

The bill (H.R. 1521) for the relief of
Lavorko Lucic was considered, ordered to
a third reading, read the third time, and
passed

AGNESE BRIENZA

The bill (H.R. 1723) for the relief of
Agnese Brienza was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the thifd time,
and passed. ;

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Presidenf, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed in.

the REcorp an excerpt from the report

(No. 900), explaining the purposes of the
bill.
There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill is to enable the
beneficiary to enjoy the benefits of section
25(a) of the act of September 26, 1961, not-
withstanding the fact that the petition ap-
proved in her behalf was revoked upon the
death of her father.

BILL PASSED OVER
The bill (H.R. 1761) to confer juris-

diction on the Court of Claims to hear,

de‘crmine, and render judgment upon
the claim of R. Gordon Finney, Jr., was
announced as next in order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Over.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be passed over.

VALERIANO T. EBREO

The bill (H.R. 1886) for the relief of
Valeriano T. Ebreo was considered,
ordered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the report
élgia. 902), explaining the purposes of the

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

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill is to facilitate the
entry into the United States in a nonquota
status of an allen child to be adopted by
citizens of the United States.

BILL PASSED OVER
The bill (H.R. 4085) for the relief of
Tibor Horesik was announced as next in

order.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Over.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- .

pore. The bill will be passed over.

==
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CHRYSANTHOS KYRIAKOU

The bill (H.R. 4284) for the relief of
Chrysanthos Kyriakou was considered,
ordered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 904), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

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

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill is to facilitate the
admission to the United States in a nonquota
status of the minor child to be adopted by
U.S. citizens.

MR. AND MRS. FRED T. WINFIELD

The bill (H.R. 4682) for the relief of
Mr. and Mrs. Fred T. Winfield was con-
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

BILL PASSED OVER

The bill (H.R. 4972) for the relief of
Robert E. McKee, General Contractor,
Inc., and Kaufman and Broad Building
Co., a joint venture, was announced as
next in order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Over.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be passed over.

DOYLE A. BALLAU

The bill (H.R. 5144) for the relief of
Doyle A. Ballau was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed

“in the Recorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 882), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of this legislation is to relieve
Doyle A. Ballou from the necessity of repay-
ing to the Government amounts paid to him
as salary while employed by the Federal Avia-
tion Agency in violation of the dual employ-
ment statute (6 U.S5.C. 62). It would also
entitle him to receipt of salary not yet paid
and compensation for his unused annual
leave based upon work performed by him in
good falth during the period of his employ-
ment. Inaddition, Mr. Ballou would become
entitled to amounts withheld for retirement
purposes.

STATEMENT

The Federal Aviation Agency favors enact-
ment of this proposed legislation. In its
report to the Committee the agency says:

“Doyle Ballou, Navy CWO-2, was released
to inactive duty on August 31, 1956, and
placed on the retired list of the U.S. Navy
after 20 years of active service. He began to
receive retired pay under 34 U.S.C. 430 (a)
and (d). Because he was considering Fed-
eral employment, Mr. Ballou inquired of the
U.S. Navy Finance Center on November 4,
1958, as to his status under the Dual Com-
pensation and Dual Employment Acts (5
U.S.C. 69(a) and 62). The Finance Center’'s

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

letter advised Mr. Ballou that the Dual Em-~
ployment Act generally precluded him from
taking a Government position but noted
that this determination was the responsi-
bility of the employing agency. On March
25, 1959, Mr, Ballou applied for a position
with the FAA in Minnesota. His form 57
stated the following information:

“Released to inactive duty August 31, 1956
and placed on the retired list of the US.
Navy with the rank of CHELEC/W-2 and
with the retired pay of that rank, pursuant
to the provisions of United States Code, title
34, sections 430 (a) and (d).

“On April 6, 1959, Mr. Ballou was informed
by FAA central region that his application
for employment had been accepted. The
letter did not refer to the Dual Employment
Act. In 1960 Mr. Ballou was transferred
to a similar position with the FAA in Miami
and the Agency again accepted Mr. Ballou's
form 57 without mentioning a possible dual
employment problem.

“A telegram from the Navy Finance Cen-
ter, Norfolk, Va., April 12, 1962, notified the
FAA that Mr. Ballou's employment with the
FAA was precluded by the Dual Employment
Act (5 U.S.C. 62) and he was thereafter so
notified. Mr. Ballou remarked that he had
worrlied about the problem when the job
was offered to him but said that since his
form 57 stated his retired status so clearly
he assumed he had fulfilled his obligation in
the matter.

“From these facts it is apparent that it
was due to an error on the part of this
Agency that Mr. Ballou was hired. It fur-
ther appears that while Mr. Ballou had some
misgivings about the propriety of his ap-
pointment, these were dispelled by this
Agency's willingness to employ him knowing
of his retired status.

‘“His services with this Agency were satis-
factory as evidenced by his receiving a pro-
motion. It would seem a most inequitable
result that the Government should profit
from the services of Mr. Ballou, at his ex-
pense, when the reason for his loss was due
to an error on the part of the Government
and through no apparent fault on the part
of Mr. Ballou."

ELIZABETH RENEE LORLISE
GABRIELLE HUFFER

The bill (H.R. 5617) for the relief of
Elizabeth Renee Lorlise Gabrielle Huffer
was considered, ordered to a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the ReEcorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 908), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

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

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill is to enable the
beneficlary to retain her U.S. citizenship,
provided that she establishes residence in
this country prior to her 26th birthday.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

The beneficiary of the bill is a 24-year-old
native of France, who acquired U.S. citizen-
ship at birth through her U.S. citizen father.
Her parents are divorced, and the beneficiary
resides in Paris with her mother. The bene-
ficlary desires to complete her college educa-
tion before returning to the United States
and the instant bill will permit her to estab-
lish such residence prior to her 26th birthday.
Under the law, the beneficiary would have
been required to establish residence in the
United States prior to her 23d birthday.
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BILL PASSED OVER
The bill (H.R. 5728) for the relief of
the county of Cuyahoga, Ohio, was an-
nounced as next in order.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Over.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be passed over.

PASQUALE FIORICA

The bill (H.R. 5982) for the relief of
Pasquale Fiorica was considered, ordered

‘to a third reading, read the third time,

and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 910), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

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

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill is to facilitate the
entry into the United States in a nonquota
status, of an allen child to be adopted by
citizens of the United States.

ALEXANDER HAYTEKO

The bill (H.R. 6092) for the relief of
Alexander Haytko was considered, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the ReEcorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 911), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of H.R. 6092 is to provide that
the time limit within which an application
for disability retirement must be filed shall
be walved in favor of Alexander Haytko, a
former employee of the Department of the
Air Force. This would in effect determine
that the case be considered on its merits,
with resulting allowance of disability annu-
ity if it can be established that he was
totally disabled for useful and efficient service
in his grade or class of position at the time
of his separation. Annuity payments, if au-
thorized, would accrue from the bill’s enact-
ment date.

STATEMENT

As pointed out in the report of the House
Judiclary Committee, the Department of the
Air Force has deferred to the Civil Service
Commission as to the merits of H.R. 6092,
and that agency has Indicated that it has no
objection to determining annuity entitle-
ment in this case on its merits.

The facts and circumstances surrounding
this claim are set forth in House Report No.

984 on H.R. 6092, as follows:

“On August 28, 1959, Mr. Haytko was sepa-
rated from his position of warehouse fore-
man at the Cheli Air Force Depot, in May-
wood, Calif,, because of a reduction in force.
At the time of Mr. Haytko's separation from
the Alr Force, his supervisor suggested that
he file an application for disability retire-
ment since he had undergone surgery for a
duodenal ulcer in May of the same year, ap-
proximately 3 months earlier. Mr. Haytko
indicated that he considered his illness to be
of a temporary nature, and he declined to

N I IR = e




1964

apply for disability retirement at the time of
separation. Mr. Haytko's own statement to
the Civil Service Commission regarding this
matter reads:

“‘During the latter part of 1958, I was ad-
vised by my supervisor that I should apply
for a disability retirement. I stated at that
time, to my supervisor, that I felt that I
was still capable of performing my duties and
did not desire to retire. My supervisor then
informed me that he would take the neces-
sary action. I persuaded him to withhold
such action since I would be terminated by
a reduction in force in the very near future.
He consented to do this.

“* ‘Upon my termination of employment by
RIF, I was advised by my supervisor to agaln
consider disability retirement. I felt that
after a few months' rest I would then seek
employment.’

“Mr. Haytko executed an application for
disability retirement on September 12, 1962,
more than 3 years after separation from his
Alr Force position on August 28, 1959. The
claim was disallowed by the Civil Service
Commission as not being timely filed. The
Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930,
as amended, specifies the time limit for filing
applications for disability retirement as fol-
lows:

“'No claim shall be allowed under this
sectlon unless the application is filed with
the Commission prior to separation of the
employee or member from the service or
within 1 year thereafter.’

“The Department of the Air Force has de-
ferred to the Civil SBervice Commission as to
the merits of H.R. 6092 and that agency has
indicated that it has no objection to deter-
mining annuity entitlement in this case on
its merits. An examination of the events
leading up to Mr. Haytko’s separation re-
veals that he had been for some time on light
duty as the result of instructions from his
doctor because of a previous accident which
occurred during the course of his employ-
ment. His supervisor has stated in writing
that during the latter part of 1958 Mr.
Haytko was using more and more sick leave
due to an arthritic and ulcer condition.
While he repeatedly recommended to Mr.
Haytko that he apply for disability retire-
ment, he was not aware of the time restric-
tion that applied to applications for disabil-
ity retirement and reported that the civilian
personnel office gave employees little or no
information regarding regulations governing
retirement, rights, ete. As the result of the
failure of his supervisor to advise him of this
time limitation, Mr. Haytko chose to con-
tinue looking for work during the next 3
years. Separated from his position on Au-
gust 28, 1959, at the age of 53, he decided to
walt until he was 56, when he was under the
impression he would be able to receive regu-
lar retirement benefits. He was not aware
that 30 years of service is required in order
to retire at 58.

“The record before the committee reveals
that Mr. Haytko has exhausted his unem-
ployment insurance and his personal savings
while his deteriorating health has prevented
him from obtaining employment. His only
income 1is disability compensation based
upon 40-percent disability due to loss of one
eye in service during World War II

"Consideration of the facts and circum-
stances in this case lead to the conclusion
that Mr. Haytko was a proud man who did
not wish to apply for a disability pension;
an optimistic man who was hopeful that his
health would permit him to secure other em-
ployment; and a misinformed man who was
not aware that his clear Intention to apply
for disability retirement in the event he was
unable to secure and effectively perform em-
ployment was subject to a time restriction.
The committee concludes that this is a case

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

where the equitable considerations justify
waiver of the time limitation so that Mr.
Haytko's application for disability retire-
ment may be examined on its merits.”

STANISLAW EKURYJ

The bill (H.R. 6313) for the relief of
Stanislaw Kuryj was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the report
l() Ilﬁa 912), explaining the purposes of the

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

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill is to enable Stani-
slaw Kury] to enjoy the status of an allen
who was paroled into the United States un-
der the provisions of the act of July 14, 1960.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

The beneficiary of the bill is a 41-year-old
native and citizen of Poland, who was ad-
mitted to the United States as a crewman on
April 24, 1961. He left his vessel and applied
for a stay of deportation on the ground that
his deportation to Poland would cause him
to be subject to physical persecution. This
application was granted. The beneficiary
was a member of the Communist Party from
1947 to 1950, when he resigned due to disillu-
sionment and mistreatment of himself and
his family. From 1950 to 1957, the benefi-
ciary was employed in a soap factory and
thereafter as a fisherman. As a union dele-
gate on his vessel, the beneficiary complained
to the captain about conditions on board,
and he was threatened with bodily harm by
various Communist crewmembers. The
beneficlary is presently employed as a stock
clerk in Boston, Mass,

WALTER L. MATHEWS AND
OTHERS

The bill (H.R. 6320) for the relief of
Walter L. Mathews and others was con-
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the report
l() Elo. 913), explaining the purposes of the

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

PURPOSE

This bill would relieve Walter L. Mathews
and 20 other civillan employees and former
civilian employees of the Naval Ordnance
Plant, Macon, Ga., of all liability to repay
to the United States the overpayment of
salary received by them during the periods
set out in the bill as a result of administra-
tive errors.

STATEMENT

The House of Representatives, in its favor-
able conslderation of HR. 6320, sets forth the
facts and justification for this legislation,
as follows:

“This bill was introduced after a General
Accounting Office audit in 1862 during which
the auditors questioned three groups of pay
actions. The Department of the Navy rec-
ognized that the employees concerned were
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in no way at fault, and thus reported no ob-
jection to enactment of H.R. 6320 if amended
to correct several errors in the bill as to the
dates involved. The Comptroller General
indicated that ordinarily relief legislation
in such cases is not favored, but that
whether the facts and circumstances are of
such a nature as to warrant relief is a mat-
ter of policy for determination by the Con-
gress.

"The pay actions ultimately held to be er-
roneous, following the audit in 1962, resulted
from a misinterpretation by administrative
personnel of the provisions of law concerning
step increases In pay. The largest group of
individuals named were promoted from un-
graded to graded positions and granted
scheduled step increases in the grade posi-
tions prior to eligibility thereto. The errors
resulted from fallure of administrative offi-
cers to consider pay adjustments received in
ungraded positions as equivalent increases
when counting step increase waiting periods
in the graded positions.

“The second group, affecting two em-
ployees, consisted of overpayments made
when their salaries were retroactively
changed to higher rates. The two employees
had held higher grades and were changed
to lower grades during a reduction in force.
Later they were prompted to higher grade po-
sitions at which time, through error, their
salaries were not adjusted based upon their
previously held higher rates. When this
mistake was discovered, a retroactive ad-
justment was made under regulations au-
thorizing retroactive correction of admin-
istrative errors. The General Accounting
Office - auditor, however, maintained that
there was no evidence of administrative er-
ror in the original salary determination so
that no subsequent correction could be prop-
erly made.

“The third group, affecting one employee,

consisted of overpayments made as a result.

of administrative error with respect to rein-
statement in grade GS-5 of an employee who
had been a GS-3. Through error the em-
ployee was given an additional step within
the grade GS-5 to which she was not en-
titled.

“The amounts of overpayments set forth
in the Navy report are not precise determi-
nations because the errors go back so many
years; however, the Comptroller General has
reviewed the records and reported exact fig-
ures which total §7,785.33 for all 21 em-
ployees. The committee has been given to
understand that none of the employees had
any idea that they had been overpaid. The
overpayments were obviously the result of
administrative error and not the result of
negligence of the employees. The adminis-
trative errors themselves appear to have
been not the result of negligence, but of an
honest misinterpretation of the regulations,
The committee is also informed that the
administrative actions which resulted in
these overpayments have now been emphati-
cally brought to the attention of the respon-
sible authorities, and corrective actlon has
been taken to prevent their repetition in
the future. It is also reported that the em-
ployee and morale problems caused by these
administrative errors have created such con-
cern at the Macon Ordnance Flant that it
should preclude similar unfortunate errors
in the future.

“For the most part the amounts involved
are relatively small and have extended over
a long period of time. Under the circum-
stances resulting from administrative inter-
pretations about which there still appears
to be some difference of opinion, it does not
seem equitable to assess liability to the
employees who were without knowledge of
the errors and without negligence.”
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CAPT. OTIS R. BOWLES

The bill (H.R. 6477) for the relief of
Capt. Otis R. Bowles was considered,
ordered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the re-
port explaining the purposes of the bill.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation is
to relieve Capt. Otis R. Bowles, U.S. Army, re-
tired, of Keokuk, Iowa, of llability in the
amount of $6,933.34 which was paid him for
services he rendered the United States as a
civilian employee from June 20, 1960, to De-
cember 15, 1961, and January 29 to May 18,
1962, before it was found that his employ-
ment was barred by the act of July 31, 1894.
The bill would also authorize the payment
of any amounts refunded by Captain Bowles
or withheld from amounts due him.

STATEMENT

The Committee on the Judiciary of the
House of Representatives reports the facts
and circumstances surrounding this claim
as follows:

“Capt. Otis R. Bowles retired from the
Army in 1958 after more than 30 years' active
duty. He was retired as a chief warrant
officer (W-4) and receives the retired pay of
a chief warrant officer. However, upon re-
tirement, he was advanced on the retired list
to the grade of captain, the highest com-
missioned grade he held while on active duty.

“Nearly 2 years after his retirement on
June 20, 1960, he was employed as a civillan
by the Army and worked until December 15,
1961. He was again employed by the Army
on January 29, 1962, and worked until May
18, 1962, when he finally was informed that
he should not have been hired, because his
employment was barred by the dual office
provisions of the act of July 31, 1894. The
net result of this chain of events is that all
of the money earned by Mr. Bowles in his
civillan capacity has been ruled to have been
pald him without authority, hence must be
repald by him to the Government. The
amount earned by Mr. Bowles totaled $6,033.-
34 and, since November of 1962, $45 a month
has been taken out of his retired pay to
satisfy this liability.

“The committee finds that the facts of
this case provide a clear basis for legislative
relief. It is obviously unfair for the United
States to benefit from this man's services for
extended periods of time and then to require
him to pay back the money he earned. In
addition, the Army report states that he had
no notice of any question of his eligibility
for Federal employment, and was actually
misled by an Army pamphlet on this very
point. In this connection, the Army report
stated:

“‘It 1s noted that until the termination
of his civilian employment, no one informed
Captain Bowles that he was subject to the
provisions of the Dual Office Act, in spite of
‘the fact that as early as January 1, 1961, the
U.S. Army Finance Center was aware of his
civilian employment. Captain Bowles hon-
estly believed that he was not subject to the
act as he relied upon paragraph 83 of De-
partment of the Army Pamphlet 600-5, dated
August 1957, which was given to him at the
time of retirement. That paragraph stated:
“It (the Dual Office Act) does not apply to
Regular Army warrant officers whose retired
pay 1s based upon a commissioned grade or
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who are subsequently advanced to a com-
missioned grade on the Army of the United
States retired list.” The above statement Is
an erroneous interpretation of applicable law
and has been changed in later publications.
It is clear that Captain Bowles justifiably re-
lied upon its accuracy.'"

The Army report further notes that this Ii-
ability is causing Captain Bowles an unfair
financial hardship. The Army concluded
that it had no objection to relief and stated:

“sThe Department of the Army generally
does not oppose legislation of this type when
it appears that the recipient of erroneous or
illegal payments from the United States re-
celved such funds in good faith and, in addi-
tion, it would impose a financial hardship
on the recipient if repayment were required.
It is evident in this case that Captain Bowles
received the amounts in question for valu-
able services which he performed for the Gov-
ernment and that he reasonably belleved
that he was entitled to the compensation. It
has been established that to require repay-
ment imposes a financial hardship upon him.
Captain Bowles must not only support his
own family which includes his wife, who is
presently an invalid, and a teenage daughter,
but has also assumed the additional burden
of helping to support his recently deceased
brother’'s large family. Under the circum-
stances here present it would accord with
equitable principles to relleve Captain
Bowles of his existing indebtedness to the
United States and repay him the amount
withheld from his retirement since Novem-
ber 1962. Accordingly, this Department is
not opposed to the enactment of this bill.""

CONSTANTINE THEOTHOROPOULOS

The bill (H.R. 6591) for the relief of
Constantine Theothoropoulos was con-
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 915), explaining the purposes of the
bill.

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

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill is to facilitate the
entry into the United States In a nonquota
status of an allen child adopted by citizens
of the United States.

BILL PASSED OVER

The bill (H.R. 6748) for the relief of
the J. D. Wallace & Co., Inc.,, was an-
nounced as next in order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Over.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be passed over.

TERESA ELLIOPOULOS
ANASTASIA ELLIOPOULOS

The bill (H.R. 7347) for the relief of
Teresa Elliopoulos and Anastasia Ellio-
poulos was considered, ordered to a third
reading, read the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the ReEcorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 917), explaining the purposes
of the bill.
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There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill is to facilitate the
entry into the United States in a nongquota
status of two allen children to be adopted
by citizens of the United States.

BILL PASSED OVER

The bill (H.R. T491) for the relief of
William L. Berryman, was announced as
next in order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Over.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be passed over.

WLADYSLAWA PYTLAK JAROSZ

The bill (H.R. 7821) for the relief of
Wiladyslawa Pytlak Jarosz was consid-
ered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the report
{:ﬂ? 919), explaining the purposes of the

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

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill is to provide for
restoration of U.S. citizenship to Wladyslawa
Pytlak Jarosz, which was lost by voting in a
foreign political election.

ROY W. FICKEN

The bill (H.R. 8085) for the relief of
Roy W. Ficken was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the report
explaining the purposes of the bill.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation is
to relieve Roy W. Ficken of Hayward, Calif,,
of liability to the United States Iin the
amount of $7,941.60 representing the com-
pensation received by him from February 9,
1961, to January 6, 1962, while employed at
the Military Sea Transportation Service,
San Francisco, Calif.,, on the basis of a sub-
sequent determination that his employment
was barred by the act of July 31, 1884 (5
U.S.C. 62). The bill would also authorize
the refund of any amounts repald or with-
held by reason of this liabllity.

STATEMENT

The Department of the Navy is of the opin-
fon that the proposed legislation has suffi-
clent merit that the Department would inter-
pose no objection to enactment.

The Comptroller General states that
whether this case warrants “relief legisla-
tion is a matter of policy for determination
by the Congress.”

The Committee on the Judiclary of the
House of Representatives reports the facts
and circumstances surrounding this claim as
follows:

“The Department of the Navy in its report
to the committee on the bill, after reviewing
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the particular circumstances of the case,
stated that It has no objection to its enact-
ment.

“The amount stated in the bill, $7,941.60,
is the total of amounts paid to Mr. Ficken
for services to the Government as a civilian
employee. He was employed by the Military
Sea Transportation Service as an Inspector
and earned $3.26 an hour. In considering
this matter the committee noted that the
Government itself misled Mr. Ficken by in-
dicating that while subject to the restrictions
of section 212 of the act of June 30, 1932
(5 U.S.C. 59a, 47 Stat. 406, as amended), he
was not subject to section 2 of the act of
July 31, 1894, "“the Dual Office Act” (5 U.S.C.
62, 28 Stat. 205, as amended). The Navy
report itself detalls these facts for it states
that: o

“ ‘It appears from the records of this De-

«partment that Mr. Ficken was approved for
appointment through a misinterpretation of
the multitude of decisions on the dual em-
ployment and dual compensation laws. The
commander, Military Sea Transportation
Service (Pacific), San Francisco, Calif.
(COMSTSPAC) believed that Mr. Picken was
not subject to the dual employment law, the
act of July 31, 1894 (5 U.8.C. 62), although
he concluded Mr. Ficken was subject to the
dual compensation law, the act of June 30,
1932 (5 U.S.C. 69a). Only after an exchange
of communications with the Navy Finance
Center did COMSTSPAC recognize that Mr.
Ficken's appointment was-a vielation of the
dual employment law. It is the opinion of
this Department that Mr. Picken did not
Jknowingly contribute to the violation. A

chronologlcal history of the facts in this case .

follows: .

“ed(a) On February 9, 1961, Mr. Ficken
was appointed by COMSTSPAC as an inspec-
tor (ship's mechanical systems), $3.25 per
hour, after having been advised that he was
eligible for Federal employment, subject only
to the dual compensation law.

“44(h) On February 28, 1961, COMSTSPAC
notified the Navy Finance Center, Cleveland,
Ohlo, of Mr. Ficken's employment. (Mr.
Ficken was a Navy enlisted man from Feb-
ruary 1934 to April 1945, and an officer from
April 1945 until his retirement in April
19568.)

"+ (g) On December 4, 1961, COMSTSPAC

~notified the Navy Finance Center of a wage
increase given Mr. Ficken,

“i%(d) On December 22, 1961, the Navy
Finance Center notified COMSTSPAC that
Mr. Ficken's employment was a violation of
the dual employment law since he retired
under 10 U.S.C. 6323. The Comptroller Gen-+
eral has held, 35 COMPGEN 657, that per-
sons retiring under the authority of section 6,
act of February 21, 1946 (10 U.S.C. 6323)
hold office within the meaning of the dual
employment law, and thus are not eligible
for Federal employment.

“iv(a) On March 16, 1962, Mr. Ficken's
employment was terminated. As of this
date he had received $7,813.26; pay for his
last week of employment was withheld
($218.37), as was payment for accumulated
leave ($444.81).""

“The actual status of Mr. Ficken's em-
ployment was not clarified until the Navy
Finance Center was called upon to make a
further reduction in his retired pay because
his hourly wage had been increased to $3.52
an hour and the Economy Act placed a ceil-
ing upon the combined amount of civilian
compensation and retired pay. There is,
therefore, no question but the Navy was fully
advised of Mr. Ficken's retired status. This
is noted in the report of the General Ac-
counting Office which states: o

“ ‘It appears that the Department of the
Navy was aware of the possibility that Mr.
Ficken's employment as a civilian might be
prohibited by the 1894 act at the time he
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was employed, but that the Department
erroneously determined that he was not sub-
Jject to that prohibition. Thus, it appears
that Mr, Ficken relied upon the Depart-
ment’s erroneous determination in accepting
Federal employment.’

“The unfairness to this retired navyman
is obvious. Not only did his reliance upon
the Government work to his detriment, but
the Government received the benefit of his
services for more than 1 year and now is In
the position of demanding that he refund
the money he earned for those services.
This places an unfair burden upon a man
who acted in complete good faith. The com-
mittee recommends that the bill be amended
to correct the amount shown in the bill to
$7941.60 as suggested by the General Ac-
counting Office, and that the amended bill
be considered favorably.”

JOHN GEORGE KOSTANTOYANNIS

The bill (H.R. 8322) for the relief of
John George Kostantoyannis was con-
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 921), explaining the purposes
of the bill.

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

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill is to grant to the
adopted son of a U.S. citizen the status of a
second preference immigrant, which is the
status normally enjoyed by the alien sons
and daughters of citizens of the United
States.

CERTAIN MEDICAL AND DENTAL
OFFICERS OF THE AIR FORCE

The bill (H.R. 8507) for the relief of
certain medical and dental officers of the
Air Force was considered, ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

Mr, MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the report
gg{a 922), explaining the purposes of the

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of the bill is to relieve certain
medical and dental officers of the Alr Force
or former medical or dental officers of that
service who were credited with an erroneous
amount of service for pay purposes because
of paragraph 5 of Personnel Orders No. 193
of the National Guard Bureau for any
amounts received by them as a result of er-
roneous credit.

STATEMENT

The Department of the Air Force recom-
mends the enactment of the bill.

The General Accounting Office advises the
Congress that the question of whether relief
should be granted is a matter for the deter-
mination of Congress.

In its favorable report on the bill the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary of the House of Rep-
resentatives said:

“The provisions of this bill embody the
recommendations of the Air Force which were
sent to the committee in connection with a
supplemental report on a private bill for an
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individual officer who was affected by the er-
ror referred to in the bill. The private bill,
H.R. 1408, was the subject of a report by the
Department of the Air Force dated April 30,
1963. That report detailed the history of
the matter and noted that an investigation
had disclosed that 15 other officers were af-
fected in the same manner as the beneficiary
of HR. 1408. The Air Force indlcated that
it was preparing a suggested draft of legis-
lation which would cover all 16 of the officers
who were affected by the erroneous credit of
service. The supplemental report was sent
to the committee onh September 4, 1063, and
the draft enclosed with that report was in-
troduced as H.R. 85607 as noted above.

“The case of the benefleiary of the private
bill, HR. 1408, Col. Theodore C. Marrs, U.S.
Air Force, Medical Corps, illustrates the prob-
lem which would be corrected by the enact-
ment of HR. 8507. Colonel Marrs was com-
missioned in the Air Force Reserve as a major
on March 28, 19563. He was designated as a
medical officer, placed on extended active
duty on January 11, 1954, and served on con-
tinuous active duty through January 10,
1956. He jolned the Alabama Air National
Guard on July 5, 19566, and was a member of
that organization until September 30, 1961,
when he was recalled to extended active duty
with the Air Force on October 1, 1961, re-
maining in that status until August 31, 1962.
On September 1, 1962, Colonel Marrs returned
to duty as a member of the Alabama Air Na-
tional Guard and on September 4, 1962, he
was assigned to a 90-day tour of active duty
with headquarters in Washington, D.C. At
the present time, he is serving on extended
active duty. During the entire period, he

has been designated as a medical officer, en- .

titled to the special pay authorized by sec-
tion 302, title 37, United States Code (for-
merly sec. 208(b) of the Career Compensa-
tion Act of 1949, as amended (37 U.B.C. 234
(b)). Beginning in June 1958, he was also
designated as a “flight surgeon" and entitled,
when he met the basic requirements to in-
centive pay as a crewmember. involving fre-
quent and regular particlpation in aerial
flights.

“At the time Colonel Marrs was commis-
sioned in the Air Force Reserve, the law
(Army-Navy-Public Health Service Medical
Officer Procurement Act of 1947 (61 Stat.
777) ) authorized the President to make orig-
inal appointments in commissioned grades
from qualified civillan doctors of medicine.
They were entitled to be credited, for pur-
poses of promotion, with the minimum num-
ber of years service required in that grade.
In addition, the Officer Personnel Act of 1947
(61 Stat. 892) provided that for purposes of
determining grade, position on the promotion
list, permanent grade seniority, and eligibil-
ity for promotion, each person appointed or
commissioned an officer in the Medical Corps
was entitled to credit of an amount of serv-
ice equal to 4 years. No law authorized in-
clusion of 4 years' credit or credit granted
for promotion purposes-in the computation
of creditable service for pay purposes.

“Public Law 487, B4th Congress, effective
May 1, 1856, authorized the Secretary con-
cerned to prescribe the amount of service
credit to which a doctor, commissioned as
medical officer, was entitled for purposes of
determining ‘'Hneal position, permanent
grade, position on the promotion list, senior-

ity in permanént grade, and eligibility for.

promotion. However, a doctor of medicine
who had completed 1-year internship was en-
titled to not less than 5 years' creditable
tervice for this purpose. This law also au-
thorized 5 years' service credit for pay pur-
poses for members designated as medical
officers who had completed 1 year of medi-
cal internship.

“Under Alr Force regulations, doctors com-
missioned in the Medical Corps were given
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credit for civilian professional service for
promotion purposes but not for pay pur-
poses. Entirely separate regulations applied
in computing creditable service for pay pur-
poses. Some time after he joined the Air
National Guard, Colonel Marrs' service was
computed to give him the benefits of Public
Law 497. He was given credit for 4 years
medical school; 1 year medical internship; 11
years, 6 months, 3 days professional service;
and 2 years, 9 months, 13 days credit for
prior service in the Air Force—a total of
19 years, 3 months, 16 days. Based on this
computation his ‘total years service' was es-
tablished as March 19, 1937. This was er-
roneously announced as his ‘pay date' by
Personnel Orders No. 193, issued on October 4,
1957, by the National Guard Bureau, Wash-
Ington, D.C. It was also published as his
pay date in the National Guard registers for
1958, 1959, 1960, and 1961. Beginning in
October 1957, his pay was based on a pay date
of March 18, 1937.

“On September 4, 1962, Colonel Marrs re-
ported to the Pentagon for a 80-day tour of
active duty. At that time he visited the
National Guard Bureau to verify the service
credited to him for pay purposes. The Na-
tional Guard Bureau showed him a copy of
Personnel Orders No. 185, dated October 8,
1957, revoking the previous order (No. 193)
which established Colonel Marrs’ pay date as
March 19, 1937. Colonel Marrs advised the
National Guard Bureau he had never seen
nor been aware of orders revoking the orders
which established his pay date as March 19,
18937. Colonel Marrs discussed the matter
with officials in the Department of the Air
Force. No information could be located to
substantiate the pay date of March 19, 1937,
established by Personnel Orders No. 193.
Nelther could any information be located to
establish that the Alabama Air National
Guard had been furnished a copy of the or-
ders revoking Personnel Orders No. 193.

After publication of Personnel Orders No.
183 (October 4, 1957, through September 19,
1961) he was pald by the National Guard on
the basis of the erroneous pay date of March
19, 1937. This resulted in overpayments of
basic pay and flight pay during this period
which totaled $2,876.06. From September 19,
1961, through August 31, 1962, Colonel Marrs
was paid by the Air Force. His baslic pay and
flight pay were based on the erroneous “pay
date"” established by Personnel Orders No.
193, published while he was a member of the
Alabama Air National Guard. He was paid
as a lieutenant colonel with ‘over 24 years'
service’ when In fact he was entitled and
should have been paid as a lleutenant colo-
nel with ‘over 12 years' service." During this

time he was overpaid a total of $2,592.66.

“The Department of the Air Force in its
report to the committee on the private bill
indicated that there are no administrative
procedures under which Colonel Marrs can
be relleved of the indebtedness. Of course,
the same holds true as to the other similarly
situated officers. The same order which cov-
ered Colonel Marrs also announced ‘pay
dates’ for the following 15 medical and
«dental officers of the National Guard Bureau
based, apparently, on the same formula
used in computing the erroneous pay date
for Colonel Marrs: Col. David A. MecCoy, Col.
William H. Beard, Col. S8am Lemkin, Col.
Seymour B. Goston, Lt. Col. Louis M. Cuvil-
lier, Maj. Frank J. Ditraglia, Capt. David
Lewis, Capt. Lawrence V. Phillips, Capt. Alan
E. Lowerstein, Capt. John P. Flood, Capt.
John R. Vincent, Capt. Seth H. Barovich,
Capt. Edward H. Brazell, Capt. Walter L.
Washburn, and Capt. Earl L. Masters, Jr. A
review of the pay accounts of the officers
listed in paragraph 5 of Personnel Orders No.
193 was being made on the date of the sup-
plemental report. No discrepancies were
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found in the pay accounts of 7 of the 16
officers, but the audit of the pay accounts
of 4 of the officers had not been completed.
The Air Force review of that date revealed
that in addition to Colonel Marrs, four other
officers were overpaid a total of 8510.61. The
total overpayments identified amounted to
$5,881.25. While a small amount had been
collected, collection action had not been
initiated pending completion of the audit.
The supplemental report together with the
results of the review are set forth at the end
of this report.

“In view of the technicalities evident in
the history outlined above and the evident
good faith of the officers concerned, this
committee belleves that this is an appro-
priate case for legislative relief. Clearly
there 18 no recourse for these officers other
than an appeal to the Congress. In view of
the position of the Department of the Air
Force that it has no objection to relief in
this instance and the circumstances of the
overpayment, this committee recommends
that the bill be considered favorably.”

BILL: PASSED OVER

The bill (H.R. 4361) for the relief of
the estate of Paul F. Ridge, was an-
nounced as next in order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Over.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be passed over.

DEMETRIOS DOUSOPOULAS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 75633) for the relief of Demet-
rios Dousopoulas, which had been report-
ed from the Committee on the Judiciary,
with amendments, on page 1, line 7, after
the word “Act”, to strike out the comma
and “under such conditions and controls
which the Attorney General, after con-
sultation with the Surgeon General of
the United States Public Health Service,
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, may deem necessary to impose”,
and on page 2, line 1, after the word
“That”, to strike out the comma and “un-
less the beneficiary is entitled to care
under chapter 55 of title 10 of the United
States Code,".

The amendments were agreed to.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

BILL PASSED OVER

The bill (8. 935) to protect the consti-
tutional rights of certain individuals who
are mentally ill, to provide for their care,
treatment, and hospitalization, and for
other purposes, was announced as next
in order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Over.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be passed over.

AMENDMENT TO THE INTERNAL
SECURITY ACT OF 1950

The Senate proceeded to consider the

bill (H.R. 950) to amend the Internal

Security Act of 1950, which had been

reported from the Committee on the

March 2

Judiciary, with an amendment, on page
5, after line 8, to insert:

(¢) Nothwithstanding section 133(d) of
title 10, United States Code, any authority
vested In the Secretary of Defense by sub-
section (a) may be delegated only to the
Deputy Secretary of Defense or the Director
of the National Security Agency, or both.

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
gurm?ssed and the bill to be read a third

e.

The bill was read the third time and
passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerct from the report

1(:1;11?' 926), explaining the purposes of the

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of the bill is to establish a
legislative base for enforcing a strict security
standard for the employment and retention
in employment of persons of the National
Security Agency and to achleve maximum
security for the activities of the Agency, to
strengthen the capability of the Secretary
of Defense and the Director of the National
Security Agency and to provide for such by
authorizing the Secretary of Defense sum-
marlly to terminate the employment of any
officer or employee of the Agency wherever
he considers that action to be in the interest
of the United States, and by expressly ex-
cepting appointments to the Agency posi-
tions from the Civil Bervice Act of 1883 and
from provisions of the Performance Rating
Act of 1960.

ETATEMENT

H.R. 850 has five maln provisions:

1. It provides that no person shall be em-
ployed in, or detalled or assigned to the
National Securlty Agency and given access
to classified information unless such employ-
ment, detail or access is “clearly consistent
with the national security.” The power of
Congress to legislate standards and qualifi-
cations for Federal employment is not with-
out precedent. For example, section 145(b)
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 prescribes
security standards for employment in that
Agency.

2. It prohibits the employment of any per-
son in the Agency unless he or she has been
cleared for access to classified information
after a full field investigation. It is gen-
erally known that the activities and respon-
sibilities of the Natlonal Security Agency are
highly classified. In view of these respon-
sibilities, strict security practices are an
absolute necessity in the interest of our na-
tional security.

3. It provides for one or more boards of
appraisal to be appointed by the Director of
the Agency to assist him in discharging his
personnel security responsibilities. Each
member of such a board shall be specially
qualified and trained for his duties as such
a member. The Director will refer to such
boards doubtful cases which, in his opinion,
warrant further inquiry as to the suitability
of the employee’s appointment to, or reten-
tion in, employment. If this bill is enacted,
no one at the National Security Agency may
be given access to classified information con-
trary to the recommendations of these
boards, unless the Secretary of Defense or
his designee states in writing that such
access is “in the national interest.”

4. It gives to the Secretary of Defense in
a limited class of cases the summary power,
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when the national security requires such
action, to terminate the employment of any
employee of the Agency. The Secretary is
to exercise this power only “in the Interests
of the United States” and after determining
that procedures prescribed in other laws gov-
erning termination of Government service
cannot be invoked “consistently with the
national security.” Such a determination
by the Secretary shall be final. Such ter-
mination of employment, however, will not
prevent the employee from seeking or ac-
cepting employment with any other depart-
ment or agency of the United States if he or
she is declared eligible for such employment
by the U.S. Civil Service Commission.

It is not novel for Congress to legislate the.

power of summary dismissal. In fact, Con-
gress granted this same power to the Direc-
tor of the Central Intelligence Agency in the
National Security Act of 1947. The respon-
sibilities assigned to the Natlonal Security
Agency are so great, and the consequences
of error so devasting, that authority to
deviate from a proposed uniform-loyalty pro-
gram for Federal employees should be granted
to this Agency. This committee specifically
approves and affirms the statement of the
committee which handled this bill in the
other body, that: “This grant of authority
recognizes the principle that the responsi-
bility for control of those persons who are to
have access to highly classified information
should be accompanied by commensurate
authority to terminate their employment
when their retention and continued access
to extremely sensitive information is not
clearly consistent with the national security.”

5. The bill excepts appointments to the
Agency from the provisions of the Civil
Service Act of 1883 and from provisions of
the Performance Rating Act of 1950. These
exceptions are now administratively executed
but it is deemed desirable to give statutory
exemption to preclude the withdrawal of the
authority. Other sensitive agencies are al-
ready excepted by statute from the require-
ment of similar disclosures.

It 18 to be recalled that in June 1960,
Bernon P, Mitchell and Willlam H. Martin,
two employees of the National Security
Agency who had access to top secret crypto-
logic Information, defected to the Soviet
Union. Shortly thereafter, the House Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities conducted
an extensive investigation of the circum-
stances surrounding the defection, along with
a detdiled examination of the personnel
security regulations and procedures in effect
at the time of the defection, and of subse-
quent measures taken by the Agency to re-
solve any weaknesses In its procedures. A
report of the investigation, “Security Prac-
tices in the National Security Agency—De-
fection of Bernon F. Mitchell and Willlam
H. Martin,” was presented to the House of
Representatives on August 13, 1962. As a re-
sult of the investigation and after hearings
were held in executive session, at which ap-
peared representatives of the Departments of
Defense and Justice, the National Security
Agency, and the Civil Service Commission,
the then chairman of the House Commiittee
on Un-American Actlvities, the late Francis
E. Walter, introduced H.R. 12082, a bill iden-
tical in scope and purpose to that now under
consideration, HR. 950. Defense, Justice,
and the National Security Agency all con-
curred in the necessity of such legislation.
The Civil Service Commission voiced no ob-
Jection to enactment of the bill,

In the light of overriding security consid-
erations it was not, and Is not deemed ap-
propriate to set forth in detail the matters

presented by the witnesses at the executive ,

hearing referred to above. Congress was
careful to provide, in section 6 of Public
Law 36, 86th Congress, that no law shall be
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construed to require the disclosure of an
activity or function of the Agency. This
committee blieves it sufficlent to say that all
inquiries were met with the full cooperation
of the witnesses.

H.R. 12082 passed the House on September
19, 1962. However, because of the lateness of
the session, the Senate did not have time to
act on the bill prior to adjournment of the
B7th Congress. On January 9, 1963, shortly
after the BBth Congress convened, Mr. Walter
agaln introduced his proposal, ‘the present
HR. 950. The bill passed in the House on
May 9, 1963 by a vote of 340 to 40.

As recently as July 1963, it was announced
that another former employee of the Na-
tional Security Agency, Victor Norris Hamil-
ton, had also defected to the Soviet Union.
This latest defection illustrates once again
the vital importance of early Senate action
on HR. 950. The committee belleves that
passage of the bill will plug the loopholes
which made possible the employment of such
individuals as Hamilton, Mitchell, and
Martin by the National Security Agency.

AMENDMENT

The committee amendment is intended
to insure that the Secretary of Defense will
not delegate widely the authority granted
to him to terminate the employment of an
officer or employee of the Agency when he
considers that action to be in the interest
of the United States and determines that
the procedures prescribed in other provisions
of law that authorize termination of employ-
ment of that officer or employee cannot be
invoked consistently with the national se-
curity. The amendment would confine any
possible delegation of this authority to the
Deputy Secretary of Defense or the Director
of the National Security Agency, or both.

Text of the proposed amendment, which
would be inserted in the bill at the end of
section 303 on page 5, as a new subsection,
is as follows: "“(c) Notwithstanding section
133(d) of ‘title 10, United States Code, any
authority vested in the Secretary of Defense
by subsection (a) may be delegated only to
the Deputy SBecretary of Defense or the Di-
rector of the National Security Agency, or
both."”

CLERK AND MARSHAL OF THE
SUPREME COURT

The bill (H.R. 7235) to amend sections
671 and 672 of title 28, United States
Code, relating to the Clerk and the Mar-
shal of the Supreme Court was con-
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 930), explaining the purposes of the
bill.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of H.R. 7235 1s to amend sec-
tions 671 and 672 of title 28, United States
Code, to provide that henceforth the office
of the Clerk of the Supreme Court of the
United States shall be financed from appro-
priated funds rather than from the Court’s
fees and that the fees currently used to fi-
nance the Clerk’s Office shall be paid into the

of the United States. All offices

of the Supreme Court, with the exception

of the Clerk’s Office, are paid by the Marshal
of the Supreme Court from appropriated

. Tunds. H.R. 7235 would remove this excep-

tion ‘and would authorize payment by the
Marshal to the Clerk, his deputies, and em-
ployees.
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A House amendment, approved by this
committee, provides further that the Clerk
of the Court will be required to certify the
vouchers which he would forward to the Mar-
shal for payment of the expenses of printing
briefs and traveling expenses of attorneys
who appear in behalf of persons whose mo-
tions to appear in forma pauperis in the
Supreme Court have been approved and
counsel has been appointed. This will pro-
vide the same procedure which the law re-
quires for disbursement of costs regarding
the librarian of the Court, which law requires
certified vouchers by the librarian of the
Court. In both of these instances the in-
dividuals—namely, the Clerk and the Ili-
brarian—provide bond as required by the
Court.

STATEMENT

The statutes covering the establishment
and duties of the Clerk's Office are found in
section 671 of the Judiclal Code. Basically,
the law provides that the Court may appoint
and compensate a Clerk who shall be subject
to removal by the Court. Provisions are in-
cluded for the appointment of deputies and
asslstants, and for bonding the Clerk.

Subsection (¢) of the statutes provides in
part: “Compensation of the clerk, his dep-
utles, assistants, and messengers, and the

necessary expenses of his office shall be dis-
bursed by the clerk from the fees collected
by him, upon allowance and approval by the
Chief Justice of the United Sta
The provisions of section 672(c), authorlzmg
the Marshal to pay salaries of the Court from
appropriated funds, excludes the Clerk, his.
deputies and employees.

H.R. 7235 provides that section 671 (¢) and
(d) be amended to eliminate the provisions
for the payment of salarles and expenses
from fees and to provide that the Clerk be
required to pay into the Treasury all moneys
collected. In addition, the exception of the
Clerk's Office from the Marshal's authority
to pay salarles from appropriated funds
would be eliminated. It is further provided
that the Marshal be specifically authorized to
pay the expenses and printing and travel in
in forma pauperis cases. These expenses have
been met for years from the Clerk’'s funds.

The amendments are to be effective only
when appropriations become available, since
otherwise the Clerk’s Office would be without
funds in the interim between the passage of
the act and the passage of the appropriations.

Historleally, since the Court was first estab-
lished in 1790, the salarles and miscellaneous
expenses of the Clerk’s Office in the Supreme
Court have been met from fees pald by
nt.iganta appearing before the Court and

from admission fees pald by attorneys being
admitted to practice. Until 1883, the funds
recelved were treated as money belonging
to the Clerk, and after paying his necessary
expenses, he retalned any surplus as his
compensation. At the present time the law
provides for payment into the Treasury of
the United States of fees from litigants not
utilized in running the Clerk's Office and the
Clerk and his assistants are compensated on
the basis of salaries fixed by the Court or by
the Chief Justice.

The expense of operating the Clerk's Office
has increased over the years, by reason of a
general increase in expenses in line with
the reduced purchasing power of the dollar,
by reason of salary increases equivalent to
those granted by Congress to Government
personnel generally, and by reason of a
greatly increased volume of work. Insofar
as the increased workload has pald for itself
in increased fees, no problem is created,
but a very large part of the increased work-
load has taken the form of in forma pauperis
cases Which have pald no fees and have im-
posed an ever-in burden on the
Clerk’s Office. The number of individual
cases In this category has increased from
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526 new cases filed in the 1952 term to 1,414
in the 1962 term just ended. All of these
factors together have resulted in an Increase
in the total expense of the Clerk’s Office from
$130,000 in 1952 to $227,000 in 1963.

The steadily increasing cost of operating
the Clerk’s Office in the past has been met
in two ways. First, the Court from time
to time has adjusted its fee schedule to meét
increased costs. The last general increase in
Court fees took place in 1950 and the last ad-
justment in the fee for admission, now $25,
took place in 1943. Second, there has been
a steadily increasing number of attorneys
seeking admission and the funds from these
admissions have in part, at least, met the
vastly Increased expenses of handling in for-
ma pauperis cases. Total revenues of the
office had increased from $127,000 in 1953 to
$188,000 in 1963.

Since revenues have not kept pace with
expenses, the Clerk’s Office has incurred defi-
cits in 4 out of the last 5 years. In the last
fiscal year this deficit amounted to $29,000.
It is clear that the office cannot continue on
its present method of financing without in-
creasing its fees materially.

In recent years the practice of financing
public services through a fee system has prac-
tically disappeared from operations of the
Federal Government. By and large, govern-
mental services are today filnanced by gen-
eral taxation rather than by special fees
imposed on the persons affected. This is
true of the Federal courts generally, where,
although fees are charged, they are not relied
upon to support the clerical activities with
the exception, of course, of the Clerk's Office
of the Supreme Court.

The Supreme Court Is reluctant to adjust
its fee schedule upward sufficiently to con-
tinue the Clerk's Office on a self-sustaining
basis. There is a conviction that justice
should be dispensed equally to the rich and
the poor alike and that to raise fees sub-
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stantially might impose a deterrent on per-
soms of limited means seeking justice in the
Supreme Court. Paupers can be taken care
of, though, at the expense of other litigants,
but the problem is far greater with respect
to persons of moderate means. In this re-
spect the Judicial Conference of the United
States has made every effort not to increase
the court fees in the Federal court system,
generally.

The justification for the proposed legis-
lation is, therefore, that it is good policy to
follow the current governmental trend of
financing public services by general taxation
rather than by special fees imposed upon the
individuals concerned since to increase the
fees sufficiently to provide for the future sol-
vency of the Clerk's Office might well im-
pose such costs on litigants that the rich
would receive a preference in the adminls-
tration of justice in the Supreme Court. The
administration of justice is a public benefit
and Its costs should be met by the public,

COsT

It Is estimated that on the basis of current
costs in the Clerk’s Office an appropriation of
about $260,000 a year will be necessary.
However, the net cost for the U.S. Treasury
would be much less. The income of the
Clerk's Office in the past 6 years has varied
between $160,000 and $233,000 so that it can
be anticipated that the net cost to the Gov-
ernment would amount to only about $50,000
to $60,000 a year. However, it should be
anticipated that this figure will increase in
the future since the salary costs of the
Clerk’s Office, In line with those of other
Government services, will rize from year to
year.

OPERATING COSTS

Following is a table showing the costs of
operating the office of the Clerk of the SBu-
preme Court for fiscal years 1953 through
1962:

Statutory fund 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1058 1959 1960 1961 1062
Balarles 1. .......... $06,024 | $08,504 | $07,100 |$112,273 |$130,000 ($146,117 |$157,117 |$168, 610 |$193,050 (8103, 276
Supplies?.......... 7,172 6,930 | 11,301 | 13,244 | 11,291 | 10,670 | 16,483 | 18,428 | 22,007 | 19,817

Expenses.....| 104,006 | 105,524 | 108,500 | 125,517 | 141,387 | 156,787 | 173,600 | 187,038 | 216,047 | 213,003

1 Ineludes agency contribution for retirement, health, and life insurance,
1 Includes printing, telephone, travel, repairs, equipment, furnishings, and postage.

VIEWS OF THE CHIEF JUSTICE

A letter from the Honorable Earl Warren,
Chief Justice of the United States, to Sena-
tor Orin D. JoHNsTON, chalrman of the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service, with
regard to H.R. 7235 follows:

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES,

Washington, D.C., February 27, 1964.

Hon, OLiN D. JOHNSTON,

Chairman, Senate Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service, New Senate Office
Building, Washington, D.C,

Dear SeENATOR JoHNsTON: In view of the
reference to your committee on H.R. T235,
a bill to amend the provisions of the Judi-
clary Act relating to the Clerk of the Su-
preme Court, I wish to advise you that the
Court i1s of the opinion that the bill is a
desirable one and should be enacted into
law.

The purpose of this legislation is to change
the practice under which the Clerk's Office
has been financed out of court fees and to
provide that these fees be paid into the
Treasury and the Clerk’s expenses be met out
of appropriated funds. The occasion for the
change is that increasing costs, due in part
to the burden of in forma pauperis cases,
have made it necessary elther to increase the
Court's fees or to change the law. The Court
was reluctant to increase the cost of litigat-
ing before it and belleved that it was more
consistent with present legislative policy to

finance public service out of general funds
raised by taxation than by a fee system. It,
therefore, requested the pending legislation.

I refer you to the report of the House Com-
mittee on the Judiciary for a statment of
the detalls of the legislation. If the bill is
enacted, the Court would continue to follow
its established practice of compensating per-
sonnel in the Clerk's Office on the same sal-
ary classifications established for the Federal
civil service.

I shall be glad to provide any further in-
formation you may desire and I have re-
quested the Clerk to make himself avallable
to you for that purpose.

Verly truly yours,
EARL WARREN.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there further morning busi-
ness?

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1964—THE
COTTON AND WHEAT PROGRAM

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, there
has been a great deal of talk about the
purpose to reduce the cost of Govern-
ment so as to justify the tax cut that was
made. Yesterday I had occasion to read
the testimony given on the cotton bill,
and I read the comments made by the
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Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER]
concerning the purpose of subsidizing the
processors of cotton in the United States
in an amount equal to the difference be-
tween what cotton is being sold for in
our country and what it is being sold for
in the world markets. I find that this is
a new program of subsidy. It will cost
$312 million. I wish to read for a mo-
ment remarks made by the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] ;

‘We used 8,800,000 bales of cotton at home
without a subsidy such as we have on the
export of cotton. It is now proposed to sub-
sidize on the same basis the cotton sold do-
mestically which is at the rate of $30 a bale,
or at a total cost of $258 million.

This cost of $258 million results from
a completely new program not hereto-
fore in force. The cost of the export
subsidies under existing law in 1964 will
be $54 million; thus bringing this part
of the cotton subsidy program up to $312
million.

I cannot see it. In the past year, 600,-
000 bales of cotton were reflected in the
manufactured cotton products sent by
foreign countries into the United States.
The domestic processor is complaining
that foreign-made cotton commodities
have been sent into our country in an
amount totaling 600,000 bales and, there-
fore, these domestic——

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senator
from Ohio may proceed for 2 additional
minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Ohio is recog-
nized for 2 additional minutes.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Therefore, it is sug-
gested that domestic processors be sub-
sidized not only on the basis of the
600,000 bales that are being converted
into manufactured goods in foreign
countries, but also on the 8,600,000 bales
which have been normally used in the
United States.

These processors have a rich market
in our country. We are living in an era
of abundance. They have no trouble
selling the products made from the
8,600,000 bales. They are selling these
products at a price that produces a profit.
But, that is not enough; they now wish
to be subsidized to the full quantity of
9,700,000 bales, at a cost of $312 million.

Mr. President, I respectfully submit
that this is an example of profligacy. It
will set the example whereby other
domestic producers, using other raw ma-
terials, will be asking Congress for a sub-
sidy; and I suppose, because of the way
Congress has acted in the past, it will
give them what they want. Congress will
keep on giving until the time comes when
the whole management collapses.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Ohio yield at that
point?

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield.

Mr, TALMADGE. I hold in my hand
a letter dated February 24, 1964, signed
by Orville Freeman, the Secretary of
Agriculture, in response to an inquiry of
mine about the cost of the present pro-
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gram and the cost if the Senate com-
mittee version becomes law.

I point out to the Senator from Ohio
that the Secretary of Agriculture esti-
mates that under present legislation, if
it continues in full force and effect, even
if the price is reduced by 2.47 cents per
pound, in accordance with the ideas of
the able Senator from Louisiana, the
cost under his program would be $452
million for the year 1964-65; whereas
the cost under the Senate committee

version would be $4 million less, or $448°

million. For the fiscal year 1965-66——

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senator
from Georgia may proceed for an addi-
tional 2 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Georgia is rec-
ognized for 2 additional minutes.

Mr. TALMADGE. Under the Senate
bill, the cost would be $514 million.
Under the program as advanced by the
Senator from Louisiana, it would be $521
million. For the year 1966-67, the cost
under the Senate committee version
would be $509 million; whereas the cost
under the program advanced by the
Senator from Louisiana would be $607
million. For the year 1967-68, the cost
under the Senate bill would be $489 mil-
lion; whereas the cost under the pro-
gram advanced by the Senator from
Louisiana would be $681 million.

I should like to point out that while
the cost would be increased under the
program advanced by the Senator from
Louisiana, the CCC stocks will likewise
be going up.

The bill reported by the Senate Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry is
not what I would consider an ideal bill
by any means. It is patching up exist-
ing law.

I would change the program. If I had
the votes, I would pay the subsidy to the
farmers, and to the farmers only. This
bill does not provide for that, so it does
not comport with my ideas, but I believe
it is a better alternative than the exist-
ing law.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator from
Georgia is discussing a subject different
from the one that I am talking about.
The Senator is talking about the entire
bill. I am pointing out that it is pro-
posed to provide a subsidy not to the
farmer, but to some processor, vendor, or
purchaser in the line of processing. To
me it is very simple, that at no time have
we done this before. We are entering
into a program which by itself, separate
and apart from the entire bill, will cost
$312 million. I am talking about a new
subsidy, and that is to the processor.
That is the complaint I make. I have
constantly stated that once we begin to
give a subsidy, we give it to one and that
creates a problem with another; and
when we give it to another, it then
creates a problem with a third and then
a fourth, a situation which produces an
unending train of problems. We never
;a.t.ch up. That is what the bill would

0.
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Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator was
referring of course, only to the subsidy
on cotton.

l\gr. LAUSCHE. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. TALMADGE. Whereas this pro-
posal refers to the entire cotton bill, not
to the wheat bill. I should like to point
out to the Senator from Ohio that those
engaged in the manufacture of textiles
desire the right to buy American cotton
at the same price at which we now sell
American cotton to every other country
on the face of the earth except America.

In addition, what Public Law 480 is
giving away or selling is local cur-
rency——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator from

‘Georgia has expired.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sena-
tor from Georgia may proceed for 2 ad-
ditional minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Georgia is rec-
ognized for 2 additional minutes.

Mr. TALMADGE. We lend money
back to the country involved with little
or no prospect of ever recovering the
$117 million worth of cotton a year.
Any subsidy paid to the textile industry
will be received by the American con-
sumers because the textile industry is so
competitive that it would have to be
passed along.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Georgia yield for a
question?

Mr. TALMADGE. I am happy to
yield, provided I have sufficient time.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senator
from Georgia may proceed for 2 addi-
tional minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Georgia is rec-
ognized for 2 additional minutes.

Mr, LAUSCHE. Mr. President, on the
basis of the bill as it is drafted, the Sen-
ator from Georgia says it will cost more
than the existing law.

Mr. TALMADGE. No; it will cost less.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is it nota fact that if
the Senator from Georgia is correct, and
the subsidy to the processor should be
eliminated, we should have a further
saving or a further lessening of the cost
by $312 million?

Mr. TALMADGE. If we eliminated
that aspect, of course it would reduce
the price somewhat; but I point out to
the Senator that the cotton bill was
devised after consideration of all phases
of the industry—the producers, the De-
partment of Agriculture, those employed
in the mills, those engaged in the process-
ing, and those who ordinarily are en-
gaged in selling. This perhaps was the
only bill that the majority of the com-
mittee could get behind and support.

If we do not pass the proposed legisla-
tion, the CCC stocks will increase from
the present 7,700,000 bales to about 11
million on August 1 of this year, and to
14 250,000 bales at the end of 1966.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there may be printed in the
Recorp at this point a letter addressed
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to me by the Secretary of Agriculture,
together with comparative tables.

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

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, February 24, 1964.
Hon. HERMAN E. TALMADGE,

Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR TALMADGE: In response to
your request, we are furnishing a compari-
son of estimated expenditures and program
results for 4 years under the following alter-
native modifications of the cotton provisions
of H.R, 6196, as amended by the Senate Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry:

Alternative 1: HR. 6196 as amended by
Senate committee, but without the trade in-
centive payments on cotton used domes-
tically.

Alternative 2: Current legislation with 30-
cent price support (basis Middling inch).

The data are set out In summary fashion
in the attached table. These data take into
account changes in production and utiliza-
tlon that would result from price changes.
The expenditure estimates take into account
changes in Commodity Credit Corporation
inventory position. Programs that result in
reducing CCC Inventory also reduce pro-
gram expenditures. Conversely, programs
that permit continued bulldups in CCC
inventory increase program expenditures. In
other words, existing inventories can be used
to reduce the program costs which would
otherwise be incurred, and these estimates
recognize that they would be so used in a
program which achieves stock reductions.
Under a program permitting continued in-
creases In excessive stocks, additional inven-
tories would be of doubtful ultimate value
and would certainly add to the immediate
burden of initial acquisition expenditures,
storage costs, and other carrying charges.

Some of the more significant results in-
dicated by the data in the attached table are
as follows:

Alternative 1: Since the effective price for
domestic use would be 6!; cents a pound
higher than under the committee amend-
ment, domestic consumption would be less;
and the gap would widen from year to year.
Accordingly, the drawdown in Iinventories
would be less, although substantial draw-
downs would be achieved through operation
of the domestic allotment cholce plan,

The difference in expenditures between
this alternative and the committee amend-
ment represents the cost of achleving a one-
price plan for cotton. In 1964, this would
be $105 million, allowing for a nonrecurring
inventory shift from CCC to private stocks,
In 1965, without this inventory shift, the
difference in expenditures would be greater;
but after that it would be narrowed again
so0 that the added expenditures for completely
eliminating the 614-cent adverse differential
for domestic users would be only $60 mil-
lion for the 1867 crop.

Alternative 2: This alternative would not
prevent further increases in excessive CCC
stocks. As these increases continued, pro-
gram expenditures would also increase until
in fiscal 1967-68, expenditures would be $192
million higher than under the committee
amendment,.

In each case, It should be pointed out that
the estimates of farm income are gross farm
income rather than net farm income. With
the domestic allotment choice as provided
in the committee amendment, total cotton
production and gross receipts will be some-
what less than under current legislation,
but net farm income—almost by definition—
will be significantly larger. This follows
since the domestic allotment choice would
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be a completely voluntary one, and presum-
ably no farmer would make this choice unless
it increased his net income. Under the
cholce, the farmer would not only save on
production expenses applicable to cotton, but
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would, in many cases, galn considerable net
income from other crops which he could
plant in lieu of cotton.
Sincerely yours,
ORVILLE L. FREEMAN,

Comparison of program resulls under allernative changes in H.R. 6196 as amended by
Senate commiltlee

PRODUCTION (THOUSAND BALES)

March 2

participating agencies to sell milk at a
reduced price.

Under this plan, they receive up to 3
cents reimbursement for every half pint
served.

The program took hold immediately in
1954 because the need for this important
gleet supplement was apparent from the

In 1956'I:he program was expanded to

H.R. 6106 as 2 S include a variety of organizations such
fﬁ%ﬁ&é’d";’,’; ot ok as nursery schools, summer camps, and
Fiscal year Senate mittee but with 30-cent settlement houses.
committee ﬂlttt:::tl‘t ut;:de price support The 1954 appropriation was only $17.2
payment ! million but the demand for this vital
Federal cooperative program rose in such
= gL 12,850 12,850 14,200 2 spectacular way that the 1955-56 ap-
L B e e ek I S 13, 000 13, 000 14,600 propriation jumped to $45.8 million.
¢ {%% 130 ig:% I have a table which expresses the
. ; consumption of milk in millions of
pounds, shows the growth of this pro-
DOMESTIC CONSUMPTION (THOUSAND BALES) gram year by year:
The table shows that from 1954 the
g% gﬁ g,% program has grown from 49 million
9,800 8, 750 8,750 Pounds to 1,500 million pounds in 1963.
10, 000 8,750 8, 750 I ask unanimous consent that the ta-
ble be printed in the REcorp at this point
ENDING CCC STOCKS (THOUSAND BALES) in my remarks,

There being no objection, the table
7,700 8,950 10,300 Was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,

6, 200 8, 200 111’. gg as follows:
ﬂ% ;:ﬁ 14, 250 Million
pounds
1954 . a1 40
1956 = --- 489
1956 840
1967 984
1964 oooooeeooo 0 Ziss 1988 ___ 1,108
e : 2. 047 2912 1968 - 1,210
B et vt 2,073 2,271 1960 1,304
1961 1,851
1962 1,371
1963 L 1, 500
s 248 i 452 Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, the fact
Bl4 % 521 that we are now appropriating $100 mil-
0 b g lion annually to provide more than 1.5
billion pounds of milk for schoolchildren,

! For the purpose of comparability, the same export market production is assumed under this proposal as under
the occ:nm?tt.;e amendment; howevg this amount of export production would not be permitted under the language

of the committee-bill for the 1965 and succeeding crops.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I hope
that the Secretary of Agriculture in 1964
is right, having in mind that Secretaries
have been wrong for the last 30 years,
each year, practically, predicting what
the subsidy program would do.

PHYSICAL FITNESS AND THE SPE-
CIAL MILK PROGRAM

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, we hear
much about physical fitness these days,
but probably no program in our history
has contributed more to the physical
welfare of our youth than the special
milk program that was launched 10 years
ago.

Although this program was first au-
thorized in 1954 by a Republican Con-
gress under former President REisen-
hower, it has enjoyed bipartisan support
sinee its inception; among its most en-
thusiastic supporters being the senior
Senator from Montana [Mr. MaNSFIELD]
and the senior Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. HumpHREY] as well as all the Re-
publican leadership.

It is a youth program of incalculable
value. Those who have sponsored it and
those who have been responsible for its

success in local communities all over the
Nation deserve special commendation in
this 10th anniversary year.

The reason for the program is simple
and direct—to increase the consumption
of fluid whole milk by schoolchildren.

This policy was set forth in the Agri-
cultural Act of 1954 in these words:

The production and use of abundant sup-
plies of high quality milk and dairy products
are essential to the health and general wel-
fare of the Nation * * * it is the policy of
Congress to assure a stabilized annual pro-
duction of adequate supplies of milk and
dairy products and to promote the increased
use of these foods.

Congress also wrote into the same law
a section authorizing a 2-year program
“to increase the consumption of fluid
milk by children in nonprofit schools of
high school age and under” and provided
that up to $50 million annually of Com-
modity Credit Corporation funds should
be used for this purpose.

A basic aim of the program has been
to lower the price of milk to children who
can afford to pay something and to pro-
vide it free of charge to those who can-
not pay. In line with this, a system
of reimbursement payments has been
developed to enable schools and other

institutions, and other child-care activi-
ties clearly shows how much this pro-
gram means in terms of practical human
nutrition.

Expressed another way, the 1963 con-
sumption of milk under this program was
more than 2.7 billion half pints.

By next June 30, the end of fiscal year
1964, it is expected the figure will rise
to 2.9 billion half pints served in 92,000
school and child-care activities.

Over the entire 10-year period this
quantity totals 10.2 billion pounds, or al-
most 20 billion half pints of milk that
have been distributed to our young
people.

These statistics add up to an imposing
contribution to the physical fitness of
our young people and, aside from the
widespread national benefits, these grow-
ing children have been introduced to the
need for milk in their diet.

This will, of course, have long-term
implications in terms of better health.

RACIAL DISCRIMINATION AND
OPPRESSION

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I have
just received a concurrent resolution
from the House of Representatives, State
of Hawaii, which I would like to have
made a part of the REcorp. It expresses
a position which is generally held among
the citizens of the 50th State of Hawaii.
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There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcorbp, as follows:

Whereas our Nation was founded on the
concept of equal rights for all; and

Whereas raclal discrimination and oppres-
sion has resulted in depriving a significant
segment of our Nation of their equal rights;
and

Whereas this racial discrimination and op-
pression has caused and will cause great dis-
sension, discord, and disturbance through-
out our Nation; and

Whereas the elimination of this racial dis-
crimination and oppression would strengthen
our Nation and improve our image abroad;
and

Whereas the various States in our Nation
have been unwilling or unable to eliminate
this racial discrimination and oppression;
and

Whereas civil rights legislation presently
before Congress would ald in the elimina-
tion of this raclal discrimination and op-
pression: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
of the Second Legislature of the State of
Hawaii, Budget Session of 1964 (the senate
concurring), That the Congress of the United
States be and it is hereby respectfully re-
gquested to enact the civil rights legislation
before it; and be it further

Resolved, That duly certified copies of
this concurrent resolution be sent to the
President pro tempore of the Senate, Speaker
of the House of Representatives, and to the
Honorable DaniEL K. INoUYE and the Hon-
orable Hiram L. Fownc, U.S. Senators from
the State of Hawall, and to the Honorable
TrHoMAs P. G and the Honorable Sparkx
M. MaTsunaca, U.S. Representatives from the
State of Hawali,

ELMER F. CRAVALHO,
Speaker, House of Representatives.
NevLsow K. Dor,
President of the Senate.

SPORT IS EDUCATION

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, during
this year when Olympic games are in
progress, people around the world are
watching the contests between the young
athletes. Those who have watched the
televising of the contests hdve been
struck, I am sure, by the spirit of friend-
ly competition which has prevailed.

In the January issue of the Courier,
which is published by the United Nations
Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Or-
ganization, there is a reprint of remarks
by René Maheu, Director General of
UNESCO, under the title, “Sport Is Ed-
ucation.” In this article, the impact of
sports on international understanding
and good will is strongly emphasized. I
believe that it is important for people
everywhere to realize the value such
competition has, and to envision the
means which are available for increased
understanding and appreciation of other
peoples through friendly competitive
sports in which our young people en-
gage in the Olympics.

I ask unanimous consent to have these
remarks by René Maheu printed in the
RECORD.

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

SrorT Is EDUCATION
(By René¢ Maheu)

For the revival of the Olympic games we

have to thank Plerre de Coubertin who, in
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1892 when he was barely 30 years of age,
launched the idea during the jublilee of the
Union of French Athletic Clubs. Two years
later the revival was officially proclaimed at
the Sorbonne in Paris, and the first Olympic
games of modern times took place in Athens
in 18986.

“Why did I revive the Olympic games?"
sald Coubertin. “To dignify and invigorate
sport, to make it independent and durable
and thus better fitted for its educational role
in the world today; to honor the individual

athlete because of his real value to the com-

munity as a stimulus to physical exercise
and to exalt feats that encourage a healthy
competitive spirit.”

Coubertin reiterated these ideas, though in
more developed form, in “The Philosophical
Bases of Modern Olympics,” a message which
he broadcast from Berlin in August 1935, a
year before the 11th Olympic games.

If, on this occasion, Coubertin was perhaps
somewhat too ambitious in claiming that
modern Olympics should be considered as
first and foremost a religion, the reason was
his own fervor. But the other ideas in his
Olympic philosophy form a logical and com-
pact whole of lasting value which the most
Iucid minds should make a point of studying.

Olympics, sald Coubertin, postulate the ex-
istence and assembly of an elite of athletes,
an elite whose ranks are open to anyone able
to meet a single condition—superiority in
sport. The process of selecting this elite it-
self implies a broad democratization of sport;
and, conversely, the accomplishments of the
elite help to popularize sport among the mass
of the people.

Indeed, in a now famillar axlom, Plerre de
Coubertin declared: “If 100 people are to
take up physical culture, 50 must already be
engaged in sport; if 50 are to practice sport
there must be 20 who specialize; if 20 are to
specialize there must be 5 capable of super-
lative feats.”

Coubertin affirms too that we have nothing
to fear from these superlative feats, but that,
on the contrary, it would be utopian to try
to saddle athletics with a code of compulsory
moderation. Athletes must have absolute
freedom to overstep all bounds. That is why
they were given the vigorous motto, citius,
altius, fortius—ever faster, higher, and
stronger, “the motto of those bold enough
to challenge existing records,” in other words
to thrust back the bounds of the hitherto
unattainable.

NEED FOR A CAREFUL REAPPRAISAL

The moral conduct of athletes must be
equal to the standard of their performance
in the field. Pierre de Coubertin asks them
to constitute an “order of chivalry” which
scrupulously observes a code of honour based
on fairplay. He counts on the Olympic
games to bring this home so strongly that
not only will the example be followed at all
sports meetings—international, national and
local—but the spectators too will feel its
impact.

For Coubertin the idea of a truce was also
an important aspect of the Olympics. He
saw it as a modern evocation of the sacred
truce of antiquity, established by Iphitos,
King of Elis, in agreement with Lycurgus,
which for nearly 12 centuries was respected
at Olympia, so that all quarrels, misunder-
standings, factions and hatreds cease during
the games. The alliance of enthuslasm with
the spirit of fairplay found in competitive
sports opens, in natural consequence, the
way to mutual respect and understanding
and to friendship itself. “Hatred and
violence,” sald Coubertin, “are attributes of
the fainthearted.” .

Sport is indeed an order of chivalry, com-~
bining honour and a code of ethics and
esthetics, recruiting its members from all
classes and all pecples, mingling them in
concord and friendship throughout the
length and breadth of the entire world.
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Sport is also a truce. In our technological
way of life, ruled by an inexorable law of
toil, in which we are only what we have,
and have only what we earn, sport is the
hallowed pastime, a princely gift to enrich
our hours of leisure. In an era of antago-
nisms and conflicts dominated by the drive
for power and by pride, it is the respite of the
gods in which falr competition ends in
respect and friendship.

Sport, too, is education, the most concrete
and the truest kind of education—that of
character. Sport is knowledge because it is
only by patient study and self-revelation
that a sportsman can go from strength to
strength.

Sport is culture because the transient
movements it traces in time and space—for
nothing but the sheer pleasure of doing so,
as Plato has it—illuminate with dramatic
meaning the essential and therefore the
deepest and widest values of different peo-
ples and of the human race itself; it is cul-
ture, too, because it creates beauty, and
above all for those who usually have the least
opportunity to feast upon it.

If there is one unchanging factor in Cou-
bertin’s humanistic concept of sport, from
the Paris proclamation in 1894—his profes-
slon of faith—right down to the Berlin mes-
sage of 1935—his testament—it is unde-
niably the dual belief that sport is demo-
cratic and international by nature and voca-
tion. Half a century of extraordinary de-
velopment in sport has shown how right he
was on both these points: His words have
come true and his spirit has triumphed.

But is it a betrayal of his memory to point
out that this confirmation and triumph have
come about in conditions which call for a
careful reappraisal, and even a bold revision
of certain ideas or practices that he origi-
nated? I personally do not think so; I feel
that he, with his remarkable openminded-
ness, would be the first to undertake the
necessary reappraisals.

On the first point—the democratization of
sport—does anyone nowadays not see and
realize that this democratization, the con-
ditions of urban life and, of course, the rais-
ing of the level of athletic performance, have
profoundly altered the conditions In which
the athletic elite 1s selected? :

The famous axiom remains true: Sport
needs its champlons. But, unless the cir-
cumstances are exceptional, it is no longer
true, as it was in Coubertin's day, that the
champion can emerge, train, establish him-
self and give the full measure of his poten-
tialities—which is properly not only his in-
dividual vocation but also his role in so-
clety—in that state of independence of, and
indifference to, the economiec contingencies—
or rather necessities—of ordinary life which
confers what is called amateur status, and
which at the time Plerre de Coubertin no
doubt considered essential to the spirit of
the Olympic games.

Though amateurism is the right thing for
the general run of those who practice sports,
to try to make amateur status obligatory for
the elite of the sports world means—with
certain exceptions that prove the rule—im-
posing falsehood on that title. In this re-
spect, we must be honest enough to admit
that the ethical concepts of Pierre de Cou-
bertin relate to a social situation and a
stage in the technical development of sport
which are now but of date.

Nor were they those of Anclent Greece, for
apart from the fact that the democracles of
antiquity secured leisure for their citizens
at the price of slave labor, the Olympic
victors were what we today should call state
athletes. The soclal conditions and sports
technique which gave Plerre de Coubertin
his frame of reference were those of his
time—of Victorian England and, in general,
of the middle-class Europe of the early dec-
ades of this century.
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Today it is practically impossible for the
champion to emerge from the rank and file
of sportsmen unless speclal arrangements are
made for him to become a state athlete or a
university athlete or an athlete sponsored by
some commercial firm. Strictly speaking,
he is no longer really an amateur at all.

Why should we be so reluctant to admit
that he is a professional? Is an artist—a
painter, musician, or writer—disqualified be-
cause he receives a fee? Why should we
think that money (or some equivalent mate-
rial gain) dishonors athletic champions when
it does not dishonor poets?

In point of fact, it is falsehood that dis-
honors; and it is the high time, in my opin-
ion, to admit what everyone knows to be the
truth; that most champions and budding
champions at best observe only the strict
letter of the outmoded standards of amateur
status.

The problem of the champion and the fu-
ture champion is not whether or not they
are professionals. The real problem, in prac-
tical and social terms, is that while practicing
sport for a few years as & virtual profession,
they must at the same time learn another
for the not far distant day when they will no
longer be physically able to keep up the
champlonship standard. This difficulty is
a very real one and deserves the fullest and
most considerate study. Nor will it be easier
to reach a fair solution if we deny the obvious
fact that the champion is obliged to live the
life of a professional athlete,

This is what I wished to say about the
first point; namely, the democratization of
sport and the training of its elites. As for
the second polnt—internationalism—no one
will be surprised, I imagine, that for UNESCO
this Is a matter of vital importance. Here

we must have the courage to look
squarely at the facts and say frankly what we
see.

Sport has, of course, developed on an ex-
traordinarily wide scale. It is probably the
aspect of modern life which is most widely
encountered throughout the world—the only
one, perhaps, which is common to both in-
dustrialized communities and developing
countries. It is also, in a steadily increasing
degree, one of the most vigorous forces in
international relations. There are few in-
ternational exchanges, encounters, or con-
tacts which arose so much mass feeling as
sports events.

But though it is becoming more and more
international in fact, is present-day sport
truly international in spirit, as Coubertin
thought and wished it to be? There are, un-
fortunately, plenty of reasons to doubt that
it is. In point of fact, nationalism, chauvin-
jsm and even racism are more and more apt
to win—or should we say lose?—the day in
international sports events. The passions
and emotlons that these events arouse and
that are amplified and broadcast to the four
corners of the earth by the powerful modern
mass media of the press, radio, television, and
cinema, are but rarely inspired, it must be
acknowledged, by the ancient moral law and
soclal virtues once presided over by Zeus
Philios, god of friendship. It is high time to
act if we wish to prevent the Altas of Olympia
from degenerating into the Roman circus or
the hippodrome of Byzantium.

Let my meaning be clear. I am not sug-
gesting that we should try to curb the emo-
tional appeal of the sport event, which has
become the great popular drama of our time,
This would be absurd, and for that matter,
impossible. One of the functions of such
events, and certainly among the most salu-
tary, is the same, though at a much higher
degree of intensity, as that assigned by
Aristotle to all drama: the well-known
catharsis, the purging of passions and in-
stincts. Nor can there be any question of
trying to deprive the athlete of the admira-
tion he receives, especlally from his fellow
countrymen. Like any other form of excel-
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lence, athletic feats deserve to be admired,
and it is natural for those who have most in
common with the victorious athlete to feel
this unquestionably fine sentiment more
strongly than others.

But just as no sports contest can fail to
stimulate the desire for victory, so none can
be without rules and ethics. It is these
rules and the ethics which inspire them
that distinguish sport from the savage
struggle for life whose name is war. It is
compliance with these norms that trans-
forms a feat into a virtue, and since these
norms are by definition universal, it follows
that although the feat may be ascribed to
& given country, the virtue itself belongs to
man.

What is more barbaric than this identifi-
cation of the public with the champion, this
appropriation by a nation of the victary
won by an individual or by a team? These
flags, these anthems, these banner head-
lines in the newspapers, screaming “We
Won"” or “National Defeat,” must surely
seem to us a monstrous exaggeration of the
spontaneous reactions of the crowd, even &
shameful exploitation of its most generous
impulses, In any case, this is the opposite
of catharsis: 1t 1s nothing less than a return
to a primitive outlook.

I think the time has come for an energetic
reaction, including the abandonment of cer-
tain practices which have become part and
parcel of the Olympic games, either with
the consent of Coubertin—such as the sing-
ing of national anthems—or In spite of
him—such as the classifications by nations,
which, as we know, is not officlally recog-
nized. Only in this way can we hope to
restore sport, and by this I mean sport as a
whole including athletes, organizers, and
spectators, to its international vocation of
promoting friendship among the peoples,

Is this too much to ask? I am certain
that Coubertin would be the first to de-
nounce the deviations from his creation and
the chauvinistic exploitations of it. In 1935
writing about international sports events,
he affirmed: “We must reach the stage where
applause on such occasions—and with even
greater reason at the Olympic games—is
given purely for the feats themselves, to the
exclusion of any national preference. There
should be a truce to all exclusively national
feelings; these shoud be, as it were, tem-
porarily suspended.”

GOVERNMENT CONTROL OF
PRIVATE PROPERTY

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the
concept of private property as we know
it today would be destroyed by the public
accommodations section of the so-called
civil rights bill now pending before the
Senate.

Private property would be turned into
public property without due process of
law or just compensation. Government
action would be substituted for private
action. Freedom of private business-
men to operate their own establishments
would be broken under the heavy hand
of Government by injunction. ]

Mr. President, the Chicago Tribune in
a splendid editorial on February 20
pointed out that there is no legal justi-
fication whatsoever for the enactment
of this legislation. It cannot be found
in any tortured interpretation of the
commerce clause, and the U.S. Supreme
Court has clearly spoken out on the right
of the private individual to aect according
to his own free will, without Government
interference. As we have so often heard
before, this is the law of the land, but
now we are being asked to ignore it.

March 2

I think this editorial merits the atten-
tion of all Members of this body and I
ask unanimous consent that it be printed
in the RECORD.

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

CONBENT BY INJUNCTION

When a man has emerged from slavery,
and by the ald of beneficient legislation has
shaken off the inseparable concomitants of
that state, there must be some stage in the
progress of his elevation when he takes the
rank of a mere citizen and ceases to be the
speclal favorite of the laws, and when his
rights, as a citizen or a man, are to be pro-
tected in the ordinary modes by which other
men's rights are protected. (Mr. Justice
Bradley, for the Supreme Court In the civil
rights decision of Oct. 15, 1883.)

The second title in the Civil Rights Act of
1964, now before the Senate, is “Injunctive
Rellef Against Discrimination in Places of
Public Accommodation.” What the section
endeavors to do is to compel private business
of almost every sort to serve all comers. An
injunction may be issued against a proprietor
refusing to do so, If he still refuses to com-
ply, he may be fined or jalled for contempt
of court.

Covered specifically by the legislation are
“any"” inn, hotel, motel, lodginghouse, res-
taurant, cafeteria, Ilunchroom, unch
counter, soda fountain, moviehouse, theater,
concert hall, sports arena, stadium, place of
exhibition or entertainment, gasoline sta-
tion, retall establishment selling food or re-
freshments, and any other establishment
within a building providing any of these
services. An exception is made of lodging-
houses with not more than five rooms for
rent if the proprietor lives on the premises.

Authors of the bill justify this sweeping
regulation under the commerce clause of
article I of the Constitution and also under
the 14th amendment. The first empowers
Congress "“to regulate commerce among the
several States.” The second authorizes Con-
gress to enact appropriate legislation pro-
hibiting the States from denying to any per-
son within their jurisdiction the equal pro-
tection of the laws.

How s it argued that serving a hot dog at
a hamburger stand can, in the language of
the bill, affect commerce? The plate, the
cutlery, the paper napkin, the hot dog itself,
or the mustard applied to it may have moved
:Et;u hamburger stand from another State.

But, accepting even this tortured construc-
tion, how does this impose a requirement
that the counterman serve a customer?
Until now regulation of commerce pertalned
to carriers moving goods, to the goods them-
selves, and the condltions under which the
goods were manufactured. Only public util-
ities operating under franchise were bur-
dened by Federal law with a requirement to
serve.

We suppose that the answer is that the
commerce clause was dragged in as an addi-
tional grapple because the administration is
aware that in the “public accommodation”
section it is reviving a statute passed by
Congress in 1875 which, resting solely on the
14th amendment, was struck down as un-
constitutional by an unreversed Supreme
Court decision of 1883.

As stated, the 14th amendment is again
invoked, It applies if discrimination or seg-
regation “is supported by State action” or is
carried on "under color of any law, statute,
ordinance, or regulation, or * * * of any
custom or usage required or enforced by of-
ficlals of the State” or its political subdi-
visions.

But what i3 State action? As the Supreme
Court has many times conceded, the 14th
amendment does not run against acts of an
individual, whether uncharitable, discrimi-
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natory, or wrongful. But here the rationale
apparently is to stretch the theory of “State
actlon” by contending that a food, beverage,
or lodginghouse license transforms the pro-
prietor of the establishment into an agent of
the State. If the State itself does not press
the operator to discriminate, what other de-
vice is there to invoke if he chooses to turn
away a customer?

If the commerce clause can be used to
justify purely local regulation, and if the
14th amendment can be invoked against in-
dividuals in the control of their property
under some attenuated theory of State ac-
tion, then we suppose it is no less logical
that title II should insert the principle of
discrimination in a measure that outlaws the
prineiple.
small lodginghouses.

SENATOR RUSSELL ON “FACE THE
NATION": REVEALS CIVIL RIGHTS
BILL AS UNCONSTITUTIONAL AND
UNWARRANTED

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, my
distinguished colleague and beloved
friend, the senior Senator from Georgia,
Dick RusseLL, appeared on the CBS na-
tional program, “Face the Nation,” and
revealed the so-called civil rights bill
now pending before Congress for what
it really is. \

He showed that this bill, instead of
guaranteeing anyone their civil rights,
would destroy the rights and liberties of
all of our people, particularly private
businessmen, to live and work as they
wish.

In an eloquent and statesmanlike man-
ner, Senator RusseLL stated his unquali-
fied opposition to this vicious legislation,
and expressed concern over the fact that
if the American people really knew it in
all of its evil ramifications, they too
would rise and make themselves heard.
However, they do not know the facts,
and now we are presented with the sever-

. est threat to' our republican form of

government in this century.

I am proud to be associated with Sena-
tor RusseLL in this effort to preserve con-
stitutional government and the freedom
of our citizens. I urge all Senators to
carefully heed the warning of Senator
RusseLL and join us in seeking the defeat
of this bill.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this transcript of Senator Rus-
SeLL’s be printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the tran-

* .script, was ordered to be printed in the

Recorp, as follows:
““TranscrIPT FrRoM “FACE THE NaTION"
(As broadcast over the CBS television net-
work and the CBS radio network, Sunday,
March 1, 12:30, 1 p.m.)
Guest: The Honorable RicHARD B. RUSSELL,
U.S. Benate, Democrat, of Georgila.
News correspondents: Paul Niven, CBS

.. News; E. W. Eenworthy, New York Times;

Roger Mudd, CBS News. Producers: Prentiss

,Childs and Ellen Wadley. Director: Robert

Vitarelli.
ANNoUNCER. From Washington, D.C., Sen-
ator RicHArD B. RusseLn, Democrat, of

- Georgia, will face the Natlon in a live, spon-
,taneous, and unrehearsed news interview.

Senator RusseLL will be questioned by CBS
News Correspondent Roger Mudd;, E. W.

Kenworthy, Capitol Hill correspondent of the .

New York Times.
To lead the questioning, here is CBS News

Correspondent Paul Niven.

It does so in the exemption of
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. Mr, Niven. Senator RusseLL, welcome to
“Face the Nation.”

After 31 years you have served longer than
any other incumbent Senator except CarL
HavpeEn. You wield vast influence as chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee, as
chairman of the Appropriations Subcommit-
tee on Defense, and as the undisputed leader
of the southern bloc.

Right now, you are preparing for a battle
against the toughest civil rights bill you have
ever faced. You, more than any other Sena-
tor, will decide upon what kind of filibuster
will be waged and what kind of a compro-
mise, if any, is to be worked out.

We have questions on civil rights, on poli-
tics, and on defense, Senator, and we will
begin in just a moment.

At his news conference yesterday, Presi-
dent Johnson sald he was standing on a
strong House version of the civil rights bill.

Senator RusseLL, can you imagine any
scaled-down version of the bill which the
administration could accept in which the
South would wage a token rather than an
all-out fillbuster against?

Senator RusseLL. It is very difficult to see
any room whatever for what might be called
a compromise, and that is what you really
mean, Mr. Niven.

It seems to me that we are just about to
come to a state where it will be necessary for
us to fight this bill to the bitter end. I do
not think that the advocates of the bill are
prepared to give any quarter, and if they are
able to put this bill on the books it will be
over our last-ditch resistance, but we will
then see just how it will work, just the im-
pact it will have upon our institutions of
government.

Mr. EENwWoORTHY. Well, Senator RuUsSELL,
Senator DRseN has suggested that there
might be voluntary compliance with the pub-
lic accommodations section for at least a year
or two, and then if this didn't produce re-
sults then you might turn to legal compul-
sion.

Would you agree with that, perhaps?

Senator RusseLL. Well, I'm famillar with
Senator DIRKSEN’s amendment. I doubt very
much it appeals very strongly to either the
all-out advocates or the opponents of this
bill.

Personally; the public accommodations
section, as severe as it is, 1s not the worst
provision of this bill. There are at least
two that I think are much more damaging
to our system and would cause a much more

“violent reaction throughout the country if

they are fairly enforced all over the country.

Mr. KENWORTHY. What are those?

Senator RussELL. Well, the provision for
some bureaucrat to repeal any act of Con-
gress even back to the land-grant college
bill that he saw fit, with respect to any area
or section of the Nation, if he found that
there was any discrimination on account of
race. And “discrimination” is not defined
in the bill, Lk

In the last analysis, that would be what he
decided. It's a complete abdication of leg-
islative responsibility, and I cannot conceive
of any person who thinks that Congress is
an equal and coordinate branch of the Gov-
ernment voting for any such provision.

The other is the so-called FEPC bill, which
creates a new commission, and, incidentally,
in this age of economy this bill creates about
three commissions, new commissions, and
adds hundreds of employees to existing or-
ganizations of Government.

This bill is a bureaucrat's dream answered.

Mr. Mupp. Senator, you have been through
the civil rights wars on three occasions with
our new President when he was the majority
leader—— .

Senator Russerr. More than that.

Mr. Mupp. Well, more than that, and you
know how he operates and you know his
strengths and weaknesses.
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Do you think that his great ability to com-
promise, when he was majority leader of the
Senate—do you think he still possesses those
ablilities?

Do you think he is ready to compromise to
get a bill through?

Senator RusseLL. Well, I don't khow, of
course, what the President thinks, but view-
ing it from a purely political standpoint, I
would say that I would expect the President
to feel that he can't afford to compromise.

Of course, President Kennedy could have
lost this bill completely, or in large part,
and no one of those who are affected directly
by it would have held it agalnst President
Eennedy.

I think President Johnson feels if he loses
any substantial part of 1t, that it will cast
all of his statements in support of it in doubt
as to their sincerity, and they will just say,
well, here this slicker from the Southwest or
the West or the South, or wherever you want
to g:ace Texas, has taken us down the garden
path.

That really makes it a much more difficult
position as to any possible compromise than
there would have been had President EKen-
nedy not met his tragic fate.

Mr. Muop. What is your prediction on the
outcome of this bill, Senator RusseLL?

Senator RusseLL. I'm not making any pre-
dictions because I do not know.

If the American people ever understand
the full import of this bill there is no doubt
in my mind it would be overwhelmingly re-
jected. This bill is & massive blow at our
whole system of government.

It denies the division of powers between -
the three branches. It upsets the system of
checks and balances that protect us in all of
our liberties, and the unfortunate feature
about it all is that the only thing that is
talked about is “fillibuster.” They say the
filibuster. You read that in the press and
you listen to it on the radio and television.
“Fillbuster” is a little more sensational than
a dry dissertation on the unconstitutional
aspects of this bill, but if the American peo-
ple can really understand what is in this bill
they would reject it.

Everybody is for clvil rights. Everybody
wants larger, better, brighter, happier civil
rights, but this is not a civil rights bill. It is
far from it. _.

Mr. NiveN. Senator, during the House de-
bate it was widely reported that while a bi-
partisan pro-civil-rights bloc was disciplined
and united and effective the Southerners
were restrained and halfhearted. T

Was this a fair comment and are things
going to be different in the Senate?

Senator RusseLr. Well, I wouldn't under-
take to pass judgment on what happened in
the House, but I can assure you that some
of the southerners in the Senate will not be
restrained in their comment.

I shall discuss the vices of this bill in as
vigorous language as is available to me, and
let me say, in passing, that I think it is
very unfortunate that the opposition to this
bill is all called southern opposition.

If this bill passes, when the historian of
the future comes to write the history of this
period and analyze what happened to bring
down the American way of life and the
American system of government, he is going
to wonder why it was only the people from
the South who appeared interested in main-
talning our constitutional system. It's very
unfortunate that the opposition to this bill
is considered purely southern, though I con-
fess that the representatives of other sec-
tions are in the main supporting the bill.

Mr. KeNwoRTHY. Senator, haven't you
really just opened up an area for possible
compromise. i

You said there were two sections that
were worse than the public accommodations
section, the FEPC and that section which
would allow the Federal Government to

W
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withhold funds where there was discrimina-
tion.

Now, couldn't you probably, if you had
some adjustment on those two sections,
reach some sort of adjustment or accom-
modation on the rest?

Senator Russern. Well, Mr. Kenworthy, I
am not in either the position or in the mood
to discuss compromise at this juncture. I'm
still hoping that we will be able to get the
vices of this bill across to the American
people.

I realize that it's going to be an uphill
battle, but if we do, I think that we can
defeat this bill in its totality. There's some
civil rights aspect of this bill, some of those
having to do with the voting provisions—I
don't think that they are necessary today.

There are ample laws on the books. We
passed very wide extensions of voting power
in 1957 and in 1960 and it seems to me that
the Department of Justice is just trying to
do automatically by law what they are sup-
posed to do in the courts of this land, and
that's the tragedy of all of this,

We have the courts here to maintain the
civil rights and constitutional rights of every
one of our citizens without going to the great
lengths that are required in this bill and
by vesting such enormous power In the
Attorney General.

He's practically made a guardian of all of
American business and all of American local
government.

Mr, Mupp, Senator, what happens if—just
what happens if the fillbuster {s broken?

What happens to the southern political
position in the Congress? This is one of
your great weapons, along with seniority.

Now, will the southern position erode over-
night if they can break your extended debate,
as you like to call it?

Senator RussELL. Mr. Mudd, although the
fillbuster is considered purely a weapon of
southern Members of Congress it has been
used by every group in the Congress.

You yourself have seen in the last 3 or 4
years it used by a group of leftwing liberals.
It's not solely a southern weapon. It's a
weapon that is available for a minority in
the Senate who feel that they are justified in
resorting to extreme efforts to get thelr posi-
tion across to the country.

Cloture was voted on the so-called com-
munications satellite bill (in 1962). If the
Benate votes cloture on this bill it will indi-
cate that they will pass the bill, and I don't
think that we will be any worse off than the
rest of the country. Misery loves company
but it1l be mighty poor satisfaction to me
to see the rest of the country also being
affected by changes in our system, and this
FEPC bill absolutely excludes the average
garden variety of American from any oppor-
tunity whatever of utilizing any law to get
a Job or to get a promotion because if he's
not a member of one of these minority groups
defined in the bill he's through.

And by the time the employer has been
dragged through the courts about three
times by one of the minority groups, whether
he wins his case or loses it, he’s not going to
hire the average garden variety of American
and get himself put in court, because busi-
ness people just do not llke to spend all of
their time in court.

That FEPC bill levels a tremendous blow
at the employment opportunities and pro-
motion opportunities of the average garden
variety American that can’t clalm he’s as-
soclated with one of these minorities and
has a right to hale the businessman into
court, and there will be a feellng of tre-
mendous resentment over a period of a very
few years in the operation of that bill, be-
cause all of the promotions and all the em-
ployment decisions—if there is any close
issue involved at all—will go in favor of the
minority groups, that have the right, and
who will, hale these businessmen or employ-
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ers into courts, under charges that he’s dis-
criminating.

That section is as highly discriminatory
against the average American as anything
that has ever taken place in this country
that has been oppressive to a minority group.

Mr. EenworTHY. But, Senator, you will
remember that the FEPC wasn't in the orig-
inal bill that went up last June.

Senator Russers. No; it did not. This bill
is much wider in scope than President Ken-
nedy ever indicated. It has had a great
many additions.

Of course, take your “genocide” clause
that permits you to deny Government bene-
fits to a large sectlon of the country. It's
not necessarily a local, county or State. You
could do it to half of the States at one time,
or three-fourths of them,

Now, when President Kennedy was first
asked about that, he sald that he dldn’t
think any President had that right, nor did
he believe that the president should have
that right.

Mr. KEENwoRTHY. Why do you think it was
put in, then?

Senator RusseLL. Because of the political
pressures that are operating. There has
never been as effective a lobby maintained
in the city of Washington as there is to-
day. It's a variated lobby.

We have a number of well-meaning clfi-
zens, particularly men of the cloth, who are
here and are usging that approach. You have
these pressure leaders of the minority groups
that are here with their threats and implica-
tions of violence in the streets here in Wash-
ington, and they are carrylng on violence
in other cities.

I fear for the future of this country when
I see where a campaign of clvil disobedience
can be used by men in high office as a reason
for urging enactment of legislation.

Mr. ExnworTHY. But, Senator, you just
mentioned “men of the cloth.”

Is this something different now than ob-
tained in 1957 and in 1960?

Senator RusseLL. Oh, yes, indeed. The ad-
vocates of this bill are much more highly
organized and much more high strung emo-
tlonally than they were then.

I must say that only the emotional as-
pects of this issue have been presented to
the American people, and they have not had
an opportunity to sit down and think about
it.

That's & queer thing that all the polls you
see say that the people are in favor of civil
rights, but you go in that same community
and submit to them the question of the
housing order and they will reject it 4 to 1.

That happened in Tacoma, Wash., where
under the polls they voted overwhelmingly
in favor of civil rights, and I say we are all
for civil rights. I am. But when it came
down to saylng that a man didn’'t have free-
dom to exercise his own cholce in renting or
gelling his home, they rejected it 4 to 1.

The same thing will be true on any of
these other issues. The people don't know
what’s in this bill.

Mr, NiveN. Senator Russell—

Senator RusseLt. They are for civil rights,
but they are not for what's in this bill when
it is applied to them.

Mr. Niven. Senator Russell, in a recent
speech you pralsed President Johnson very
extensively. You have also said that if the
election were held today you think he would
carry your State.

When you say things like this don't you
weaken a little bit your bargaining power in
the civil rights debate?

Senator RusseLL. Well, I may, Mr. Niven,
but I have, unfortunately all my life have
just saild what I thought and what I be-
lieved.

I found out early, when I was first elected
to the legislature in my State in 1920 it was
much easler to say what you think than it
was continuing to be trying to think about
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what you sald and to keep it coordinated.
I said that and I believe it.

I think that President Johnson is an ex-
tremely able man. I think that if the
election were held today in my State that
he would carry Georgia. I still think that.

Mr. Muop. Why is that, Senator RUSSELL?
Here's a man—you described him as a south-
westerner or a westerner. Do southerners—

Senator RusseLr. I sald you could have
Texas in the South, too. I didn't——

Mr. Mupp. Do southerners truly think he is
southern? Why is it that he continues to
talk publicly tougher on civil rights than
John Kennedy ever did? Why is it that the
southerners are inclined to trust him more?

Senator RusserL I don’t know what the
situation will be in November. I think that
the President's outspoken position behind
this bill, which I insist is not a civil rights
bill, has cost hiin some political strength.
I don't think he's as strong down South as
he was 5 days after he took office, I still
think he would carry the State though as of
today.

Mr. EENwoRTHY. Senator, do you think
that if he persists in his support of the
civil rights bill as it is that he will weaken
himself greatly before November, in the
South?

Senator RusserLL. Well, that's a specula-
tive question and a great many imponder-
ables will determine that, Mr. Kenworthy.
The ultimate outcome of the bill and a num-
ber of other things would enter into that
and I wouldn't want to get In a guessing
game predicated on a great many supposi-
tions. As President Roosevelt sald, that's a
rather “iffy"” question.

Mr. KeNworTHY. Well, let me ask you,
Senator Russell, that if the Catholic Church
and the National Council of Churches are
behind the bill, as they weren't in an orga-
nized way before, would this possibly have
any effect in a campaign year on certain
Senators from small Western States whether
they voted for cloture or not, do you think?

Senator RusserLL. I don't think—well, I
didn't mean to leave the impression about
the National Council of Churches. They
have been In favor of all legislation of this
type and a great deal of very extreme legis-
lation in the economic fields, too, that would
be very injurious to our system and would
dry up the very means of their income and
their wealth, and our churches are today
wealthler than they have ever been in all
of their history.

I think the Council of Churches has been
behind this legislation nominally, at least
the heads of it, ever since I can remember,
but when you go down and talk to the peo-
ple who compose the congregations you find
it somewhat different.

In other words, the members of the
churches in my own State are as representa-
tive of our people who say “I speak for 40
million church members,"” but I know they
aren’'t speaking for a great many of them,
including me, a humble sinner, in one of
them, and it's more at the top than it is
throughout the church.

Of course, these preachers are men who
boast of their high ideals, and they do have
high ideals and noble principles, but some-
times they are very impractical.

Mr. NiveN. Senator, would the President
carry your State if his running mate was
Robert Eennedy?

Senator Russern. Well, that's an iffy ques-
tion and I wouldn't want to pass on that.
I don't think though that the Vice President
would necessarily determine the outcome of
the election, though of course Robert Een-
nedy is not a popular figure in my State.

Mr. Niven. You don’t think he would cost
Mr. Johnson a great number of votes?

Senator RusserLL. Yes, he would cost him
some votes but I don't know that it would
cost him enough to lose the State if other
conditions caused the people to support the
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President because as unpopular as any indi-
vidual may be I don't know of any instance
anywhere where the vice-presidential nomi-
nee, however popular or unpopular he might
have been, has really determined an election.
Well, I say that—and yet the last election
proved me wrong because if Johnson had
not been on the ticket, why, Kennedy prob-
ably would not have won, but in my State I
don’t think it would do it.

Mr, Mupp. Senator, how much reordering
of your own political outlook must be re-
quired by what must be—by what you must
consider to be a political upheaval in Georgia
with the Supreme Court reapportionment
decision, the election of a Negro as a State
senator?

Senator Russerr., Well, there has been a
decided change In my State, Mr. Mudd. I
mean—people are reevaluating various is-
sues.

As far as the Supreme Court decision in
the county unit cases are concerned, I don't
think that affects me. I have been very
fortunate and every time I have been a
candidate I got a very substantial popular
vote majority as well as the county unit
vote. But personally I think that the county
unit issue has been exaggerated though it
had gotten to a stage where one man’s vote
was much less than another in some of the—
in some of the countles.

But there Is undoubtedly an increase in
sentiment in my State in favor of civil rights
legislation.

My people are not immune from brain-
washing. A great many of them have been
brainwashed and they have forgotten the
first constitutional principles and have failed
to see the dangers of passing legislation
under threat of demonstrations.

Mr. Niven. Senator, I have to interrupt at
this point. You have many other interests
besides civil rights and we have some ques-
tions on defense. We will get to them in a
moment.

L - L ] - L

Mr. Niven. Senator RusseLL, the President
yesterday took the secrecy wraps off a pre-
viously highly classified interceptor plane.
Were you distressed that this was made
public?

Senator RusseLL. No, sir; I can't say that
I was. This plane—I have followed it with
great Interest, of course, by virtue of my
position. I have been privy to all of the
facts relating to its development since it was
started In elther 1958 or 1959.

And I thought the time had come to an-
nounce the existence of this plane, because
you couldn't keep it secret much longer, with
11 or 12 of them flying in the airways. Even-
tually it would have been seen—I think per-
haps it was better to make a public statement
about it rather than be put on the defense
of explaining it after it was seen and ques-
tlons were asked about it. Of course, a great
deal still can't be told about it. Much of it
is still highly classified.

Mr. Mupp, What do you mean, 11 or 12 fiy-
ing in the airways? What are they doing up
there, testing or on missions or what?

Senator RUSSELL. They are testing. I do
not think any of them have actually been
put into the inventory of the Air Force yet,
though some of them are in shape to. It is
a remarkable plane and they have been con-
ducting a wide series of tests that will apply
not only to interceptor planes but to almost
any other kind of planes, reconnaissance,
passenger planes, commercial planes. There
are many entirely new developments in the
art in this plane that have not appeared in
any other airplane.

Mr. EENWoORTHY. Senator, I noticed that
you took out 840 million that the House
voted for a new plane and that the Air Force
wanted, but that the administration did not
want.

Did you take out that $40 million because
you knew about this plane?
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Senator RusseLL, Yes, sir; I did. That
plane—that $40 million was put in the bill
for work on research and development on an
improved manned interceptor and here we
have got this plane already in the fiylng
stage. It is in the test and evaluation stage.
It is long since past research and develop-
ment, and I saw no necessity for putting the
$40 million in there because the Department
would not have spent it.

Mr. KEenworRTHY. What did the Air Force
ask for it for?

Senator RusseLL. Well, I can't answer that
question. I don't know the circumstances
under which the request was made. I just
didn't think it was necessary, under the
circumstances.

We might see a little further in this plane.

Mr. Mupp. Senator, do you have any in-
tentlon of resigning your position on the
Warren Commission that is now investigat-
ing the assassination?

Senator RussELL. Well, I would be less
than honest if I didn't say that I had been
sorely tempted to two or three times, Mr.
Mudd, for a number of reasons. It's not
necessary to go into all of them. The prin-
cipal one is that I just haven't had the time
and there are not enough hours in the day
to attend to all the committee work I have
and my responsibilities as a Senator, and
also to attend all the hearings on that Com-
mission. And I never have liked to do any-
thing I didn’t feel I could do reasonably
well, and while I have kept up with the work
of this Commission, I have faithfully read
every line of testimony. There have been
times that I have thought about resigning,
but I have no intention now——

Mr. Mupp. You do not?

SBenator RusseLL (continuing). Of resign-
ing. I am going to stay on there to the
very best of my ability, and undertake to see
that all of the facts with regard to this great
tragedy are made available to the American
people.

Of course, it's wholly possible that we will
never be able to get to the real truth.

Mr. Niven. Senator RusseLL, thank you
very much for being here on “Face the
Nation.”

THE BURDEN OF TURNING BACK
COMMUNIST POWER

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
have been very impressed with an excel-
lent article in the March 1964 issue of
the Reader’s Digest entitled “The Dan-
gerous Game of ‘Let’s Pretend.'” The
article is written by Mr. Allen Drury, the
author of “Advise and Consent,” “A
Shade of Difference,” and “A Senate
Journal.” The theme of this outstand-
ing article, Mr. President, is that our
Nation cannot avoid the burden that his-
tory has placed upon us, of facing up to
and turning back Communist power
wherever it tries to advance. The article
further makes the point that the risk of
war is not a sufficient reason for refusing
to consider the realities of the protracted
conflict forced on us by the forces of
world communism.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that this article be printed in the
Recorp at the conclusion of these re-
marks.

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

THE DANGEROUS GAME OF “LET'S PRETEND"

(By Allen Drury)

The United States is in many ways the most
powerful nation on earth. Its poople enjoy
a way of life which, despite shortcomings,
gives them generally a more comfortable and
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rewarding society than that of any other peo~
ple. Its supremely human form of govern-
ment stumbles and blunders, yet has repeat-
edly proved—most recently in the smooth
transition of power after the tragic murder
of its President—to be one of the strongest,
most stable governments history has ever
known.

Yet there has developed in this land in re-
cent years a grave and crippling hypnosis
whose outward signs are easy words and com-
fortable slogans, a dangerous rationalizing,
a determined glossing over of unpleasant
truths. It Induces in those who suffer from
it the fateful notion that, If you pretend
long enough and hard enough that certain
things are not so, they will miraculously be-
come not so.

“Let's Pretend” was once a game that chil-
dren- played. Now, unhappily, grown men
play it, and even base upon it policies of great
nations, thereby throwing away bit by bit the
world of stable foundation they might have if
they were honest enough to face the cold re-
ality of the world as it 1s. This applies to al-
most every problem that confronts us.

From X to Z. Do we recognize, for in-
stance, that a truly safe disarmament treaty
requires adequate inspection? Why, of
course we do. But see how it goes.

In year A, we demand X number of inspec-
tions. Our opponent shouts and says “No."
Instead of saying firmly, “We're sorry, this is
it,” In year B we narrow the demand down to
Y inspections. This doesn’t make our oppo-
nent happy, either. So in yeer C we reduce
our position still further, to Z number of in-
spections, And presently, when it suits our
opponent’s purposes to conclude in 2 weeks
a nuclear test-ban treaty he has been delib-
erately holding up for 7 years, we find our-
selves, just as he has told us all along we
would, down to no inspections.

The tragic thing about this performance is
not that our resolution has failed us, not that
we have given up the only sensible position,
but that, in the process of becoming some-
what more unsafe, we have managed to con-
vince ourselves we are still safe. We have

, both as a people and as a Govern-
ment, to rationalize retreat into advance, de-
feat Into victory. And by just so much have
we moved further toward our opponent’s can-
didly declared objective—our own destruction
as a free people,

Whittled down: There is southeast Asia,
We know quite well that our position there is
being whittled away. It is shaky in Laos,
equivocal in South Vietnam, desperate in
Cambodia. We know this. But we pretend it
isn't s0. We pretend, and quite sincerely,
that we are being stanch, standing firm, and
that we will take a stand. The problem is
that, by the time we do, the platform on
which we take our stand may very well have
been whittled down to nothing at all.

And there is Cuba. In our heart of hearts
we know that the spectacle of a great nation
accepting the lifting of a plece of tarpaulin
on a ship at sea as proof of a pledge kept by
a hostile power is a genuinely pathetic sight.
But somehow we manage to convince our-
selves that an opponent we know we cannot
trust (for we have caught him secretively
tryilng to put nuclear missiles In our back-
yard) has suddenly become trustworthy, that
we were right to abandon our demand for
the on-site U.N. inspection.

And in the same fashion, we think, or we
guess, that 3,000, or 6,000, or 10,000 Soviet
troops have been removed. Eventually we
come to belleve this, and once again we have
managed to convince ourselves that surren-
der of our position has made us stronger.

NICE PEOPLE?

Even more fundamentally, there is the na-
ture of our opponent. We had in Dallas a
graphic demonstration of what our oppo-
nent's philosophy can do to a twisted mind
grown sick upon it. Communism has been
spreading hatred and violence for almost 50




- nice people.
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years. Yet despite steadily mounting evi-
dence of its nature, there have been many
Americans, some in very influential posi-
tions, who have desperately pretended that
the Communist conspiracy is just a nice
group of misguided people with whom we
can get along if we keep treating them with
decency—a decency they cannot understand

. and do not respect.

The record clearly shows that these are not
They are not going to be per-
suaded by soft words and gentle approaches.
They can be persuaded only by superior
strength and the determination to use it if
necessary—as President EKennedy proved In
the initlal showdown in Cuba.
are Americans, even now, who pretend that
if we just continue retreating before the
Communists we will, by moving backward,
somehow move forward toward a genuine
and stable peace.

So it.goes in other matters. There is the
United Nations. We know it is in desperate
straits.! We know we are probably the only
power with sufficlent dedication to it, and
sufficlent financial leverage upon it, to force
a revision of its policies so that It can truly
lead the world to peace. And yet, rather
than face the facts, many of us pretend that,
if we just claim vehemently enough that the
U.N. is perfect, it will somehow become so0.

Such is the American attitude, baflling to
our allies, self-defeating to us.

RISK OF WAR
There must sometimes come, for all of us,

the staggering realization that our pretense:

of “Things are really going all right” just
isn’'t true. Why then do we do it? ©One rea-
son is the wistful hope that all bad things
will go away. A more fundamental reason
is fear—the fear of having to do something
about a given difficulty confronting the
country, if you once admit candidly that it
exists.

On many occasions in recent years, a fa-
miliar little drama has occurred. A Senator
or a Representative or a member of the ad-
ministration 1s under questioning by report-
ers on matters affecting foreign aflairs.
Booner or later the guest advocates some
strong course of action. Then: "Senator,”
he is asked in a hushed, disbelieving tone of
volce, “do you mean you would really do
that, even at the risk of war?”

And such an awesome place does this
question hold in the national legendry that
D times out of 10, instead of saylng bluntly

~ what his own intention and national integ-

ﬁty demand—which is “Yes"—the legislator

ducks and dodges and weasels and equivo-.

cates. His interrogator retires triumphant.

That “risk of war” is a favorite bugaboo,
no one can deny. It glves great support and
impetus to Let's Pretend. But examine it
for a moment.

War today is horrible beyond concept—at
least the kind of war we all assume would
come In & major showdown between the free
world and the slave, obliterating in one fiery
instant all that we hold dear. But does that
make the principles of freemen any less
valld? 1If it does, then why don't we give
up right now? Why don't we abandon the
biggest pretense of all—that there is any-
thing worthwhile in freedom, anything
worth saving of this Republic which has
been handed down to us to preserve and pass
along? If we are so afraid of the conse-
quences of belng true to our heritage and
our country, why not forget about it right
now, and save all this wear and tear on the
national budget and our own nervous

?

To state the proposition thus is to dem-
onstrate at once its absurdity. Of course we
are not going to give up. Of course we are

18See “U Thant—Inscrutable Shepherd of
the U.N.,” p. 63.

Yet there
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not going to abandon our principles and our
country.

If we wish to keep this life—with all its
liberties and freedoms—we must be prepared
to glve it up. If we wish to live, we must
be ready to die. Only by being unafraid of

war can we avold war. And being unafraid -

of war does not mean feeling no worry or
terror about it. The citizen who did not feel
thus would be a fool indeed. It means belng
able to accept that fear and go on from
there, with the courage expressed in a little-
used verse of the national anthem: "“Then
congquer we must, when our cause it is just.”

RIGHT IS8 RIGHT

Of course, no sane person wants war. But,
by the same token, we cannot let ourselves
be bamboozled into believing that war is
indeed the only alternative to surrender—
that a firm, steady, unyielding, unbelligerent
policy will lead inevitably to disaster. Al-
most more than anything else, we have to
fear the idea that there is no way open to
us, with all our power and infinite resources,
to combat our opponent without bringing on
all-out nuclear war—and that therefore we
must close off discussion of other ideas and
‘not try to develop them as cogently and
-effectively as we can.

The imperative first step in this latter
process is to banish another contention, that
there are no answers to the world's major

© problems—that there are, to use the parrot

phrase, “no permanent solutions,” and we
should, therefore, stop trying to find any.
As with the fear of war, this argument can
be used to paralyze all action and defeat all
attempts at constructive thought. It can
be used to justify doing nothing, particu-
larly if what must be done carries with it
“the risk of war.

These two ldeas are the most powerful
weapons of today's ‘'do-nothing party"”;
those who say we can't expect a solution in
Berlin, or expect to eliminate the Sovlets
from Cuba, or stand firm for a truly safe dis-
armament treaty, or do anything, in fact, that
entails any risk—because (1) there are no
permanent solutions, and (2) it may mean
war. If this policy is followed long enough,
there will be one permanent solution—with
or without war—the elimination of the Unit-
ed State as a free republic and a factor in
world affairs. = i

We must seek solutions as though we really

mean to find them, because that is the job

history has given i}u. however much we may
wish it had not. It is the job of saving free-
dom, as we have saved it before and as we
are going to save it now, for the simplest and
most commanding of reaso ecause what
is right,is right. If we are committed to the
support of right, as the United States is by
history, and by cholce, then it does not mat-
ter how many horrors may be threatened or
how many fearful weapons may be waved in
our face by Nikita Ehrushchev. We have

to defend the right, and that is all there”

is to it.

If we do not, we lose all self-respect, all
honor, all decency. We also, in this happy
20th century, lose our safety, our liberty, our
democracy, and our lives.

A TIDE-TURN MOMENT

We must be brave enough to look at the
world as it is, and do the things necessary
to set it on a course that truly leads to
peace. There were a couple of weeks in Octo-
ber 1962, for instance, when we were brave
like this—but where has It gone now? Dis-
sipated on the winds of a billion words, van-
ished down the hallways of timorous com-
promise, and unr Iy co lon. There
was a moment when we had the world unit-
ed behind us—not just the free world but,
one suspects, behind their jailers’ backs the
peoples of the slave world as well—in the
great hope that we had at last turned the
tide and were really going to start leading
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the earth up, the long hill toward sanity and .

peace.

But we took one step—and stopped, at the
moment when we had our opponent on the
run, at the moment when we should have
insisted, calmly but with absolute firmness,
that unless U.N. inspection in Cuba was
started at once, we were coming in * * ¢
that unless Soviet troops were removed at
once, we were coming In * * * that unless
a revision of positions all around the world
was undertaken, we were coming in. We
stopped. And now, of course, when such pro-
posals are made, there comes the cry, “You
don't want a war, do you?"

Well, right now, of course, these voices
may be right. The world’s support has been
lost, the hemisphere’s support has been frag-
mented, the Soviet Union, having tested us
with lifted tarpaulins and solemn promises,
has concluded that the United States was
once again just talking big. To insist upon
these things in Cuba, as of this moment,
might mean war,

But we should not forget, for these inter-

national crises are matters of timing, that if *

that October’s moment had been seized and
made ‘the “most of, we would really have
turned the tide. We let the chance slip.
But who knows when such a moment may
come again?

NO CARELESS INCH

We should not be belligerent—we should
simply be firm. We should be willing to ne-
gotiate with the Communists any time, any
place, on any subject—but we should not be
the only ones to grant the concessions and
make the retreats. We should insist, without
the slightest ylelding, on every single right
that is ours. We should never seek agree-
ment just for the sake of having an agree-
ment. We should agree only if by agreeing
we strengthen the free world and advance
the cause of freedom: And we should never,
under any circumstances, give them the care-
less Inch which with them always becomes
the irrecoverable mile.

We don't have to talk tough. We just have
to be tough. Every single time we give a hint
of it, the Communists switch course and try
some other tack; the last thing they want is
an all-out frontal showdown. That is why
it seems so fantastic that we should so con-
sistently argue ourselves out of the unflinch-
ing firmness which may well be our only
salvation. v

It is true that firmness carries with it the

" possibility of great risks. But weakness car-

ries with it the certainty of national suicide.
Our opponents are not playing let's pretend.
They are playing for keeps. It is time we be-
gan to play in the same spirit. .

Let us take heart therefore. The passage
is long and, dark, but at its end the light
gl:ams out. It awaits the brave. So let us

Let us achieve, finally, in all the areas of
conflict where history demands of us that
we show our true colors, that just and hon-
orable peace for which our hearts, in com-
mon with those of all mankind, cry out.

GOV. JOHN REYNOLDS' GREAT
FIGHT FOR EQUAL VOTE IN WIS-
CONSIN

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, one
of the many reasons we take pride in
Wisconsin is because of the record our
State has made in providing an oppor-
tunity that is very difficult to achieve in
an era of shifting population: an equal
vote for all the citizens of our State in
the State legislature and the election of
Members to the House of Representa-
tives.

In Wisconsin this is as difficult as it
it is in any State because we have had

an
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a dramatic and drastic move of our pop-
ulation from the northern part of our
State into the southern and especially
the southeastern section, and from the
farms and into the cities and especially
the suburbs.

Recently I told the Senate about the
great job our Governor and State legis-
lature had achieved in providing the best
congressional reapportionment of any
of the 50 States with a variation from
ideal in the size of our congressional dis-
triets of only about 3% percent. That is,
the biggest district is only 32 percent
bigger than the ideal size, the smallest is
only about 3% percent smaller than a
perfect size.

Now, Mr. President, under the steady
pressure of our Governor, John Reynolds,
and his brilliant counsel, Attorney Ro-
land Day, of Madison, Wisconsin has ac-
complished an even more difficult feat.
It has persuaded the Wisconsin State Su-
preme Court to assert in a recent decision
that the State legislature must reappor-
tion itself to provide equal votes for all
citizens or the court will conduct the
redistricting itself.

The Wisconsin court acted unani-
mously. To show it meant business it
gave the legislature until only May 1 to
get the job done.

Mr. President, in a nation in which
gerrymandered and grossly underrepre-
sented legislative districts are a common-
place, this is a remarkable achievement.

And the lion’s share of the credit must
go to the Governor of Wisconsin, John
Reynolds, who has struggled for this goal
literally for years.

As the Milwaukee Journal said March
b <

The decision is a tremendous victory for
Gov. John Reynolds personally. It is
directly the result of his own zealous and
singleminded crusade for correct district-
ing, begun 3 years ago when he was attorney
general. It was this not least that had made
him enemies in the legislature.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this editorial from the Mil-
waukee Journal be printed in the REcOrRD
at this point.

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

GreAaT DAY For EqQuaL VOTES

The State supreme court, by unanimous
decision, has now laid it right on the line
to the legislature that prompt, fair district-
ing for equal votes is a must and there is to
be no more fooling around.

The case makes judicial and constitutional
history in several ways. The court has now
come full circle—in keeping with the Fed-
eral trend, to be sure— from its traditional
doctrine of noninterference, which had left
underrepresented voters without a remedy.

The decision—note its unanimity—is a
tremendous victory for Gov. John Reynolds
personally. It 1s directly the result of his
own zealous and single-minded crusade for
correct, districting, begun 3 years ago when
he was attorney general. It was this not least
that had made him enemies in the legislature.

Reynolds has won more than a mandate
for correct districting, by law before May 1
or else by the court itself. He has saved for
future Governors, as well as himself, their
right not to be shut out of the lawmaking

process. The legislature had tried to re-
dlnt:rlct. to sult itself by joint resolution, not
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subject to veto. Friday's decision closes off
that detour.

Coupled with the “or else” edict, this puts
Reynolds in command of the situation.
Now the legislature knows that if it wants
to save the redistricting function for itself
it must pass a bill that he will be willing
to sign. For he is free to veto a faulty one
and still be sure of getting a correct district-
ing by the court.

The Wisconsin Supreme Court warned 2
years ago that It would take charge if neces-
sary. And that was before the landmark
Tennessee decision of the U.S. Supreme
Court, proclaiming Federal judicial power
and duty to act on the subject.

The State court's warning was in the form
of permission to Reynolds to renew his plea
for court action in June of 1863, giving the
legislature ample added opportunity to set
its own house in order. The court has now
showed the end of its patience by declaring
the 1951 districting act obsolete as of now,
not usable even for one more election this
fall.

Reynolds won another important point,
incidental but basic to all the rest. The
decision establishes that the State itself,
through the Governor or attorney general,
does have standing to sue the legislature on
behalf of the rights of the people, a most
salutary point to have nailed down.

The decision caps a struggle that has had
to be waged for Wisconsin voters in over-
grown districts after every census since 1920.

The certain knowledge that equal districts
as nearly as practicable will henceforth be
won anyway, from the court if not the legis-
lature, should be the final blow.

HOW TO WAGE THE WAR ON
POVERTY

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, in
the current—the March—issue of Har-
per’'s magazine is a most important ar-
ticle entitled “Let Us Begin: An Invita-
tion to Action on Poverty.” It is written
by John Kenneth Galbraith, one of our
Nation’s foremost economists for 15
years, and now professor of economics at
Harvard University, to which post he has
returned after serving for 2 years as U.S.
Ambassador to India.

Professor Galbraith is the author of a
number of authoritative books which
have secured for him wide and deserved
renown. They include “Modern Com-
petition and Business Policy,” “Ameri-
can Capitalism: The Concept of Coun-
tervailing Power,” “A Theory of Price
Control,” “Economics and the Art of
Controversy,” “The Great Crash, 1929,
“The Affluent Society,” and “The Liberal
Hour.”

Dr. Galbraith’s current article is of the
greatest timeliness. It comes just as the
war on poverty in the United States,
rightly declared by President Johnson, is
making its plans for the first reconnais-
sances, skirmishes, and campaigns. The
article is of such import that I hope
Sargent Shriver will not only “read,
mark, and inwardly digest” it, but call it
to the attention of President Johnson.
Then I hope they will act on its sound
recommendations.

There is another aspect of the article’s
timeliness; namely, that the $11 billion
tax cut bill has just become law.

This is the bill urged by President
Kennedy 2 years ago to ward off reces-
sion, and sponsored with no less vigor
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but with perhaps different emphasis by
President Johnson since his accession to
the Presidency 100 days ago. I say
“with different emphasis” because ob-
viously the danger of a recession which
President Kennedy feared has vanished.
The country is at the height of prosper-
ity. That is, it is at the height of pros-
perity at the upper levels of our society.
The stock market has reached an all-
time high. Profits are higher. Sales are
bigger. Dividends for those who own
stocks are happily larger. Real estate is
enjoying a tremendous boom. But this
bounding affluence still does not extend
to what President Franklin Delano
Roosevelt a generation ago in a memo-
rable inaugural address referred to as “a
third of a nation, ill clad, ill fed, ill
housed.”

That problem is still with us. It has
acquired certain variations. For one
thing the gap between the affluent and
the poor is greater than it was a genera-
tion ago. For another, the United States
has in the last decade and a half entered
and expanded a new role—that of ‘“for-
eign aid.” Under this program we have
given over $100 billion to fight pov-
erty abroad, have spread this pro-
gram to over one hundred foreign na-
tions and plan to keep on doing it. This
solicitude for the needy in other lands
regrettably contrasts with our lack of
similar exercise for our own poor and
needy. It is not only time; it is indeed
overdue, that we do something about it,
and that something should be on a scale
commensurate with what the Congress
has been urged, pressured and pleaded
with to do in the foreign aid field, and
has done.

As of now, and before the war on pov-
erty starts, there are distressing signs
that no corresponding effort in size, scope
and intensity will be made for what I
believe should be called our domestic aid
program.

I quote in demonstration thereof a
front page item from last Saturday’s
Washington News—the local Scripps-
Howard paper—which, in its weekly col-
umn headed “In the Offing,” writes as
follows:

U.S. military soon may be involved in a
new war—the one on poverty.

Plans for Congress will propose giving mili-
tary a major role in training 100,000 young
men a year if they flunk draft exams because
they lack sufficient schooling or other mental
skills.

Training will be nonmilitary. Teachers
will be civilians. But Army and Air Force
will supply training sites (inactive military
posts), equipment and nonteaching person-
nel. They'll also furnish know-how for han-
dling large numbers of young men.

If Congress approves, program probably will
call for draft board examination of youths
at an early age—though they may not be
called up for military duty for some years
afterward.

Those who fail for correctable physical rea-
sons will be offered freatment or training.
Those who fall for mental reasons, but are
found capable of learning, may go to “Youth
Corps” where they'll receive schooling and
be taught occupational skills.

Note: Message to Congress on fighting pov-
erty has been held up by effort to plan a
broad program without spending much
money.
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Kindly note the final and significant
paragraph!:

Message to Congress on fighting poverty
has been held up by effort to plan a broad
program without spending much money.

Without spending much money. How
different that attitude and approach are
as contrasted with our foreign aid ap-
proach, in behalf of which every admin-
istration, since the program started with
the Marshall plan 17 years ago, has
pulled out all stops as to its necessity and
the inviolability of the multi-billion-dol-
lar totals asked for it. We are repeatedly
enjoined not to cut a cent from foreign
aid.

With that different “let us not spend
much” approach the war on poverty will
be lost before it starts.

Sargent Shriver has been delegated by
President Johnson to be commander in
chief of this war on poverty. The Presi-
dent could not have made a better choice.
If ever there has been a brilliant per-
formance and one hailed universally as
a success, it is Sargent Shriver’s conduct
of the Peace Corps. Considering the fine
results achieved, his program has cost
relatively little. But the war on pov-
erty in the United States constitutes an
entirely different problem. It cannot be
done without funds. Even Sargent Shri-
ver cannot be expected to make bricks
without straw. He cannot wage a war
without troops, materiel, and equipment;
and it would be folly to place this bur-
den upon him without the necessary sin-
ews of war.

Now the proper approach is admirably
set forth in John Kenneth Galbraith’s
. article-and I ask unanimous consent that
it be printed at the conclusion of my
remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. Galbraith
points out what some of us have con-
tended during the recent tax cut debate,
that that legislation, whatever its bene-
fits, will not, repeat, not, materially di-
minish unemployment, which is synony-
mous with poverty. Indeed it may even
increase unemployment by stimulating
industry through its generous corpora-
tion tax cuts and other benefits to build
more modern and up-to-date plants with
improved automation, which of course
means fewer jobs.

Mr. Galbraith further supports—by
his advocacy of expenditure on the pub-
lic sector—what I likewise have cohtend-
ed for, now for a full year—that we need
the kind of investment in public works,
urban renewal, and other construction
as was provided, while the funds lasted,
in the accelerated public works legis-
lation.

That program, initiated about 2 years
ago, proved a great success. It put peo-
ple to work, by a joint local and Federal
sharing of costs, on all kinds of worth-
while construction projects; sewer and
waterworks; public buildings; street pav-
ing; recreational areas, and so forth. It
put them to work at the site of the proj-
ect, back at the site of the factory where
the materials were produced, and in
between through the transportation of
these materials from factory to project.
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Unfortunately the amount authorized
was inadequate—$900 million. This was
less than one-fourth of what was appro-
priated for that year's foreign aid pro-
gram. Actually it was only one-eighth
since the domestic aid program funds—
the accelerated public works funds—
were expected to last for 2 years, and
did, while the foreign aid appropriation
was and is an annual affair.

The domestic aid program ran dry a
Year ago.

A year ago I introduced a bill to pro-
vide an equivalent for accelerated public
works of what would be appropriated
and authorized for the foreign aid pro-
gram. That would have amounted to
$3.5 billion. I repeat that the acceler-
ated public works is a kind of partial
domestic aid program, seeking to do in
part for our unemployed what we are
doing, and have been doing for 17 years,
to the tune of $100 billion for the unem-
ployed and needy in foreign lands. No
action has been taken on this bill. Last
July, the movement to restore the do-
mestic aid program got further support
when the distinguished chairman of the
Public Works Committee, PAT MCINAMARA,
of Michigan, introduced a bill calling for
$1.5 billion for this purpose.

No action has been taken on this bill.
Hearings have been held on both of
them before an ad hoc committee, a sub-
committee of the Senate Public Works
Committee, appointed on the initiative
of Senator McNamara. This committee,
of which I am a member, has been
chaired by the able and energetic senior
Senator from West Virginia, Mr. JEN-
NINGS RanpoLpH. If there is one man in
whose State there is a serious chronic
unemployment problem and who knows
how to combat it, it is JENNINGS RAN-
DOLPH.

The hearings were impressive. Re-
sponsible officials from all over the coun-
try testified. They included State Gov-
ernors or representatives of State Gov-
ernors, other State officials, county offi-
cials, mayors of cities and other munici-
pal officials, representatives of chambers
of commerce, representatives of labor
unions, and representatives of the public
in general. The support for this legisla-
tion was unanimous.and unswerving.

The fact is that even after the funds
ran out a year ago—the inadequate $900
million appropriated—some $700 million
worth of projects were presented and ap-
proved by the appropriate State and
Federal agencies and are ready to go.
That program to fight poverty could go
into action immediately upon the neces-
sary authorization and appropriation of
more money for accelerated public works.
It should be done. Action is overdue.
The appropriation should never have
been allowed to lapse.

Who are the poor, in whose behalf war
should be waged? They fall into many
categories. They are people who have
been thrown out of work because of
changes in industrial practice, changing
demands, changing fashions, because in
their former employment they are no
longer needed. There are other people
who have been thrown out of work by
automation, which is steadily enlarging
its role of disemploying able-bodied eciti-
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zens ready and eager to work. They
consist of the elderly, who have not been
able to save enough for their retirement,
whose meager social security funds are
inadequate and who are faced by the
steady rise in living costs. They are the
Negroes and whites who, for lack of edu-
cation, cannot qualify for jobs, if such
jobs were available. They are the ill,
who, through physical incapacity, can-
not accept employment. There are still
others.

Moreover, poverty is widely distributed
throughout the United States. It is
both urban and rural. It is widespread
throughout Alaska, among our “native”
population—Indians and Eskimos—
whose chief handicap is their lack of
educational opportunities in their youth.
They have not been afforded these in the
past by the Federal Government, which,
until 5 years ago, had complete jurisdic-
tion over their education and their eco-
nomic and social welfare, and now still,
in large part, provides their education.

In a comprehensive article entitled:
“Poverty, U.8.A., the Poor Amidst Pros-
perity,” published in the February 17 is-
sue of Newsweek, we find the widespread
distribution of poverty spelled out:

In a squalid Chicago slum, a Negro mother
rages: “Why we got to go hungry and
naked?" In forlorn Adair County, Okla., the
Btate’'s poorest, a community leader wryly
admits: “Welfare is our leading industry.”
In snow-crusted Portland, Maine, an arthritic
old woman wearlly fashions potholders
to sell for 36 cents each and sighs, "Sickness
takes the money so fast.” In southern Cali-
fornia’s Imperial Valley, a leathery tomato
harvester confides: “My highest thinking is
not to lose hope. If I lose myself, I lose
everybody."

On a dreary Toledo street corner, a job-
less youth unfit for the Army reports: “Christ,
when I get a penny I squeeze it until the
Lincoln jumps.” And in Detroit, a wife
struggling to support her unemployed hus-
band and five children on $60 a week laments:
“Next month? I just don't know. Next
month is in the hands of the angels.”

I ask unanimous consent that the en-
tire article be printed at the conclusion
of my remarks. I can only regret that
the telling illustrations cannot be re-
produced.

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

(See exhibit 2.).

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, nor
do these local citations begin to reveal
the extent of the problem. If we are go-
ing to win this battle, it is going to have
to be by a major campaign, not by a
piddling, chintzy, token gesture or two,
with transfer of funds already appropri-
ated; with “make-do” of existing fa-
cilities. We need precisely the same
kind of enthusiasm and demands for con-
gressional action that our Presidents and
Secretaries of State have for the last 17
years devoted to promoting our foreign
aid program. To me, the domestic aid
program should, at long last, at least be
given equal treatment. It should long
ago have had priority of treatment.

Accelerated public works, with ade-
quate appropriation, would cut a large
swath in unemployment, It would not
do the whole job. It would not take care
wholly of several of the categories of the
poverty-stricken above listed, though it
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would help them, too. We should have
special and additional legislation for
them. Additional legislation to raise the
social security allotments, the hospital
care bill—erroneously labeled “medi-
care”’—and above all, education—voca-
tional education—to train the young
Negroes and whites, the school drop-
outs, who have insufficient education to
hold jobs.

Professor Galbraith has some specific
recommendations on the educational pro-
gram. This will not be achieved on the
private sector. This will not be done,
as was so hopefully prophesied in the
debate on the tax cut bill, by those who
painted the glowing picture of how,
through that bill, we would get away
from public spending and let private en-
terprise do the job for the unemployed.

It would be splendid if private enter-
prise would, but it will not. If those
who doubt this will read—and I hope
many of my colleagues and others will
read it—John Kenneth Galbraith’s mas-
terful article entitled, “Let Us Begin:
An Invitation to Action on Poverty,”
which follows my remarks, they will un-
derstand fully why the moves that seem
to be in prospect to make war on poverty
will be feeble, inadequate, disappointing
and indeed—and I hope that this may
not be frue—a failure of the fine high
purpose which President Johnson has
declared in making war on poverty in
this, the wealthiest Nation on earth. Its
upper class and upper middle class, and
to some extent the lower echelons of the
latter, are enjoying a varyingly substan-
tial prosperity which does not reach
those in the lower levels of our economic
and social system.

Or will it, to repeat Newsweek's ques-
tion, be “a band-aid program?”

It must not.

EXHIBIT 1
Ler Us BeEGIN: AN INVITATION TO ACTION ON
POVERTY
(By John Eenneth Galbraith)

The misfortune of the liberal is that he
must suffer the censure of both his friends
and his enemies. His friends are particularly
severe, for, naturally enough, they hold him
to much higher standards of intellectual de-
portment than those with whom they dis-
agree. I speak here from experlence. Be-
cause, a few years ago, I wrote a book which
described our soclety as afluent, I have ever
since been accused of hellevlng that there
are no poor people left in the United States.
This charge comes, to be sure, from those
who have not read the book but as every
author is aware this accounts for a distress-
ingly large majority of the voting population
and a not insignificant fraction of the more
eloguent critics. I continue to hope that
those who have been more pmﬁisate of their
energy will recall that one of my principal
purposes was to urge that growing wealth
would not, of itself, solve the problem of pov-
erty. Instead, with increased well-being, the
position of those left behind would become
ever more shameful—an anachronism from
which we would be able to divert our eyes
only with ever-increasing determination.
But my purpose here is not to defend myself
but—in the deeper tradition of American
liberalism—to dwell on the shortcomings of
other people.

The problem of poverty in the United
States is the problem of people who for rea-
sons of location, education, health, environ-
ment in youth or mental deficiency, or race
are not able to particlpate effectively—or at
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all—in the economic life of the Nation. Be-
ing barred from participation they are denied
the income that accrues to participants. So
they live in deprivation.

Those who argue that a steady expansion
in economic output is a necessary condition
for the elimination of poverty have a valid
case. People who are able to participate in
the economy must have a chance for johs.
And there also continues to be good reason
for seeking a broad and equitable distribu-
tion of the revenues from production. De-
spite considerable propaganda to the con-
trary, our greatest current need is not a de-
cision to be tender to the well-to-do. Their
situation is not nearly so desperate as popu-
larly represented or the current congressional
desire to help the higher tax brackets would
seem to suggest. We should continue to bear
in mind that one makes an economy work not
by rewarding the rich but by rewarding all
who contribute to its success.

But on one elementary point there must
be no doubt. If the head of a famlily is
stranded deep on the Cumberland Plateau,
or if he never went to school, or if he has
no useful skill, or if his health is broken, or
if he succumbed as a youngster to a slum
environment, or if opportunity is denied to
him because he s a Negro, then he will be
poor and his family will be poor and that
will be true no matter how opulent every-
one else becomes. A very large part of the
very worst poverty is the affliction of people
who are unable to make a useful contribu-
tion to the economy. Being unable to con-
tribute they receive nothing. They will
continue to recelve nothing no matter how
rapidly the economy expands.

Equally there must be no doubt that tha
means for resculng these people or their
children—investment to conserve and de-
velop resources, assistance in relocation of
workers, assistance to new industries, vast-
ly improved education, training and retrain-
ing, medical and mental care, youth employ-
ment, counseling, urban recreational facili-
tles, housing, slum abatement, and the as-
surance of full civie equality—will require
public effort and public funds. This must
be honest effort and not pilot projects which
are a modern device for simulating action
without spending money. Poverty can be
made to disappear. It won't be accomplished
simply by stepping up the growth rate any
more than it will be accomplished by in-
cantation or ritualistic washing of the feet.
Growth is only for those who can take ad-
vantage of it.

We have, of course, no hope of erasing
this blot on our social life if we are affected
by the thinking of that new and interest-
ing cult which call themselves the modern
conservatives. As to this, I suppose, there
will be general agreement. The modern con-
servative is not even especially modern. He
is engaged, on the contrary, in one of man's
oldest, best financed, most applauded, and,
on the whole, least successful exercises in
moral philosophy. That is the search for a
superior moral justification for selfishness.
It is an exercise which always involves a cer-
tain number of internal contradictions and
even a few absurdities. The conspicuously
wealthy turn up urging the character-build-
ing value of privation for the poor. The man
who has struck it rich in minerals, oll, or
other bounties of nature is found explain-
ing the debilitating effect of unearned in-
come from the State. The corporation ex-
ecutive who is a superlative success as an
organization man weighs it on the evils of
bureaucracy. Federal ald to education is
feared by those who live in suburbs that
could easlly forgo this danger, and by peo-
ple whose children are in private schools.
Socialized medicine is condemned by men
emerging from Walter Reed Hospital. So-
cial security is viewed with alarm by those
who have the comfortable cushion of an in-
herited income. Those who are immediate-
ly threatened by public efforts to meet their
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needs—whether widows, small farmers, hos-
pitalized veterans, or the unemployed—are
almost always oblivious to their danger.

The first three or four times that I read
“The Conscience of a Conservative,” I con-
fess that I was slightly attracted by the
vision of a young, two-fisted man of my own
age, up from the ranks, self-reliant, self-
made, accepting the risk of illness without
income, disdaining any organized provision
for his old age, asking only that he might
keep safe from the tax collector what he
earned by the sweat of his own brow. I
continue to think of this as the work of a
detached scholar. But, in the purely literary
way that one writer explores the psyche of
another, I wonder if some personal anxieties
are not eased by identification with a really
good department store.

I have no thought of reproach here. My
own interest in the Harvard retirement plan
slumped appallingly when my books began
to appear on the best-seller lists and my wife
quite unexpectedly, became the beneficiary
of the small remnants of a New England
fortune founded, we believe, on the develop-
ment of a better horse blanket. Why, we
wondered, should the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice share so handsomely In the royalties
when it had had no part in the lonely
agonies of composition? Should not the
spirit of enterprise that produced those

blankets be better rewarded in the present

generation? For one fleeting moment Young
Americans for Freedom had their chance.

It is not conservatives, however, but lib-
erals who are the object of my present in-
terest.
relieved to realize, that I address my word of
reproach.

The elimination of poverty at home and its
mitigation abroad are jobs for liberals. They
will not be accomplished unless liberalism is
a determined faith. That, alas, is what it

is ceasing to be. It is coming to be supposed

that there is something uncouth about argu-
ment, unwise about controversy, and irre-
sponsible about Innovation. A high State
Department official expressed regret a few
weeks ago—I am sorry to say that he had
India in mind—that ambassadors should in-
volve his otherwise placid institution in con-
troversy. Liberals, I fear, are responding to
this mood.

I am not at all sure that on elther foreign
or domestic policy the liberal serves his high-
est function by acting as a distant early
warning system for right wing eriticism. Nor
is he most needed In order to provide an ele-
gant and sophisticated rationale for what
conservative officials have always done. Nor
is it certaln that he should measure his suc-
cess by the applause which the establish-
ment reserves in really fulsome measure for
the once dangerous radical who has shown
that he is open to sound conservative persua-
sion. I am not even certain that we most
need liberals in order to alert us to the men-
ace of communism. These are all matters
on which T hope to dwell one day at greater
length. Service to the United States in the
field of forelgn policy is not without its edu-
cational value in these respects. For the
moment let me simply say to the liberal who
believes that he does enough by endowing
the public scene with his presence, rather
than by pursuing his convictions, that I
agree that it is a good life. It is also a lot
like being one of the warriors in the Wash-
ington, D.C., parks. The posture is heroic;

the sword is held high; but, alas, the move- .

ment is nil?

1 In suggesting that the Purely Decorative
Eiberal (who may be known for short as a
PDL or Piddler) is a waste of time and should
be recognized as such, I have no thought of
suggesting that working liberals leave the
Government. This disconcerting interpreta-
tlon was read into these remarks, I think in-
nocently, by a reporter when I first made
them in Washington some weeks ago.

It is to them, conservatives will be
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It is especially important that liberals not
‘be defensive about the public tasks that lle
shead. These are becoming more and not
less urgent and it would be an especially
shocking miscalculation to postpone needed
public services in order to get tax reduction.
The case for tax reduction rests on the need
to reduce the dampening effect of taxation
at high levels of output and income and thus
insure that these levels are maintained. The
further effect, it is argued, will be increased
tax revenues from a better functioning econ-
omy. Whatever the merits of this case, it
provides no support for the contention that
needed tasks of Government should be held
back to facilitate the cut. This is now be-
ing suggested and some have gone on to
argue that tax reduction is so important a
goal that the public welfare functions should
be cut back so that it may be accomplished
with safety.

Prof, Raymond Saulnier, President Eisen-
hower's informed and by no means obdurately
conservative economic adviser, has concluded
that the nondefense expenditures of the
United States—he mentions as illustrative
those for the Rural Electrification Adminis-
tration, Agency for International Develop-
ment, Export-Import Bank, Farmers’ Home
Administration, outlays for civil public
works, research—should be cut by $2 bil-
lHon if there is to be both tax reduction
and provision for the bulilt-in or contractual
increases in Federal outlays. This means
that tax reduction is not for the public good
but is imposed at public cost for its own
sake, .

John F. Kennedy liked to describe himself
as a prudent man. And he hated extrava-
gance of any sort—extravagant speech, ex-
travagant gesture, waste of money. President
Johnson is, I belleve, a wisely prudent man.
No one would ask for any other kind of na-
tional leader. Departments should answer
well for their needs. There is no case for
redundant bases, unneeded manpower, or
unused services. The quarrel is with those
who see in sound public service some danger
to soclety., In fact the public services are
one of the two great forces in the fiscal sys-
tem working for economic equity and social
stability.

We have long re that the progres-
slve income tax is one such force. In the
last quarter of the last century and the first
quarter of this century, the concentration
of wealth proceeded at a rapid, even appall-
ing, rate in the United States. There seemed
to be good ground for the Marxist prediction
that this concentration would, in the end,
destroy the vitality of capitalism and bring
its destruction. The income tax was a ma-
jor step in arresting this trend and thus
annulling Marx's prediction. Conservatives
have many reasons to be grateful for the
Taft family but there can be little doubt that
its greatest single monument is Willlam
Howard Taft’s successful bid for a constitu-
tional amendment permitting the progres-
sive income tax. I do notshare the enthusi-
asm, now also at a high pitch in some places,
for making the tax less progressive. (Pro-
visions in the new tax bill for a more liberal
exemption of income in the form of capital
galns are a remarkably frank form of free-
loading for high-bracket taxpayers. I would
hope that all legislators be questioned closely
as to thelr stand on this item next autumn
with a view to appropriate reward.)

But we need to bear In mind that the in-
- cldence of public services is similar to that
of the progressive income tax. It also strong-

1y favors the least fortunate. -

Thus the well-to-do family can escape to

" . the country. It is'the poor who need parks

and whose children need swimming pools.
Only the poor live in the slums and require
the myriad of services that, we may hope,
will one day mitigate urban congestion and
public squalor. The well to do live in com-
munities that have good schools; it is the
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schools of slum dwellers and wage and salary
workers which would be principally improved
by Federal ald to education. Colleges and
universities are more accessible to the rich
than to the poor. It is the masses and not
the classes who use mass tation.
The elderly couple of less than average in-
come would be the major beneficiary of med-
icare. Soclal security, minimum wages en-
forcement, youth employment are all most
important for the least well to do. It is
poor children who play in dirty streets. It
is their father who gets laid off when public
works are suddenly cut back.

Even the protective functions of the State
are most important for those in the lower in-
come brackets, Lethal serum and poilson
drugs do, one gathers, work rather democrat-
ically on rich and poor allke. But many of
us could probably survive a certaln amount
of exploitation in our prescriptions, fraud
in our food packaging, mendacity In our
dental advertising, or thimblerigging in our
securities. We live in parts of cities where
epidemics are less Iikely. The family that
struggles to make ends meet, the widow with
life insurance money around loose, the dwell-
ers In urban tenements need the protection
of an alert FTC, FDA, SEC, and Public Health
Service.

Public services have, to use the economist’s
word, a strong redistributional effect. And
this effect is strongly in favor of those with
lower incomes. Those who clamor the loud-
est for public economy are those for whom
public services do the least. Tax reduction
that curtails or limits public services has a
double effect In comforting the comfortable
and afflicting the poor.

This is something which liberals should
not forget. I venture to think there is an
even stronger lesson for the man of good will
and good income who, regardless of political
disposition, counts himself a good and com-
passionate citizen. When he is tempted by
a crusade against public expenditure, he
should remember that the sacrifice is not his.
This is all the more true, for the crusaders
almost Invariably exclude defense expendi-
tures, the one large outlay that even the
most afiluent corporation finds a convenient
source of revenue.

In recent times there has been a notice-
able reluctance to base social policy on dif-
ferences in personal income—or even to ad-
mit that they exist. Politiclans now avold
the subject. As pornography has become
ever more popular, inequality has become
obscene, Ours is a classless soclety; we must
not set the poor against the rich, or possibly
vice versa.

This is great nonsense. There are wide
differences in abllity to pay in our society.
There are also wide differences in the benefit
from public services. . These are facts of life
to be treated without rancor but with full
candor. The progressive income tax is a
powerful force for equality and the stabillity
of our economic institutions. So are public
services. To suppose that public services are
of equal benefit to people of all income, and
hence that there is equality of sacrifice in
curtailment, is to work a fraud on the poor-
est of our cltizens.

My. impression is that poverty will be
elilminated primarily by energetic action
along lines on which we are already work-
ing—on civil rights, education, slum abate-
ment, the rest. Action on these several
fronts has Just been promised, as this goes
to press,:in the new state of the Union
message. President Johnson has put the
problem firmly on the public conscience. I
would like to urge one further and very con-
crete step.

To the best of knowledge there is no place
in the world where a well-educated popula-
tion 1s really poor. If so, let us here in the
United States select, beginning next year,
the hundred lowest-income counties (or, in
the case of urban slums, more limited areas
of substantial population and special need)
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and designate them as special educational
districts. These would be equipped (or re-
equipped) with a truly excellent and com-
prehensive school plant, including both pri-
mary and secondary schools, transportation,
and the best in recreational facilities. The
employment on construction in this part of
the task would be well-adjusted to the areas
of unemployment.

Next, In the manner of the Peace Corps,
but with ample pay, an elite body of teach-
ers would be assembled—ready to serve in
the most remote areas, tough enough and
well-trained enough to take on the worst
slums, proud to go to Harlan County or to
Harlem. By this one step we would over-
come the present difficulty in getting good
teachers to go where they are most needed.
I would think that the minimum salary for
men and women qualifying for this corps
should be around $12,000.

Finally, the scheme should include mod-
est educational grants to familles to feed
and clothe children for school and to com-
pensate for their earnings. Breakfast should
be available for children who need. it in
addition to lunch. Perhaps there should be
an issue of efficlent and attractive clothing.
Specifically qualified members of the corps
would be avallable for counseling on home
conditions, following up on truancy and
delinquencg. and otherwise insuring that
these youngsters overcome the environment
to which the accident of birth committed
them. Those who need it would be provided
with medical and psychiatric care. The year
following, the program would be enlarged
and extended to the next 150 or 200 most
abysmal areas. It would come to cover as
quickly as possible the areas of need. But
it would not go beyond areas of low income
or, as in the case of the slums, of special
educational problems.

This is not Federal ald to education. It
is an attack on poverty by what I would
Judge to be the most effective single step
that could be taken. Can anyone argue that
youngsters with these facilitles and this
training would share the dismal fate of their
parents? As Incomes rise above a specified
level, the schools would be returned to the
localities in accordance with a cost-sharing
formula that would take account of increas-
ing ability to pay. Those who fear Federal
control of education are amply protected.
The effort would not affect them.

There are adequate precedents for such
actlon. Some 10 years ago it was sadly evi-
dent that our highways were heading for
trouble. In the richer States they were
falrly good. Elsewhere they were too few,
too narrow, and too slow. One day soon the
vehicles would be backing up into. Detroit
itself. Then we would have only an inter-
locked mass of metal full of sound but devold
of movement. The consegquences for busi-
ness would be far from agreeable. Foresee-
ing this ‘crisis, the Federal Government
stepped in. Disdaining to be bound by the
time-honored formula for sharing costs with
the States, it proceeded, subject to some
fairly transparent disguises, to contribute up
to 90 percent of the cost of the new high-
ways. General Motors did not object. Ford
did not object. Chrysler did not object. The
National Association of Manufacturers was
acquiescent, Mr, Lucius Clay, the father of
the scheme, was at no time stigmatized as a
radical promoter of big government. Confi-
dent of the same approval, I would urge that
we finance in the same way this frontal
attack on the areas where education is worst,
is needed most, and has the most to offer.

ExHIBIT 2
PoverTYy US.A.
THE POOR AMIDST PROSPERITY
Lingering poverty in the shadow of un-
rivaled affluence is the painful paradox of
American life today. In a single generation,
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the richest country on earth has banished the
bleak specter of “The Grapes of Wrath" with
the gilded fantasy of “The Beverly Hillbillies."
But reality has hardly kept pace with the
American dream.

Summoned now to Lyndon Johnson's un-
conditional war on poverty, Americans can
find the battlefleld on all sides:

In a squalid Chicago slum, a Negro mother
rages: “Why we got to go hungry and naked?"
In forlorn Adair County, Okla. the State’s
poorest, a community leader wryly admits:
“Welfare is our leading industry.” In snow-
crusted Portland, Maine, an arthritic old
woman wearlly fashions potholders to sell for
35 cents each and sighs: “Bickness takes the
money so fast.” In southern California’s
Imperial Valley, a leathery tomato harvester
confides: “My highest thinking is not to lose
hope. If I lose myself, I lose everybody.”
On a dreary Toledo street corner, a Jobless
youth unfit for the Army reports: “Christ,
when I get a penny I squeeze it till the
Lincoln jumps.” And in Detroit, a wife
struggling to support her unemployed hus-
band and five children on 860 a week la-
ments: “Next month? I just don't know.
Next month is In the hands of the angels.”

Living on relief

On any given day, 430,000 men, women, and
children—more than the entire population
of Louisville, Ey.—live on rellef in New York
City, thousands of them in such appalling,
vermin-ridden tenements that many have
resorted to a desperate new tactic: the rent
strike. In all, close to 8 million Americans
are recelving public ald—&400 million worth a
month—and the number has been growing
twice as fast as the population since 1955.

In the scarred hollows of Appalachia there
are hamlets so primitive that even an out-
house is an unknown luxury. In the South,
half of all Negro farm families cling to sur=
vival on less than $1,200 a year. In the dust
of Three Rocks, Calif., a huddle of shanties
in Fresno County, children gambol who have
never seen & kitchen sink. American In-
dians still languish on reservations where
the death rate Is three times that of the
United States at large. At precisely 11 each
morning, 1,600 ragged people, some of them
women clutching bedraggled youngsters,
shuffie to St. Anthony's dining room in San
Francisco for a free hot meal, generally their
only one of the day. d

What, after all, is new about poverty? The
Bible says, “ye have the poor always with
you"—and so far, even in America, it has
been dead right. But in the United States
at midcentury, poverty carries a special
poignancy, a special frustration. For the
first time in history, a soclety has attained
the technological resources to wipe out pov-
erty; yet, ironically, that very technology is
aggravating the plight of the poor.

Out of step

And for the first time, in the midst of an
unprecedentedly prosperous majority, Amer-
ica has been experiencing the phenomenon
of minority mass poverty. A century ago,
the overwhelming majority of Americans
would have been deemed poor by today's
standards. By the same yardstick, one out
of every two Americans lived in poverty dur-
ing the boom year of 1929. During the de-
pression, Franklin D, Roosevelt’s ragtag “one-
third of a nation” was more closely two-
thirds. But to be poor in America today is
to be out of step with the Nation, a stranger
in paradise, a frequently faceless member of
an alien culture.

“The poor people feel that no one cares,”
says Paul Jacobs, a onetime labor organizer
who recently roved the country on a Ford
Foundation grant, disguised as a near-penni-
less drifter to gather firsthand impressions
of unemployment and deprivation. “It's

another world—there's their world and ours.
They eat meat, and potatoes, and gravy—
whoever heard of fruit or a salad? They get
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no mail—who writes to poor people? They
sleep late—what's the sense of getting up?
If you sleep late you might save the cost of
a meal.”

Ever since John Kenneth Galbraith pin-

inted the anomaly of deprivation amid
plenty in “The Afluent Soclety’” 6 years ago,
fellow economists have been haggling over
the meaning of “poverty” and the precise
dimensions of the problem in the United
States. Reading the data by their own sub-
Jjective lights, they have produced estimates
ranging from an extravagant 90 million
American poor—nearly half the population—
to a hard-core minimum of 20 million living
on the rind of bare subsistence. "“The point,”
soclologist Michael Harrington says bluntly,
“is that there are a hell of a lot of poor
people in America today.”

J One-fifth

In its war on poverty, under the general-
ship of Peace Corps Director Sargent Shriver,
the Johnson administration’s count of the
Ameriecan poor is 35 million—nearly one-fifth
of the Nation, It is an arbitrary figure, like
any other, but virtually all experts agree that
the figure is essentially realistic.

Who are the American poor and just how
poor are they? “The people who are falling
behind,” says Galbraith, “fall into four
classes. Those with poor education, those
with physical or mental deficiency, those who
live in the wrong geographical area, or those
who have restricted job opportunities be-
cause of race. The most elementary fact
about prosperity is that you have to have a
job to participate in it.”

The most elementary facts about Amer-
ican prosperity are staggering: after 35
stralght months of expansion, the economy
is generating a gross national product at the
unprecedented rate of 600 billlon a year,
672 million people are employed, median
family income stands at $5,956 a year, up
from 84,117 in 1947. But when the income
ple is sliced, 80 percent of the population
feasts on 95 percent of it.

The other America

The remaining sliver goes to the Nation’s
“forgotten fifth"”"—the citizens of what Har-
rington has christened (in the title of his
1962 study) "“The Other America.” Up-to-
date figures show that more than 30 mil-
lion Americans live in families with incomes
of less than $3,000 a year; more than half
of them subsist on less than $2,000—$38 a
week. Five million people living alone earn
under $1,500 a year.

Most poor families are white, live in cities,
and are headed by a man or woman with no
better than an eight-grade education. When
the figures are broken down, the character-
istics that govern Poverty U.S.A. make their
mark.

City and country, nearly half—47 percent—
of all poor families live in the South; in-
deed, a southerner’s chances of being poor
are twice those of Americans living else-
where. Twenty-two percent of American
poor families are Ne or other non-
whites; a non-white family’s chances of being
poor are two and a half times greater than
its white counterpart’s. A quarter of all poor
families are headed by women, a third by
men or women over 65. Thirty percent have
no breadwinners at all.

Unquestionably, unemployment is a major
thread in the pattern of Poverty U.S.A. By
the latest count, 4.6 million Americans, 5.6
percent of the work force, are unemployed.
Yet like all other individual aspects of the
problem, unemployment in the conventional
sense s only one part of the story. ‘“Be-
fore,” Galbraith points out, “we had pov-
erty of the employables. Now we have pov-
erty of some employables and many who are
technically unemployable.”

Thus, the spectrum of poverty in the Unit-
ed States begins at one end with the nouveau
poor—Iindustrial workers, thrust on the slag
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heap by automation or relocation of plants,
who are slowly slipping Into want they
thought they had escaped forever. In the
middle are the millions of low-paid, low-
skill migrants, farm laborers, and service
workers who simply cannot live on their
often sporadic wages. And at the extremity
are those too old, too sick, or too incompe-
tent to hold jobs even if they had the
chance. In an era of breathtaking tech-
nology, those who are left behind find it in-
creasingly hard to make headway. “I think
you're treated according to your education,”
says a bitter Negro mother in Chicago. “If
you're unlucky and don’t get one, or if you
pass up the chance to get one, you have
to suffer. You pay for it for the balance of
your life.”
Wheo are the poor?

In the United States of America there are
47 million families—9.3 million earn less than
$3,000 annually, Of these: 5 million live in
cities; 4.3 million live in the South; 6 milllon
have a family head with less than ninth grade
education; 2 million are nonwhite; 2.3 mil-
lion have a woman as family head; and 3.2
million have a family head 65 or older.

Scanty education, ramshackle housing, fal-
tering health, gnawing frustration—these are
the effects of poverty and, in a viclous, stub-
born cycle, the causes of more poverty.

Yet no capsule analysis of the dimensions
and roots of the problem can begin to sug-
gest the fascinating ambiguities that make
American poverty so distinctly American. In
every poverty pocket in the Nation jingles the
small change of the affluent soclety.

Stereo on relief

In Harlan County, Ky. for example, the
heartland of depressed areas, 88 percent of
the families have washing machines, 67 per-
cent have TV sets, 42 percent have telephones,
and 59 percent own cars. On New York's
lower East Side, a Puerto Rican family living
on relief is paying for a stereo phonograph
set. In Stilwell, Okla., an old man lives on
In a tarpaper shack, serene in the satisfaction
that he has put every one of his children
through college. A 1960 study found that 14
percent of families earning less than $3,000
annually had bought new cars that year;
nearly half the famillies making between
$2,000 and $3,000 a year own their own homes.

As a class, the American poor live better to-
day than ever before. And as a nation,
America has made significant strides in re-
ducing the percentage of poor in the general
population—though in a rapidly growing
population, the actual number of poor has
been increasing. By the standards of the
President’s poverty advisers, 32 percent of all
American families were poor in 1947. With-
in a decade, the figure had been cut to 23 per-
cent. But since 1957 the pace has slackened.
How to speed it up? That, in essence, is the
problem facing the men who are now map-
ping the strategy of the war on poverty.

The impoverished are people, too. And here
are a representative elght, chosen from many
others interviewed by Newsweek throughout
the country and keyed on a map of the
United States. They are at once typical of
their plight and individual in their response.

Some have always been poverty-stricken,
some only recently; some are not there yet,
though headed in that direction. Signifi-
cantly, perhaps, none has ever been wealthy
nor even prosperous. And none is an “oper-
ator,” able or even willing to exploit all the
rellef and charity possibilities open to him.
Finally, nearly all have pressing health prob-
lems and nearly all, somehow, have hope.

Alice and Howard Neipert

The living room of the Neipert apartment
in Portland, Maine, is small and warm and
filled with the accumulated bric-a-brac of
a 50-year marriage. Allce Nelpert, a neat.
buxom woman with a drawn face, sits
quietly on a rocker near the window. She
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has crippling arthritis. Her husband, How-
ard, a benign 78-year-old, canes about the
house. He has osteomyelitis.

Eilght years ago Howard retired with $6,000
in savings and the intention of working at
his old job as a shoe salesman 3 days a week
and thus earning $1,200 a year. Within 6
months, however, he had become too sick
to work. All the savings went for medical
bills. “That was money we were going to
have fun with,” Mrs. Neipert says mildly.
“We had a few little trips planned, maybe
one to Florida.”

Now they live on social security—$141 a
month,

They eat sparingly, put “well enough,”
they both say, spending $10 to $15 a week

on food and carefully balancing their diets.

Mrs. Nelpert can't walk very much, but she
cleans the three-room apartment, every day,
does all her own laundry, ironing, and cook-
ing. Howard vacuums, and they have a
relay from closet to table for setting the
table.

The Neiperts own a TV set, acquired be-
fore his retirement. (They think programs
are going downhill fast.) Recently they
have acquired a toaster and some blankets
with grocery-store stamps saved over the
years, They also have a phone—"the last
thing I'd glve up,” says Mrs. Neipert. *Our
son calls up from South Portland every
nlght."

Doctor bills and medicine costs menace
their future. “Still, we don't owe one nickel,
and we have a lot of wonderful friends,”
says Howard Neipert. “I'm not able to work,
80 we just have to get along, or else.”

The couple also retains a few “luxuries"—
the morning newspaper (“Pa’'d just be lost
without his paper"), and now and then a
present. “Last week,” says Howard, with a
devilish glint, “I brought my wife a pint of
sherbet.”

Mrs. Pauline Véliz

New York: Spanish Harlem has some of
the roughest streets in the world, and it
takes some of the toughest mothers in the
world to bring up decent children, especlally
when they must do it without the help of a
man. Pauline Véliz 1s doing it—barely.
“Just because you live on welfare,” she says,
“you don't have to live like pigs.”

A family under siege, Pauline Véliz and her
six children huddle in their four-room rall-
road flat in New York’s Spanish Harlem and
shut out the world. Their enemy is the
fanged street below, which extends into the
tenement, up the clammy, urinous stairways,
past the occaslonal dozing junky who some-
times grabs for the children.

And there 1s a second enemy, sickness,
the classic foe of the poor: 10-year-old Rosa-
linda has asthma. “They tell me she
shouldn’t climb stairs,” says her mother bit-
terly. Five-year-old Bertile has a rheumatic
heart. Antonlo, 11, once spent over a year
in a convalescent home in Connecticut. . “All
that time,” says Mrs. Véliz, “I never saw my
son. Finally I told the welfare people, ‘You
glve me visiting money, or else I'll use the
rent money.'"” Welfare refused. Mrs. Véliz
defied them, went to see her son, and got
away with it: “I'm not afrald of welfare any-
more. They can’t throw you out unless you
have a man around. I don't have one and I
don’'t want one, I don't want any more
children.”

A round, vivid woman of 38, Pauline Véliz
was born in. the United States of Puerto
Rican parentage. She mentions the two
husbands in her life, both now disappeared.
Her children are entirely supported by wel-
fare—$133 every 2 weeks. They attend
. parochial schools; Pauline accompanies them

. in the morning, picks them up in the after-
noon, and they return via Girl Scout meet-
ings and the like, to the dingy, spotless apart-
ment,. . .

It 18 not an easy place to keep clean.
Perlodically the rats appear and must be
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driven out, their holes boarded up. A month
ago a large chunk of kitchen celling fell to

the floor. There is a puppy. "“The children
need entertainment,” Pauline explains.
“They don't have many toys,” In the llving

room bookcase is the Golden Home and High
School Encyclopedia, bought on time years

ago.

The Véliz children seem frightened, slow,
not up to their vital mother. She caresses
them often. They run up frequently to
touch her hair, hold her hand. "I try to
keep them happy,” she says, “and safe.
These days, there’s no safety in the streets.”

Claudie Mae Lowe

Georgla: A sawmill man and an ex-farmer,
Tobe Lowe, 55, can't get on welfare because
he's able to work—but he can't find work.
Meanwhile the children munch hoe cake and
look hungry and play lethargically. Not far
from the Lowes' two-room house, a roadside
sign warns the passerby: “The blood of Jesus
is the only way to heaven. Your way won't
do.”

Every morning a timid, round-eyed, Negro
mother named Claudie Mae Lowe sweeps the
clay front yard of her two-room home in
Tallaferro County, Ga. It is the country
way to show a family is living in a house that
otherwise appears uninhabitable,

Claudie Mae’s two rooms are teeming with
humanity. She has eight children, only three
of school age, only one now in school. (The
others have dropped out, she explains, “till
we kin git 'em up some clothes.”) She has a
husband named Tobe, patient, stocky, mid-
dle-aged, "a sawmill man,” jobless since last
fall after 18 years with one company, 3 years
with another. Sawmilling is fading out In
central Georgla, so Tobe farmed for a while,
“goin' halfs” on 40 acres of cotton with a
white man who put up the land, equipment,
and $50 a month “run money” for groceries.
Since harvest time, however, he has had no
work.

Somehow the 10 Lowes sleep and “set
around” in one room. It is darkish from
boarded-up windows, and full of beds and
boxes and has an old easy chair with make-
shift board seat. The flowered wallpaper has
been torn and shredded by children up to a
height of 4 feet. Above are decorations, large
advertisements of Stokeley's beans and Van
Camp's pork and beans.

In the kitchen are several battered elec-
trical appliances, though the electricity was
turned off months ago. Last week, the oven
of the broken-down stove contained a hunk
of white fatback, the size of a man’s hand,
and some grits. Claudie Mae was making the
family staple—hoe cake. "Ain't got no milk,”
she sald with a bewlldered little giggle. “You
spose to use milk. I uses water.”

As she told of her last visit to the doctor,
Claudie Mae’s giggle was like that of a sad
child. “He say I got dis here thing, Say I
got to have my womb took out.”

Tobe still hopes to be a sawmill man again,
still applies for every opening he hears of.
“When de wages went up, de mills just shet
down,"” he says. ‘“This week I been to these
heyar planing mills, where dey puttin’ up a
new mill, and de man say ‘I ain't goln’ to
keep all the hands I got 'cause now they's
machines doin’' what hands used to.' "

The rent for Tobe's house is $7 a month,
but his landlord, & sympathetic Negro who
lives in a. more substantial house up the road,
18 not pressing for his money. “I just don't
see how familles live like that,” he says.

The landlord also lets the Lowe children
fetch pails of water from his house. Tobe's
well is muddy and unsatisfactory. On days
when Claudie Mae is boiling clothes, the
children bring the water to the big black pot
in the Lowes' front yard. But lately the pot
is seldom used; the children have nothing to
wear while their clothes are being washed.

Now and then Tobe considers moving his
family to the city, but he belleves it is not
for the likes of him and Claudie Mae, "Hits
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right smart fast in town,” he says. “Reckon
maybe hits too fast.”
Thomas Ray Spray

Des Moines: Rejected by the Army,
21-year-old Tom Spray has had a run of bad
luck. Recently he was told of a job with
a repalr company—and got there after it was
filled, Later he barreled out to a West Des
Moines factory when he heard they were
hiring. “But I'd heard wrong. Turned out
they were firlng.”

A glum, pudgy 21-year-old, Thomas Ray
Spray already has the mark of the loser upon
him. He finished the 11th grade in a special
class at North High School in Des Moines,
but the school felt he had gone as far as he
could. He wasn't permitted to enter the
12th grade and get his diploma.

Tom Spray still feels the shock of being
given a 1-Y (limited trainability) classifica-
tion by the Army. “I'd looked forward to
going in,” he says. “I figured it would be
my chance to learn a skill or something. No
reason why I couldn't either. I can read well
enough to learn a lot of things.”

‘Tom lives with his divorced mother and a
16-year-old sister in a dingy two-bedroom
apartment with cracked walls, chipped paint,
and an atmosphere of near-hopelessness. He
has worked two and a half months In the
past year—mixing fruit cakes in a bakery for
the Christmas trade. The rest of the time
he has been looking for another job—or else
slouching unhappily before the TV set in the
living room.

His small, harassed mother supports the
family on her $32.50-a-week take-home pay
as a plemaker. “Sometimes I just feel like
giving up,” she says. “Why can't the boy
get a job? Why didn't they let him finish
school? Why did the Army reject him? No-
body ever tells us. It's not his fault. He
tries.”

His ambition is to get back into bakery
work. “There's a future in that, and It's the
only thing I know anything about. I might
even get myself classified a skilled worker
on my past experience.”

But nothing has turned up lately in bak-
eries or anywhere else. Tom visits the Towa
Employment Service offices twice a week.
“All they ever say,” he sighs, "is they ain't
got nothing. Leave your application, and
we'll be calling you, they say, but nobody
ever calls.”

Joseph Crowley

Detroit: Unemployed for 3 years, with no
prospects in sight, Joseph Crowley, 43, isn't
out actively seeking a job; he knows there's
very little around for him. Now he babysits
for his working wife, registers with agencies,
and tries to get into one of the State retrain-
ing programs.

Three years ago Joseph Crowley and his
family were moving up in the world. He
was a warehouse leader, making 8249 an
hour, at the Essex Wire Corp. in Detroit.
He'd moved to a two-story brick and shingle
house, bought a new TV set and & new
tlilrrql.lolse davenport. Then he- was laid
off.

Crowley, hasn't found a steady job since.
Now the family income ($243 a month) comes
from neat, little Dolores Crowley, 33, who
housekeeps at the rectory next door. When
she's at work, Joe cooks for the five chil-
dren. “Sometimes I get way down in the
dumps,” he says. “Then I do something
extra, llke maybe wash down the bathroom
walls."

The Crowleys are still eating reasonably
well, and the children (3 to 13 years old)
are neatly dressed, but there are health prob-
lems. Both adult Crowleys need dentures,
and the children have cavities. Because they
can't pay their family dentist, the Crowleys
have not visited him lately. “Two or three
years ago,” Dolores says, “the doctor told me
to have a hysterectomy, or at least a checkup
every 6 months. But it would cost $12.50,
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and more for blood tests, and I haven't been
for a year.”

The Crowleys are not on welfare. “I was
raised on it,” says Mrs. Crowley. “I don’t
want it for my children. Anyway, this is
the hand God dealt us, and we have to play
1t."

And Joseph Crowley pulls his 3-year-old
son on his knee and says: “If I'd just gone
through high school and had a trade, things
would be different.”

Slim Lemert

Los Angeles: Slim Lemert, 37, still has
standards, can still get angry. Last week,
he fell asleep in an all-night movie and
someone cut the pocket out of his jacket and
stole 13 cents. “If a man's golng to steal,”
Slim said disgustedly, “the least he can do is
hold up a bank.”

Sodden, hopeless, living on 10-cent wine
and self-disgust, Slim Lemert is on the bot-
tom of any man’s pile. He is 37, a former
mechanic, divorced, with three children he
never sees. Now he is a Main Street wino
in Los Angeles.

He has one remaining point of pride. “I've
given up a long time ago,” he says, “but I've
never had to go to no mission. One thing
I won't do is become a mission stiff.”

Last week Slim had on the same blue
jeans he has worn for 3 years. He hadn't
washed in over a week. He hadn't eaten
since yesterday, when he'd managed to get
down a bowl of beans.

Now and then Slim Lemert works, but he
is choosy: "I could make three or four bucks
passing out handbills—but you got to walk
your feet off 12 hours a day. I'm not about
to wear out my shoes for some rich man.”

There have always been Slim Lemerts in
the world—Iin good times or bad. They are
a part of poverty's landscape; they belong in
the land of the poor. Many don't even con-
sider liguor their major problem. “As long
as there's a cellar,” Slim says, “there’s going
to be a rat in it. I'm the rat, I guess.”

Lemert nurses his wine slowly at first,
sipping half the glass meditatively, #then
suddenly gulps the rest all at once. “I'll
tell you something very funny,” he says.
“I hate wine. I almost puke every time I
drink it. But if I didn't stay drunk, the
chances are I'd kill myself.”

John and Clara Kester

Oklahoma: A man can be a solid citizen
and poverty-stricken at the same time. No-
body in Adair County “poor-mouths” John
Kester for barely getting by. He has a job,
does a little “break-even” farming, and ex-
pects that somehow his boys will be able to
go to college.

People In Adair County in the Ozark foot-
hills of Oklahoma respect John Albert Kester.
He is a homeowner, a member of the local
school board; for the past 10 years he has
held the same full-time job.

He makes $48 a week.

“Handyman’s wages,” he pays, “top pay
for farmers, but it’s not enough.” And an
apologetic smile creases the 43-year-old face
that looks a dozen years older.  Last week,
John's wife, Clara, wearing a faded shirt,
men’s work pants, and shapeless brogans,
talked about feeding her seven children:
“They get dry beans cooked with grease,
'taters, and when the cow’'s giving most of
‘em drink milk three times a day. And every
month we get the Government ‘commodi-
ties'—about a week’s worth of butter, 2
weeks' of flour, and such like.”

The Kesters live on 25 mortgaged acres
in a tar-paper “brick" four-room house
jammed with castoff furniture. Worn lino-
leum covers the living-room floor and a bare
lightbulb glares over an old TV set and a
stove smelling of burning oak.

Now and then the family consliders leaving
the area. “Sometimes I get plumb mad be-
cause I don't have some of the things I'd
like," says Clara, “but mostly I don’t think
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about it.”" Then she looks about and smiles
softly. "“We do like it around here. It's the
prettiest country in the spring you ever did
see.”

Mrs. Esther Strom

San PFrancisco: An old lady alone with
poverty and a youthful photo. On Esther
Strom's bed is a library copy of Edna Ferber’'s
“Gigolo,” but even reading isn't easy. ‘“The
doctor said I had cataracts and need glasses.
I laughed. I can't buy a book, much less
glasses to read it.”

Proudly the old woman lifted a bottle of
$3.75 cologne from the bureau of her 9- by
10-foot hotel room. *“I would rather miss
a meal than be without my perfume,” she
said, “Iam still a lady.”

Esther Strom is small and plump and 68.
She lives on $118.50 a month from social
security and her late husband’s World War I
pension. Her room in the tired old Hotel
Tynan half a block off Market Street in
San Francisco is $35. She spends $2 a day
on food, and for entertainment has the
public library.

Esther Strom emigrated from Finland in
1928 as the wife of an American seaman,
who disappeared for long perlods: “You
know how men of the sea are. From the
first I was on my own.” She became a cook
in many of the wealthy homes around Nob
Hill. *“I'd cook now, if I had the chance,
But of course I haven't—not with these
hands."” Esther's hands are crippled with
arthritis.

For a few years, in the 1930’s, she was a
writer. A Finnish publisher brought out
two of her books on early Finnish settle-
ments in America. She has also experienced
her share of life: “I was a woman who loved
wine and song and the men. But now there
doesn't seem to be anything left.”

And sitting in her tiny room, she listens
to the sounds of traffic and runs her fingers
over the worn cloth of her skirt and looks
at a plcture of herself as a young woman.
“Those were the days,” she whispers, “when
I was alive.”

APPALACHIA

Appalachia’s children vividly damatize the
region’s plight. These live in Granny's
Branch, a remote Kentucky hamlet whose
main street (and sewer) is a creekbed. They
subsist on Government-surpius beans and
cornmeal, live in plumbingless (and often
privyless) shacks, seldom attend school, suf-
fer chronic hookworm. But they smile, for
they never had anything better. Neither, of
course, have Granny’s Branch adults.

Appalachia is an evocative word. It con-
jures up legendary names like Boone and
Crockett, fabled Americana like the Hatfield-
McCoy feud, pungent place-names like
Granny's Branch and Pigeonroost. Appala-
chia was the wild, craggy, menacing step-
pingstone to the U.S. West. In folklore, it
became the land of the long rifle, the moon-
shiner, the child bride, and the revenooer
no less than the timeless locale of Li'l Abner’s
Dogpatch. Physically, Appalachia today is
the splt and image of its legends, but in-
stead of lean, inscrutable mountain patri-
archs, there are tired, numbly polite men
presiding over clans of birth-worn women
and tribes of pasty-faced children.

Romance—the romance of a sinewy people
hacking a good, if spare, life out of the
granite-tough obstacles of the mountains—
lies a moldering in Appalachia’s history. To-
day, Appalachia has supplanted the South
of 30 years ago as America’s No. 1 depressed
area.

The reglon's geography—a tangled mass
sprawling over 160,000 square miles from
Pittsburgh to Birmingham—is only a pic-
turesque, superbly ungroomed backdrop for
America’s largest and most stubborn rural
slum, chronically bedeviled by congenital
shortcomings and technological cruelties.
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Baffled

Platoons of sociologists and economists
have scoured Appalachia in recent years ana-
lyzing the region's plight. But each expla-
nation seems capped by a paradox, each an-
swer baffied by a human conundrum. Be-
yond question, a declining demand for in-
dustrial coal plus automation In the mines
put thousands out of work and are doubtless
the main causes of destitution. Yet, since
1939, manufacturing in the region (textiles,
timber products) has increased faster than
the national average—while wages in plants
held 20 percent below average, and unem-
ployment 45 percent above.

Appalachia, which encompasses all of West
Virginia and parts of Alabama, Kentucky,
Maryland, North Carolina, Pennsylvania,
Tennessee, Virginia, Georgia, and Ohlo, is
plain bafiling. Its people remain fiercely
independent in spirit; yet they rely, more
than any other Americans, on public aid.
Disease flourishes (the tuberculosis rate is
50 percent above the U.S. norm), while hos-
pital facilities remain appallingly inadequate.
Illiteracy flourishes—and the people display
an aversion to bond issues to build better
schools,

Appalachia is mostly rural, but its small
farms, because of the rugged terrain, defy
technical advances that have increased agri-
cultural production elsewhere. Rich treas-
ures in timber and water resources remain
unexploited because primitive road systems
make them inaccessible or uncontrolled floods
make them unusable. Local governments re-
main, too frequently, in the hands of parasi-
tie politicians, while young potential leaders
seek opportunity elsewhere.

Migration

Residents of Appalachia flee the region in
droves; some 2 million left between 1940 and
1960. But any economic relief that out-mi-
gration might offer seems counterbalanced by
the remarkable fecundity of the mountain-
eers.

In a 1,328-mile trip through the region,
Newsweek's Correspondent David Burnham
and Photographer Tony Rollo met living
proof of the wretched statistics among the
reglon’s 153 million people. They found
them out in the hollows where varmint stew
supplements the beans, meal, and lard col-
lected from the government; where running
water is a rarity, a pencil unknown to many
children, and a refrigerator on the front
porch a symbol of baronial status even if
the appliance motor vibrates the whole house.

Three miles southeast of Manchester, Ky.,
there is such a place—Granny's Branch. One
finds it up a rocky stream bed. It is both
entrance and sewer.

There last week stood Jim Smith, 42, short,
pale, sickly, in front of his plain splintery
shack, surveying with listless eyes the
scrawny chickens and mangy dogs that—
helped periodically by Smith's 10 thin, ragged
children—provided most of the animation
evident In the hamlet of 227 inhabitants.
“Well, I used to work in the mines,” Smith

sald. ““Well, no, I don't recollect when it was
they laid me off. I can't mention the time
for sure.”

There, at length, stood Jim Bmith’s 61-
year-old father, Leonard, out of work be-
cause of a back injury; and there—just a
hoot up the branch—stood Jim’s cousin
George, 26, and his 17-year-old wife raising
three children (on $50 a week from a tem-
porary mine job) in a house that trembles
when one stamps mud off on the narrow front
porch. George sald he couldn't read, “but
I can sign my name real good.”

Symbol

In Granny's Branch, as in hundreds of
other remote hamlets in the vast Appalach-
ian sprawl, the main symbol of a better life
is the public health nurse. Here it is a short
woman in her 30's named Ann Feltner. Mrs.
Feltner knows enough about the Smiths to
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help them some; for example, she persuaded
George Smith's 5-year-old daughter to give
up chewing tobacco with the promise of a
doll. But like the experts far away, she
doesn't pretend to any solution to the larger
enigma posed by all the Smiths in the hills.
The poverty embodied by the Smiths is now
bred in the bone, feeding. upon itself, im-
pervious, so far, to all the economists and
socliologists who seek some way to break the
cycle of despalr.

Meantime there stands Jim Smith in front
of his ramshackle house (no privy), his frail
frame shivering under a cheap black shirt,
staring dully at his 10 ragged, chattery chil-
dren.

A “BAND-AID PROGRAM''?

With characteristic political élan, Lyndon
Johnson has turned the phrase “war on pov-
erty” into an evocative election-year slogan
and a full-throated legislative battle cry.
“In a way,” says one top Washington officlal,
“it's too bad the poverty program struck
such a responsive chord with the public.
This is a problem that will take decades—
not just years—to handle, and I'm afrald
people have been led to expect reault.s over-
n’.ght "

No one famillar with the complexities of
the poverty cycle and the scope of the John-
son administration’s efforts suffers from such
utopian delusions. Indeed, hard-nosed au-
thoritles in and out of Government are
frankly skeptical that the L.B.J. war on pov-
erty as presently conceived will do more than

attack the symptoms of an age-old affliction. '

Few question Mr. Johnson'’s earnest con-
cern for the plight of the poor. "“The Presi-
dent has a great feeling for this program,”
says a Kennedy administration holdover in
the White House. “It's close to his own
roots. Where Kennedy may have had only
an intellectual appreciation of the need to
eradicate poverty, Johnson had a ‘gut’ reac-
tion to the basic idea.”

J. F. K.’s role
Actually, Mr. Johnson's predecessor must

‘get a substantial share of credit for whatever

success the new urgent concentration on
Poverty U.S.A. eventually produces: It was

~John F. Kennedy's initlative that set the

stage for the present drive, and Kennedy-
fostered legislative proposals form the heart
of the Johnson poverty program.

More than a year ago, the late President
asked Walter Heller, Chairman of the Coun-
cll of Economic Advisers, for a copy of Mi-
chael Harrington's newly published, non-
technical report. on poverty, “The Other

-America,” and for the more scholarly analy-

ses by economists like Leon Keyserling and
Robert Lampman, a University of Wisconsin
speclalist on low-income families. Last June,
Heller sent a note to Lampman® “What lines
of action might make up a practical Ken-
nedy antipoverty program?"

Armed ‘with Lampman's guidelines, Heller

~' recommended that the war on poverty be

declared, and just 3 days before hf death
last November, the President gave his chief

. economic ‘ald the go-ahead to rough out

the orders. On the hectic weekend after the
assassination, Heller briefed Mr. Johnson on
the sketchy planning already undertaken.
The new President seized on the idea as a
logical extension of the Kennedy philos-
ophy and—since the antipoverty strategy had
not yet jelled—a program he could legiti-
mately carry to the voters as his own.

Now, down the hall from newly designated
Poverty Chief Sargent Shriver's fifth-floor
offices at the Peace Corps, an eager handful of
key planners—Washington insiders have al-

ready dubbed them the “Poor Corps’—are

trying to translate good intentions into
meaningful reality. . The atmosphere is en-
thusiastic, excited, often more than a little
confused—distinctly reminiscent of the early
days of the Peace Corps itself.
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- The team

Actually, Shriver and his bralnstormers—
among them Defense Department’'s Adam
Yarmolinsky and Pat Moynihan of Labor,
reinforced by intellectuals like Soclologist
Harrington—are engaged in only one theater
of the poverty war: getting more out of
existing programs and developing new ones,

Integral to the war on poverty but essen-
tially distinct from the efforts of Shriver and
his “poverty office” is the $11 billion-plus tax
cut bill, which passed the Senate last week
and is now in the hands of a House-Senate
conference committee. As Mr. Johnson's ad-
visers view the problem, no programs—no
matter how ingenlous—can make headway
unless the sluggish economy is jogged and
new jobs are created. The tax cut is counted
on to do that, “automatically” winning part
of the battle.

The arsenal

A whole range of other programs—public-
works projects in Appalachia, housing and
hospital construction, referral of draft-
rejected youths to employment or health
counselors, studies of the effects of automa-
tion and overtime pay—are part of the ar-
senal, yet not directly connected with the
“Poor Corps.”

Under the budget proposed by President
Johnson, $500 million will be spent by the
Shriver office in the next 12 to 18 months.
Half of this will be earmarked for new pro-
grams, including “community action” proj-
ects of all sorts in poverty pockets around the
country. The rest will be spent on poverty-
related aspects of existing manpower retrain-
ing, health, and employment programs tech-
nically under supervision of Cabinet depart-
ments. The keyword is coordination,

In practice, such bureaucratic differentia-
tions would disappear. A typical community
project might well involve Federal funds
from a number of old and new programs,
augmented by State, local, and perhaps pri-
vate money. The initlative would come from
the community itself in some cases; in others,
the impetus would come from Washington—
especially in areas themselves slow to fight
the war on poverty.

Pilot projects

An outstanding sample community-initi-
ated project is the 3-year, $12 million youth
salvage campalgn in poverty-ridden Kana-
wha County, W, Va, announced last week
by Attorney General Robert Eennedy, head
‘of the President's Committee on Juvenile
Delinquency. Other pilot programs on the
drawing boards Involve putting college
students from low-income families tq work

as tutors for potential high school dropouts,
and work projects for chronically unem-
ployed men and women coupled with special
reading, trade, or adult-education classes.

Shriver 'is conscious of the conflict be-
tween those who would stress the jobs and
public works approach, and those who want
to concentrate the avallable funds at first in
a fixed number—perhaps 50 or 75—of com-
munity projects. By no means has he made
all of his key declslons, but it is clear that
both approaches will get attention.

“The community approach offers a great
deal,” says Shriver. “As a matter of fact,
it’s 4’ great deal like' Peace Corps projects
overseas. But let me tell you this: I'm not
at all interested in running a handout pro-
gram, or a leaf-raking program, or a ‘some-
thing-for-nothing’ program. I don't know
what we're going to come up with, but when
we do, it will be a practical program.”

No one doubts that the tireless, pragmatic
Peace Corps chief will get the most he can
out of the money at his disposal. But even
those sympathetic to the intentions of the
war on poverty harbor grave reservations
about its small budget and limited scope.

“The money figures that are being talked
about are utterly unrealistic in view of the
goals authorized,” grumbles Harrington.
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“New York could absorb that much just on
the problem of the Negro. One billlon
wouldn't cover any one poilnt in the’ pro- *
grams President Kennedy originated.”

Not even g dent?

A high administration official says: “This
threatens to be just a band-aid program.
God knows it's worth while. Any increased
effort to alleviate the pains of poverty is
worthwhile.” But until we crank up a mas-
sive effort to improve education, cut out the
slums, clean out the narcotics rackets, we
won't really make a dent in poverty. And
don't forget: birth control figures heavily in
this. I don’t think we are prepared to do
what is necessary in this area."”

“This war on poverty,” gibes Economist
Oscar Ornati, “is one in which no general is
willing to take a chance.”

Another critic, Economist Keyserling, feels
the essential point is being missed. "I do
not believe that we have a distribution of
income in the United States which makes it
possible either to reduce unemployment
substantially or to reduce poverty substan-
tially,” he insists. “You can't get rid of
poverty, you can't expedite economic growth,
you can't reduce unemployment by regres-
sive budgetary policy, a tight-money policy,
a nonspending policy, and a regressive re-
distribution of the national income through
the tax mechanism.”

“Free market’ advocate Milton Friedman of
the University of Chicago—a Goldwater ad-
viser on occasion—has a more radical solu-
tion: a “negative income taX.” 'The poor
could be uplifted in a twinkling, he suggests,
simply by giving them cash subsidies financed
by the billions now spent plecemeal by Fed-
eral, State, and local agencles on New Deal-
style welfare and poverty programs.

Thought provoking as they are, the points
ralsed by Keyserling and Friedman are es-
sentially academic in the face of current poli-
tical realities. Lyndon Johnson, driving for
a balanced budget, 1s unlikely to resort to
massive Increases in Federal spending; nor
is America's basic commitment to a wide
range of social-welfare programs likely to be
abandoned in favor of an outright dole to
the impoverished.

Indeed, the real problem facing the John-
son administration is how to wring a mean-
ingful array of conventional poverty bills
from a reluctant Congress. There are al-
ready more than a few ominous portents.

. Last week, a House corhmittee flatly refused

to expand the popular, proven food stamp
program. Expansion of another Kennedy-
inspired measure, the Area Redevelopment
Administration, faces harsh prospects also;
it is now bottled up in the House. - With
a BSenate clvil-rights fillbuster certain, the
“poverty package" may well become a hostage
of the Southern bloc.
A poverty bloe?

By the time the President’s special poverty
message reaches Congress next week or the
week after, the Southern tactics should be
clearer, Harrington, for one, is convinced
that the war on poverty is doomed unléss Mr.
Johnson recruits a coalition of his own: “a
new, liberal, antipoverty congressional con-
sensus cuttiag across party and sectional
lines.”

Shriver's first order of business these days
is to draft the President's poverty message.
He has leafed through a whole range of ideas
from various Government agencies, solicited
the views of business leaders and labor
unions, and bounced the results off such
trusted friends as Yarmolinsky and Dick
Goodwin of the Peace Corps. Last week, for
example, he huddled with Economist John
Kenneth Galbraith; Charles B. (Tex) Thorn-
ton of Litton Industries; C. Virgil Martin,
president of Carson Pirie Scott & Co., Chi-
cago department store; Mayor Arthur Naf-
talin of Minneapolis; Donald Petrie, chair-
man of theexecutive committee of Avis
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Rent-a-Car; Lane Kirkland of the AFL-CIO;
Henry Heald, president of the Ford Founda-
tion; Harrington; Labor Specialist Paul Ja-
cobs; Under Secretary of Agriculture James
L. Sundquist; Richard Holton, Assistant Sec-
retary of Commerce, and TV Star Richard
Boone, serving as a consultant of the Presi-
dent's Committee on Juvenile Delinquency.

“I come into this with an open mind,”
Bhriver says. "I've been learning, sifting, and
consulting—in just the way I did when I was
trying to organize the Peace Corps. I don't
mind going slow at the start. I feel that the
way a pi gets started is important to
its ultimate success. So we'll start care-
fully.”

What will be the measure of success?
Some administration figures say they would
be more than satisfled If the rate of reduc-
tion in the U.S. percentage of poor families
could be stepped up to 1 percent a year—the
pattern that prevalled from 1847 to 1856.
But it would be years before such a trend
could be gaged with any accuracy.

As the program gets underway, Shriver is
characteristically realistic about its pros-
pects. “I don't want anybody to get the idea
that with $500 million here in Washington
we're going to cure the poverty problem in
this country. Nobody thinks that,” he says.
“But we can do something.”

EDUCATIONAL TELEVISION

Mr. PELL. Mr, President, I would
like to direct our attention to a most
thoughtful and stimulating article by
William Benton in the latest issue of
Esquire magazine,

Mr. Benton addresses himself to the
subject of educational television and be-
gins by detailing the remarkably and
indeed alarmingly rapid advances which
the Soviet Union is making in this field.
As a result of a recent trip to Moscow,
Mr. Benton stresses that the “Soviets are
determined to surpass us” and that Rus-
sia is now “devoting a much higher per-
centage of its gross national product to
education than are we.” As an example
of this Soviet emphasis, Mr. Benton re-
ports that the Russians are planning to
set aside one entire network for cor-
respondence courses to increase profes-
sional capabilities and train technicians
and engineers.

“We can meet the Soviet challenge in
our own way,” Mr. Benton believes. In
this article he sets forth the steps which
he is convinced we should take in be-
half of our own national interests and
to realize “the superlative potential of
television to broaden a man'’s knowledge,
deepen his understanding, and enrich
his life.” Mr. Benton feels that we are
far from reaching this potential today,
and I agree with him.

He speaks from great and distin-
guished experience in government, di-
plomacy, and communications. He is
now publisher and chairman of the En-
cyclopaedia Britannica. I heartily rec-
ommend his illuminating article to my
colleagues and ask unanimous consent
that it be inserted at this point in the
RECORD.

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

Bic BrorHER's TV SET
(By William Benton)

“We recognize clearly the enormous po-
tential of radio and television for education.
These incomparable media must not be just
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a waste of time. They must be intellectually
stimulating, vital, full of ideas. We shall
utilize these media to educate our people, to
raise their aesthetic tastes and to help make
them more fully developed human beings.”

If these statements had come from the
presidents of the three big American networks
they would be cause for national rejolcing:
Ominously—they did not. They were made
to me in Moscow by an intense, vigorous,
youthful-looking Cabinet minister who was
describing the broadcasting plans for the
people of the U.8.S.R.

The official is Mikhall Kharlamov, formerly
Chairman Ehrushchev's press officer. Khar-
lamov's name is largely unknown to Ameri-
cans. Yet he occupies a position of enormous
potential influence and power.. Plerre
Salinger had urged me to call upon him, As
chairman of the State Committee on Radio
and Television, Kharlamov is not far behind
Gromyko in the Council of Ministers. And
he is hurling at us a new challenge to which
the Soviet Union gives the highest priority.

Nine years ago, on my first tour behind the
Iron Curtain, I found the gap between Rus-
sla’s commitment to education and our own
alarmingly wide. Russia is devoting a much
higher percentage of its gross national prod-
uct to education than are we. It is true that
except In certain areas—correspondence
courses at university level, number of engi-
neers in tralning—Russia still may be behind
us. But the Soviets are determined to sur-
pass us in every project. Following my fourth
visit, I can now report that the fervor for
teaching and learning within the Soviet
Union has grown even more intense. And
we Americans have been unaware of the ex-
tent to which the U.S.S.R. plans to employ
a weapon that can prove to be the most po-
tent in its entire educational armament—
broadcasting.

Dr. Thomas Clark Pollock, of New York
University, said not long ago: *“Television of-
fers the greatest opportunity for the advance-
ment of education since the introduction of
printing by movable type.” The new Rus-
slan leadership understands this. They un-
derstand the potential impact of television
Just as they understand and respect the
power of the nuclear bomb. That is why the
astute Mr. Kharlamov and his able staff are
bustling with plans for the future.

When I visited with him he was supervis-
ing the design of a great group of buildings
to form a Moscow television center. This
is to have the latest and finest equipment.
A 1,700-foot TV tower is under construction.
The natlon's entire administrative structure
for broadcasting, he tells me, is to be re-
organized from top to bottom. Six channels
are to be used. Plans are being made to in-
sure good TV reception for the whole of the
U.S.SR., which embraces 11 time =zones.
Under study is the possibility of bouncing
the signals from four Telstar-type sput-
niks—but the more conventional cable and
microwave hookups also are to be employed.

By the beginning of 1963, according to
Kharlamov, there were a 130 stations
equipped with studios and capable of orig-
inating programs, plus 220 relay or booster
stations, all serving areas with a total popu-
lation of 90 milllon. There were 8 million
receivers in use, he sald, with 5,000 being
added dally. Studio-equipped stations orig-
inate 850 program hours a day, compared
with only 1565 years ago. This is still, of
course, only a small fraction of U.S. totals—
but the growth rate i{s impressive,

And by far the most significant aspect of
the Russian TV system is to be its emphasis
on education. For example, Kharlamov
plans to set aside one full channel entirely
for visual support of correspondence courses,
Already English lessons and Instruction in a
variety of home, factory, and farm skills are
being televised. A year or so ago 52,000
farmers in the region surrounding Moscow
clustered around their TV receivers in the
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evening hours as part of a correspondence
course in scientific agronomy. Students
were divided into small, manageable groups.
Attendance was taken by an ingenious moni-
toring system and instructors checked the
required written homework. This program,
a special enthusiasm of Chairman EKhrush-
chev, was said to be such a success that plans
are underway to expand it throughout the
Soviet Union.

There are of course serious deficiencies in
Soviet television. So far they have only a
fraction of the receivers we in the United
States have. They are years behind us in
production techniques. Most of the pro-
grams now broadcast over the government-
owned and operated stations are like most
other Soviet manufactured products—sim-
ple, serviceable, and often dull. Much time
is devoted to Chairman Khrushchev's com-
ings and goings, party meetings, political
addresses, lectures, and major sports events.
Entertainment is supplied by feature films,
plays, operas, the great ballet performances,
dance programs, and musical concerts.

But the directors of Soviet broadecasting
are now eagerly studying and adopting the
techniques—though not the content—of
American TV. They are even Iinroducing
the capitalistic system of competition be-
tween networks in a major effort to improve
performance. “Let the different networks
fight for the people’s attention,” Mr. Kharla-
mov told me. Each of the five existing radio
networks in the Soviet Union is to operate
under this new competitive system. The
same prineiple is to be applied eventually to
the six television networks now under con-
struction. Of course, centralized control
will never be relinquished fully. “We can-
not allow all the stations to put on talk pro-
grams at one time,” Mr, Eharlamoy points
out. Nor (he did not mention this) can he
allow stations to put on talks—or films or
plays or instruction on anything—that do
not fall into the framework of state policy.

Let me concede also and at once that
Soviet planning and Soviet publicity often
outrace Soviet achievement. Nevertheless,
we must face a chilling reality. Even if the
Soviets accomplish only half of what they
have set out to achieve In television, the
result may be remarkable. For the Russians,
far poorer than we in almost every way, are
richer in zeal for education. They have
begun to grasp what the controlling interests
of U.S. broadeasting do not accept as a pri-
mary goal—the superlative potential of tele-
vision to broaden a man's knowledge, deepen
his understanding and enrich his life. Our
programs are improving only somewhat, if at
all, in intellectual quality. Newton Minow,
before he resigned as Chairman of the Fed-
eral Communications Commission to join
Encyclopaedia Britanica, told me: “There are
now more patches of greenery visible here
and there throughout the wasteland, but not
enough to convince me to withdraw that des-
ignation completely.”

Entertainment should, of course, have the
major place in American network TV—no
thoughtful person would dream of suggesting
otherwise. But programs that stretch a
man's mind and enlarge his horizons are far
too few. The slick and the merely palatable
still have a stranglehold on the commercial
airwaves. And the commercial airwaves have
a stranglehold on TV.

Commercial television may claim it is func-
tioning in the *“public convenience” and
perhaps in the “public interest.” But no one
can argue successfully that it is indeed func-
tioning in the public “necessity.” These
three words—the public’s “interest, conven-
ience, necessity”—are the key words in the
Communications Act which authorizes the
present radio and TV setup; and these three
words establish the obligation all stations
supposedly assume when they accept a
license.
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Prof. Harold Lasswell, of Yale, former presi-
dent of the American Political Sclence Asso-
ciation, asks this question about television:
“Suppose you were an enemy of the United
States and were hired to demoralize the
American Nation, what TV strategy would
you use?" Dr. Lasswell answers thus: "“In
all probability you would do what you could
to keep the present situation as unchanged
as possible.”

Commercial television executives in effect
deny the deep thirst of many Americans for
education. These many Americans, in the
present system, don’t constitute a profitable
audience. It is not conceded that sizable
minorities with serious interests also have
rights—the right, for example, to turn the
dial past '"The Beverly Hillbillies.” Today
there is indeed nowhere for a viewer seek-
ing mental stimulation to turn, little to
choose at prime viewing time among variety
show, 1946 movie, police thriller, and 1835
gangster film.

Thus American television for the most part
steers safely along the easy and profitable
road, concentrating on what it has learned
will attract the largest percentage of set
owners. It ignores the remarkable cultural
revolution that is producing more inquiring
minds than ever before in our history.

Yet we have some tremendous advantages
in the TV competition, We have the trans-
mitters and recelvers. We have the net-
works, the resources, and the skills. We have
something else—a “trained"” audience that
has seen more movies and more TV than any
other population. What we lack is diversity
in our programing—the diversity which will
give millions of willing people a chance now
denied them in the uniformity of the com-
mercial stereotype.

To remedy this lack, the FCC in 1962,
under Chalrman Minow’s leadership, suc-
cessfully sponsored an act of Congress which
can affect profoundly the future use of tele-
vision. After April 30 of this year, all TV
receiving sets manufactured in the United
States and shipped In interstate commerce
must be equipped to recelve 82 channels,
not merely the 12 channels for which most
sets are now equipped. Each year, starting
in May, between 6. and 7 million new 82-
channel recelvers will flow into American
homes. It is belleved that most homes will
have such new sets before 1972. This should
stimulate greatly the use 'of the 70 so-called
ultra-high-frequency (UHF) channels, now
largely neglected because of lack of recep-
tion. ]

Mr. Minow has predicted a far greater
diversity of programing in consequence—
including serious programs. Further, he
hopes for the creation of a fourth commer-
cial network “appealing to higher rather
than lower common audience denomina-
tors.”

My own hope is that the projected multi-
plication of stations will make possible a
chain of “subscription” stations catering to
minorities with serious interests—for a fee.
The subscription technique, called pay TV
for short, involves a home installation which
‘“unscrambles” advertising-free programs
the set owner is willing to pay for; it carries
a coln box or makes a record for billing
produce. The statlon can thus afford to
produce programs for groups much more
limited in size than the audience demanded
by advertisers.

With commercial television now devoting
itself to entertainment, one would logically
expect that educational TV—known as
ETV—would be carrying the torch for en-
lightenment. Is it?

Almost 11 years have passed since the first
ETV station, KEUHT, went on the air in
Houston, Tex., in May of 1963. Now 83 such
stations speckle the land. Most of these
beam instructional programs to classrooms
in the daylight hours and present cultural
and clvic programs in the evening.
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Despite the fine things that must be sald
about it, and the brave announcements of
things to come (one forecast is that there
will be 200 ETV stations within a decade),
a particularly painful fact about ETV re-
malns unrefuted: the overwhelming major-
ity of ETV stations are floundering in a fi-
nancial morass, struggling along from
month to month agalnst steadily rising costs
of operation and maintenance. As a result,
they are unable to prepare or procure the
adult programs which desperately need to be
prepared.

ETV stations are understaffed and under-
equipped. Normally they must employ in-
adequately trained people and, as one study
reported, “Too few staffl members must wear
far too many hats; they do not have time to
mount a program or rehearse talent and
crew adequately.” While some programs are
excellent, local ETV stations frequently offer,
in Time magazine's words, “yawning forums
and tediously detailed state histories.”

ETV’'s major financial support in its earli-
est years has been the Fund for Adult Educa-
tion, established by the Ford Foundation.
Help, though not much, has come in recent
years from other foundations, from business
and industry, and, on a quid pro quo basis,
from tax funds of local school systems. Sen-
ator WARREN G. MacNUsON, chairman of the
Senate Commerce Committee, after a long ef-
fort secured passage of a blll authorizing
Federal money for construction of ETV sta-
tions.

When an ETV station is authorized by the
FCC, private commercial ownership, commer-
cial sponsors and profits are prohibited. Op-
erating money must thus be raised through
gifts, raised coin by coin and dollar by dollar
by patient, dedicated men and women who
sense that ETV can become a great force for
good in their communities. The typical ETV
station today, according to National Educa-
tional Television, gets along on an annual
budget of about $400,000, plus a few gifts of
services, equipment, and materials. This is

perhaps a dollar per year per evening viewer..

The 83 educational television stations spend
less on programing in an entire year than is
spent via NBC, CBS, and ABC in a week.

Mr. Minow told the 10th anniversary con-
vocation of the Fund for the Republic in
New York in 1963 that the “lighting up” of
the new UHF channels "“will make possible a
truly nationwide educational television sys-
tem through a network of stations devoted
to classroom instruction during the day and
to broad cultural adult programing in the
evening.” The key word here is “possible.”
But is such a development likely? Where
will the money come from? Will advertisers
pay for the higher quality fourth commer-
clal network? Mr. Minow doesn't tell us.
What we know for sure is that ETV’s crucial
need is a sound economic base.

Out of some 35 years of experience with
commercial and educational broadcasting,
and with the Voice of America, I have arrived
at two prineipal conclusions: On the one
hand, we Americans can try to stimulate
commercial television, under its present set-
up, to program for the high common denom-
inator as well as the low. On the other hand,
we can undertake to give educational tele-
vision an infusion of new strength. I en-
visage two major steps that might take us
a long way toward both objectives.

First, let us now and at once, by congres-
sional action, create a National Citizens Ad-
visory Board for Radio and Television. This
commission would be composed of leaders in
the civic, educational, cultural and religious
life of the Nation, and of men experienced in
communications. Its members would be
charged with responsibility for making find-
ings on trends, problems, and opportunities
in. broadcasting, and making recommenda-
tions about broadcasting, and notably about
clvie, educational, and cultural broadcasting
accordingly. The Board would function
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somewhat as a U.S. equivalent of the Royal
Commissions employed so effectively in Great
Britain. It would have no power other than
that given in its title—the power to advise.
It would have no share in the authority of
the Federal Communications Commission to
grant, withhold, renew, or revoke broadcast
licenses, no judicial or legislative function.
It would make an annual public report.

The influence of the Board could be great.
It could help provide leadership to public
opinion about broadcasting. It could sug-
gest alternatives. It could examine the prob-
lem of financing educational television, and
recommend solutions. What network, what
station, could wholly ignore the reports of
such a Board? They would be front-page
news—where news of televisio:\ belongs.

When I was in the Senate I introduced
a resolution to create such a Board; it was
shelved. Later Mr. Minow, while he was
still FCC Chairman, lent his considerable
prestige to the plan. “The Board was never
created,” he sald in an address. “I think
it should have been. It is not too late.”
Now a new group of Senators is planning
to receive the project. If this Board had
been created in 1951, the pattern of TV today,
in my judgment, would be different.

Second, let us act now to put ETV on a
self-supporting basis. My strongest recom-
mendation is that the ETV stations cur-
rently and in the future authorized by FCC,
and the new high-quality commercial UHF
stations envisaged by Mr. Minow, be en-
couraged to adopt the “subscription tech-
nique” I have described above. Originally,
the proponents of ETV hoped the stations
could finance themselves by gifts, as does
the Red Cross. It should now be clear that
ETV will be unable to perform its massive
and vitally important tasks—including im-
provement of the programs—if it must rely
for support on local fundraising. It must
collect from the customer.

Is there, after all, any real doubt that mil-
lions of Americans would willingly pay small
sums for new cultural and educational op-
portunities? Consider what has happened
to the book-publishing business in the
United States—it has rather suddenly be-
come a billlon-and-a-half-dollar-a-year in-
dustry, with reference works leading the
rise. Consider the sale of recordings of se-
rious music. Or the new art-appreciation
courses. Don't these show the willingness
of people to pay?

ETV itself has produced encouraging symp-
toms ©f this willingness. I do not believe
ETV can produce a flow of revenue con-
sistent enough, or adequate to its needs,
by selling course materials or examination
services. But I do believe the following
instances suggest that a substantial num-
ber of viewers might become paying sub-
scribers to complete ETV programs:

1. In Chicago a TV College” 1s now in lts
eighth year of operation over WTTW. Au-
dience surveys report that regular viewers
range between 5,000 and 100,000. Thousands
buy study gulides.

2. In Denver and Chicago, many thou-
sands pald 50 cents and a dollar for for-
eign-language guides to follow lessons over
ETV

3. In Cleveland, many hundreds pald §3
each for a syllabus with which they could
audit a course In elementary psychology
given by Western Reserve University.

4. In New York 142 persons ranging in age
from 17 to 73 showed up at New York Uni-
versity to take a stiff 2-hour final examina-
tion for college credit in a course in
comparative literature which they attended
for 15 weeks via TV. Each paid 875 tuition
for the course. For 5 days a week they had
risen early to go to “class” at 6:30 a.m. For
homework, they read 16 books. About 120,000
others had watched the sessions, WCBS-TV
officlals estimated.
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5. In New York, 7,000 people bought the
textbook for a college-level course, “Russian
for Beginners”; in the first 2 months the
course was carried by channel 13.

6. Throughout the country, an estimated
1 million education-hungry viewers arose at
dawn to sit before their television sets and
absorb a course in “Atomic Age Physics.”
This was presented over NBC's “Continental
Classroom,"” which was originally financed in
large part by the Fund for the Advancement
of Education. Housewives, businessmen,
working people—Americans from every group
in our society—were avid students. Each
year many hundreds made arrangements
with universities in their communities to ob-
tain college credits for the course. In the
very first week the course went on the air
13,000 textbooks were sold. Reports the Ford
Foundation: “Parents marveled at the sud-
den alertness of formerly late-waking teen-
agers—Catholic institutions rearranged Mass
schedules to permit viewing by students and
clerical teachers * * *.” In all, an average of
400,000 persons dally watched the course the
first year it was telecast.

7. Last year hundreds of thousands in all
parts of America watched a course called
"“The American Economy" presented by the
Columbia Broadcasting System's “College of
the Alr,” In 1962 other thousands tuned In
on a course in "“The New Biology.” Some 300
participating colleges offered credit for these
courses, when speclal arrangements. were
made by students. Most interestingly, some
33,000 coples of a student guide offered for
sale with “The American Economy” course
were bought by viewers at #2.95 each.

Finally, a study by the National Opinion
Research Center In Chicago claims that
25 million adults in the United States are
“following some plan for adult education.”
They are meeting and studying in every pos-
sible setting—in public schools, universities,
libraries, business establishments, religious
centers, union halls. By the hundreds of
thousands they are taking courses in the
liberal arts, the sclences, the professions, and
all the crafts, and hobbies. The Book-of-
the-Month Club is sald to have pald the
Metropolitan Museum of Art over $860,000 in
royalties on its “Seminars in Art.”

The potential audience for subscription
ETV can be limitless as Americans are per-
suaded to realize that education does not
stop at age 14 or 18 or 21, that it continues
for a lifetime.

Though the use of the subscription tech-
nigue seems to me to be the single most
promising way to finance ETV (and perhaps
also Mr. Minow’s “higher level” commercial
network), I have three additional ideas for
discussion. These may seem unorthodox to
many—+to educators as well as others:

1. Today all ETV stations are not-for-profit
operations. But this need be no bar to
their acceptance of commercial “patrons"
to help finance expensive programs. During
1962 the not-for-profit national educational
television, which then provided 10 hours of
programs a week for ETV stations, received
“underwriting” of more than $500,000 from
business sources for specific programs. In
most instances this money came from the
public relations budgets of the Humble Oil &
Refining Co.; International Business Ma-
chines Corp.; Mead, Johnson & Co.; Merrill
Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith; the National
Association of Manufacturers, and other
business sources. These "“underwriters” were
credited, at the opening and close of each
program, with having made the program
possible. There was no direct selling, no
middle commercial, and of course, no pro-
gram control by the "“underwriters.” Al-
though its ETV license prohibits the use of
regular advertising commercials, the FTC has
approved these credits or form of commercial
support.

I have no fear that the boards who control
ETV stations—take, as an example, the
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board of station WGBH in Boston, which is
headed by the distinguished Mr. Ralph
Lowell—are going to be corrupted by the
temptation to commercialize their stations
or debase their program standards. They
would not and should not permit a sponsor
to determine program content, Thus, I
would be willing to consider giving the pa-
trons more than a mere credit line on the
air. And surely, the competition for adver-
tising dollars ETV stations would give com-
mercial TV would be no more worrisome
than the competition the Atlantic Monthly
and Harper’s provide for Life and Look. If
we trust the boards of directors of NBC, CBS,
and ABC to deal with sponsors in the public
interest, surely we can trust the boards of
our ETV stations. Let the latter use their
own judgment on what they permit their
patrons to say on the air.

2. Because ability in communications can
often command high financial rewards, I
would ask whether FETV can find formulas
which would attract outstanding creative
and management talents. One way to
achieve this might be for the nonprofit ETV
stations to enter into contracts with pri-
vate managers and producers to take over
part of their programing. Because con-
siderable capital is required to install a sub-
scription system in any community, the pay-
TV part of an ETV station’s schedule might
be contracted out, with the contractors shar-
ing the earnings, if any, with the station.

3. There is, of course, one other way to
finance educational and cultural television
and that is through the taxing power; for
example, the British technique of financing
the BBC through an annual levy on home
receivers. I confess I do not share the horror
such an idea seems to evoke in the United
States—so long as independent and nonsub-
sidized systems remain in competition,

I do not foresee the development in the
discernible future, as suggested by Walter
Lippmann, of a U.S. Government-financed
network: there is no audible movement in
that direction—and a decade of campaign-
ing would probably be required to produce
action in Congress. I do believe there is
one way by which Federal financial support
might be developed for ETV in the next &
years, given an organized effort. The Con-
gress has now established a precedent by
authorizing matching grants to the States
for construction of ETV stations. There is
now in the statutes a Federal excise tax of
10 percent on TV receivers. Should not the
recelpts from this tax be earmarked for
grants, via the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, to the States for support
of ETV programing? I prefer taxing the
customers to levying a tax, as has been sug-
gested, against the commercial stations.

I began this article by reporting what Mr,
Eharlamov told me Russia proposes to do
with television. He told me how the Soviets
plan to expand present instructional pro-
grams for farmers, workers, and technicians,
how they plan to devote one entire network
to support of correspondence courses for pro-
fessional people; how they plan to use TV
to train engineers and advanced students;
and how they mean to use the entire system
to make the Soviet people “more fully de-
veloped human beings.” Above all—and this
is consistent with their record as well as their
pronouncements—I reafirmed how intense
is their devotion to education itself. The
Soviets know what they want. And if tele-
vision is a weapon in the cold war, they are
taking alm—zeroing in on a target. We in
the United States have never thought of TV
as germane to our national strength. We
have been using television as a kind of fowl-
ing plece, scattering shot wildly.

I belleve the competition between the
Soviet Union and the United States is likely
to turn on which soclety makes the best use
of its brainpower. For most adults, this
means the best use of communications media.
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We have neither the wish nor the need to
imitate the Soviets. We can meet the Sovlet
challenge in our own way. But if we are to
live up to our own great pioneering tradition
of universal education, we should employ
television for education on a scale even more
vast than the U.S.SJR. We should do this
even if the US.S.R. were to sink suddenly
into the sea. We should do this because it is
indeed not only in the tradition of the Amer-
fcan dream—it is potentially the very es-
sence of the dream.

e ——

INTERGOVERNMENTAL FINANCES

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the ReEcorp an excellent article by Peter
Vanderwicken, which appeared in the
February 18 Wall Street Journal. In his
analysis of intergovernmental finances,
Mr. Vanderwicken highlights the serious
problems created by the dramatic rise in
State and local indebtedness during the
past 18 years.

This study shows that total State and
local indebtedness soared by 448 percent
since the end of World War II, while the
Federal debt increased by only 13 per-
cent during the same period. Without
significant Federal financial aid, the
author notes, the State and local share
of all public debt would have risen even
higher. This Federal assistance “en-
abled many States and towns to avoid
using their own bonds to finance such
improvements as highways and housing.”

This analysis demonstrates the press-
ing need for continuing and strengthen-
ing the fiscal pattern of intergovern-
mental collaboration that has developed
over recent years. Each level of govern-
ment has had to share the expanding
financial burden of increased domestic
services, since no level could do it alone.
At the same time, the constitutional and
fiscal implications of authorizing more
State authorities to issue revenue bonds
should be publicly and candidly debated.
Without this, a significant link in the
chain of Federal-State-local finances
could well be weakened.

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

DeePER IN DEBT: I O U's orF Stares, CITIES
Soar 448 PERCENT SINCE 1946 as U.S. DEBT
Goes Ur 13 PERCENT—CONTROVERSY RISES
AS STATE AUTHORITIES ISSUE REVENUE BONDS
OvuTsiDE DEBT LiMITS—UPWARD PRESSURE ON
TAXES

(By Peter Vanderwicken)

NEwW YorK.—The debts of America’s States
and towns have rocketed 448 percent since
World War II.

This increase in the little-noticed indebt-
edness of States and municipalities has far
outstripped the growth of the highly pub-
licized Federal debt, which has edged up only
13 percent in the same period.

States and cities now account for 22 per-
cent of all public debt, up from only 5 per-
cent in 1946.

“The growth of this debt in the last few
years has been phenomenal,” declares Arthur
Levitt, New York State’s comptroller. Mr.
Levitt contends that many bonds currently
being Issued by States violate their constitu-
tions’ requirements that bond issues be ap-
proved by voters.

HOW DEBT HAS RISEN

The table below shows the dramatic in-

crease in State and local total and per capita
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debt since 1946, compared with the much
slower increase in Federal debt, which has
actually declined on a per caplta basis. Dol-
lars in the total columns are in billlons, as
of June 30, the end of most governmental

fiscal years.

_ State and local Federal
Total |Percapital Total [Percapita
$15.0 $120 | $260.4 |  $2.084
339 %6 | 2712 1.713
81.0 43| 2082 1.630
87.2 467 | 3058 1.646

State and local debt (generally lumped
together as “municipal” debt) would have
grown even faster, say bankers, without a
sharp rise in aid from the Federal Govern-
ment; this aid has enabled many States and
towns to avold issuing their own bonds to
finance such improvements as highways and
housing. Federal ald payments to States and
clties rose to more than 87 billion last year
from $8556 million in 1946, according to the
Tax Foundation, a nonprofit research orga-
nization.

Most municipal debt is In the form of

- bonds issued by States, school districts,
water and sewage authorities and towns. In
1963, $10.1 billion of these bonds were issued
and about $3.9 billion were repaid; the net
increase was $6.2 billlon. The latest Ogures
avallable show that individuals and trust
funds own about $32 billion of municipal
bonds, or more than a third of those out-
standing. Commercial banks own $30 billion,
insurance companies own #$15 billion, and
corporations and other investors own the
rest.

TAX ADVANTAGE

Municipal bonds have long been favorite
investments of wealthy individuals in high-
income tax brackets, because Interest paid
on them is exempt from Federal income taxes.
Interest on Federal Government and corpo-
rate bonds, by contrast, is fully taxable. And
although the amount of municipal bonds
issued each year has doubled since 1952, in-
vestor's demand has been keeping pace.

But a significant switch has been occur-
ring among purchasers in recent years., Com-
mercial banks have greatly increased their
investments in munfcipal bonds while indi-
viduals and trusts, formerly the prime pur-
chasers, have bought less. The table shows
the net change In annual purchases by each
group; the figures were estimated by Salomon
Bros, & Hutzler, New York investment bank-
ing firm, and dollars are in billions:

1957 1960 1063
Individuals......_...._. $2.2 $1.7 $L0
Insurance companies. . _ o 1.4 1.0
Commercial banks. ___. L0 .6 5.0

Education is the purpose for which much
State and local debt exists. Nearly one-
third of the $10.1 billion of municipal bonds
sold last year were to finance school build-
ings. A fifth were for water and sewer lines,
& tenth each for highways and refunding of
previous bonds, and the rest for miscellane-
OUus purposes.

This growing debt also tends to raise
State and local taxes. Tax revenues must
be used to maintain and operate most of
the facilities bullt with the proceeds of
bond issues, as well as to pay interest on and
eventually to retire the bonds. State and
local taxes have climbed 826 percent since
1948, the Tax Foundation estimates.

GBOWINB CONTROVERSY

Equally as significant as the rising debt,
however, is a change in the kind of bonds
States are selling. A sharp controversy is
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brewing over this gquestion, partly  because
many communities are hitting their con-
stitutional debt limits and partly because
voters are becoming increasingly reluctant
to approve large bond issues,

While there's no exact tally on just how

. many State constitutions restrict State debt,

Nebraska is limited to $100,000, Florida can-
not have any at all, and seven other States
actually have no debt. Moreover, 34 States
limit their municipalities’ debts.

Nearly all State constitutions require voter
approval of State bond issues, and voter re-
bellions against such proposals are spreading.
Voters last year defeated a record $2.1 billion
of proposed bonds, up from $1.8 billion in
1962. They approved only $3.6 billion of new
bonds, down from $4.3 billion in 1962,

Many States, as a result, are unable to

issue voter-approved “general obligation" .

bonds which require a pledge that the State
will use its “full faith and credit"” and gen-
eral taxing power to repay them. States
instead often are avolding both their voters
and their debt limits by creating authorities,
which finance public projects by lssuing
“revenue” bonds; these aren’t subject to a
debt limit and don't require public approval.

One type, the true revenue bond, is repaid
from income generated by the project it
finances, such as a toll road or power dam.
The other, controversial kind is repaid in-
directly by taxes. An agency may, for in-
stance, bulld a school and rent it to a local
school district. The rent ls derived from
the school district’s tax collections and is
set to provide enough revenue to pay for
the bonds.

Revenue bonds were first used in the last
century to finance such projects as the Erie
Canal, and their principal use is still for
income-producing projects Iike toll roads.
But use of the second kind—not really reve-
nue bonds—is steadily being expanded to
finance State office bulldings, schools, and
housing.

NEW YORK'S AUTHORITIES

Evidence is abundant that the State-
facility type of revenue bond is being put to
wider use. New York, for example, has some
25 State authorities; those set up in the past
2 years include the New York Job Develop-
ment Authority, the New York State Atomic
Research and Development Authority, the
State university construction fund, and
the mental hygiene facilities improvement
fund. The State's authorities have more
than $3.3 blllion of debt outstanding, com-
pared with only &1 billion owed by the State
itself.

Florida's constitution prohibits any State
debt, but its State-run authorities—includ-
ing the Florida Development Commission
(which finances State office bulldings) and
the State board of administration (which
sells bonds for several agencles) —have more
than $615 million of bonds outstanding.

Colorado has no direct State debt out-
standing, but State agencles including the
State highway commission, the Colorado
State Home for the Aged Bullding Author-
ity, and the Colorado State Employment
Department Building Authority have more
than $25 million of debt.

Pennsylvania's constitution permits some
State debt, but voters must approve every
issue, a slow and costly process. To avold
that problem, the BState's school bulilding
authority, established in 1847, has financed
more than 500 schools by issuing some $350
million of revenue bonds. The authority
leases schools to local communities, and lo-
cal property taxes indirectly pay interest and
principal on the bonds.

ILLINOIS ISSUE

Illinois has some $445.7 million of general
obligation State bonds outstanding; but be-
cause voters were becoming reluctant to
approve new bonds, the State leglslature in
1961 created the Illinols Bullding Authority.
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This agency is expected to sell its first bond
issue, about $25.8 million of revenue bonds,
later this month; it's scheduled to issue an-
other $43 million next summer. Facilities
financed by the authority will be leased to
the State. The first bonds will pay for new
prisons and buildings and land acquisition
for State-run colleges.

There's growing opposition to this pro-
liferation, both by some State officlals and by
investment bankers who sell the bonds.

“If a State wants to put up housing or
office bulldings or schools it should take its
proposal to the people In a constitutional
way,” declares Mr. Levitt, the New York
State comptroller and an outspoken oppo-
nent of authority revenue bonds. Mr, Lev-
itt, a Democrat, contends New York's au-
thorities are increasingly being used to fi-
nance - projects so Republican Governor
Rockefeller can claim in his presidential
campaign that he hasn't increased the State's
debt.

A spokesman for Governor Rockefeller,
however, contends that “public authority
debt is not State debt. Publlc authori-
ties are public benefit corporations financed
by the receipts of their activities. To the
taxpayer, the significant debt is that which
is financed from State revenues. This debt
has dropped by $118 million under Governor
Rockefeller to 1.2 percent of the annual State
budget from 2.6 percent."

Another widespread objection is that such
bonds cost taxpayers more than those backed
directly by the State, which usually has a
higher credit rating. “The State could sell
bonds itself at an Interest cost four-tenths
of a percentage point lower than the author-
ities pay," says Mr. Levitt.

“The use of revenue bonds unquestion-
ably raises borrowing costs,” agrees E. O, Rol-
land, director of Florida's State board of
administration. Mr. Rolland has urged the
Florida legislature to amend the State's con-
stitution to permit it to incur some debt.

Some Investment bankers agree with
Messrs. Levitt and Rolland that States
shouldn't issue this type of revenue bond,
which they contend is really an indirect
claim on a State’s or town's taxes.

Says Sldney Homer, a noted bond special-~
ist who's a partner of Salomon Bros. & Hutz-
ler: “They're part and parcel of a tendency
in this country to make rules and then evade
them, The spread of authorities results from
the States reluctance to change their con-
stitutional debt limits or to unbalance their
budgets.”

CRITICAL PLIGHT OF SENECA
£ INDIANS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the body of the Recorp an article
which appeared in the New York Times
on Sunday, March 1, dealing with the
plight being faced by the Seneca Indians
as a result of the construction of the
Kinzua Dam in Pennsylvania. The
House of Representatives has unani-
mously enacted legislation to provide
relief to the Seneca Tribe and this leg-
islation is now under active review by
the Senate Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. The distinguished Sena-
tor from North Carolina [Mr. ErviN] and
the distinguished Senator from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. Crarxk] have already
pointed out the urgency of speed if our
assistance to these displaced Indians is
to be timely and effective. I want to add
my voice to theirs and express my hope
that the Senate committee can act im-
mediately to report out the legislation so
that the bill might be enacted within a
matter of days.

“

an
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I also ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the REcorp an
editorial from the February 24 edition of
the Washington Post discussing this
urgent situation.

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

[From the New York Times, Mar. 1, 1964]

SEnEcAs, Lanp To B Froooep, PEEr INTO
Tuem Fururge DarELY—T00 Inpians, To
BE RELOCATED Because oF EKiNzUA Dam,
MusT LEAVE UNSPOILED WOODLAND DOMAIN
N FEW MONTHS

(By Robert Trumbull)

Saramanca, N.Y.,, February 26.—With
straightforward Indian logic, an B86-year-old
Seneca woman voiced today the bitterness of
her tribe against the U.S. Government.

“Since I was a girl,” said Mrs. Lena Snow,
“I have been told that the Senecas would
have their land as long as the sun shines
and the river flows. Well, I haven't seen
them stop."

The sun was shining, sure enough, on the
simple frame house where Mrs. Snow has
lived for 60 years. Nearby, ice tinkled In
the currents of the Allegheny River.

But as surely as the sun shines and the
river flows, Mrs. Snow and hundreds of other
Senecas will be dispossessed of their ances-
tral land in a few months as water backed
up by a Federal dam covers their homes.

The $107 million dam, at Einzua, Pa., will
inundate Seneca homes in violation of a
treaty signed by the Seneca Nation and the
United States in 1784, guaranteeing the in-
tegrity of the Indian land forever. This is
said to be the oldest treaty In the US.
archives. :

The only litigation involving the dam was
brought by the Indians in 1958. They asked
the courts to rule on whether Congress in-
tended to break the Government's treaty
with the Senecas to build the dam. The
U.S. court of appeals ruled that Congress
did intend to break the treaty.

The U.S. Supreme Court has ruled more
than once that the Federal Government has
the right to break treatles, so this right was
never questioned in the courts by the
Senecas.

A committee of the Senate will begin hear-
ings Monday on a $16,931,000 bill, already
passed by the House, to relocate the Senecas
and compensate the tribe in other ways for
Washington’s repudiation of the 170-year-old
treaty.

ONE HUNDRED FAMILIES INVOLVED

It is vital to more than 100 Indian families,
consisting of nearly 700 individuals, that the
Senate act at once on the bill, George Heron,
president of the Seneca Nation, said. Until
the measure passes and the funds are ap-
propriated, he declared, the displaced Senecas
cannot begin building the homes to which
they must move before water covers the area
next September.

Mr. Heron, a lithe and handsome man,
formerly commuted 150 miles a day to Buf-
falo and back as a steelworker. Senecas and
some other Indians of the Iroquois Confed-
eracy have been in demand for such jobs
because of their apparent immunity to acro-
phobia, or fear of heights. (Although Mr.
Heron is at home on top of a spldery tower,
he hates to fly in an alrplane).

Today the former steelworker is the elected
head of a nation within a nation. The Sene-
cas, like other Indian tribes, run their own
affairs on the reservation through elected
officials. At the same time, they are sub-
ject to Federal and State laws and taxes.

The Allegany Reservation Is only a mile or
s0 wide, but it runs for 44 miles along a slow
bend in the Allegheny River (the Senecas
give the name their own spelling). It in-
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cludes the pleasant city of Salamanca, bullt
by white men on land leased from the
Indians.

SENECAS PREFER WOODS

Few Senecas have much to do with the
town on their land, beyond working in white
men's factories making furniture and cast-
ing bricks.

They prefer to live near the woods filled
with wild game—including pheasants, deer,
and bears—woods that will soon be under
water because, the Senecas say wryly, it is
needed “to flush white men’s tollets in Pitts-
burgh."

Even if everything works out as the Federal
Government has promised, the displaced
Senecas are going to be constricted into a
semiurban way of life that has been com-
pletely foreign to their history.

About 10,000 acres that the Indians now
roam at will, in the way of their ancestors,
will be flooded by the dam. In place of this
unspolled domain, the Senecas have been cut
back to a 500-acre site for two new towns
where they will live somewhat lilke sub-
urbanites on adjacent plots of 1 to 3 acres.

“They say we did nothing with the land
anyway, except rattle around on it,” Mr.
Heron said. “But we rattle around, and
that's something, isn’t it?”

Senecas live today on family acreage
granted by the tribal authorities. These
grants are not extraordinarily large, for few
Indians want to engage in farming. Instead,
they take whatever jobs are avallable for
cash wages. The average family income is
$3,000 a year, and unemployment runs at
35 percent.

So the Seneca is often poor, and lives in
a house that may be little better than a
shack and without plumbing. But he is
happy, according to the tribal elders.

“Give me a shanty where I can live as I
please,” Mrs. Snow says. However, her own
simple frame house is hardly a “shanty.”
Inside there is wall-to-wall carpeting and a
big television set. Many other Senecas are
similarly comfortable in homes that look
ramshackle outside.

Across his own unfenced grant, the Seneca
gazes upon serene forest and river shore
where his sons can learn the woodcraft of
their ancestors as they may be inclined. The
coming spr will be the last for this free
way of life on the Allegany Reservation,

“The Indians are going to have to adjust
to a new way of life now,” Mr. Heron said.
“He will have a better house, but without the
forest. And his neighbors will be different.
Also, living in the new homes is going to cost
him more.”

For generations, Mr. Heron explained, the
Senecas have been accustomed to cutting
their firewood free, as needed, on the forested
hillsides. Each family had its own well,
producing clear, sweet water.

Now the Seneca households will have to
pay for their fuel and drink water tasting of
chlorine from community mains, which the
Indlan, accustomed to wells and springs,
dislikes.

Many Seneca customs will change, or will
be observed In strange settings. For exam-
ple, about 40 cemetery sites will be relocated.
The Long House, where the Indians dance
to the beat of the water drum and the turtle-
shell rattle, and practice the gentle religion
founded by an 18th-century tribal prophet
named Handsome Lake, will also he moved.

And next winter there will have to be new
runs for the snow snake. The snow snake is
a slender hickory pole 7 feet long, which
the Indians hurl like a javelin into a trough
in the snow, to see who can make it go
farthest—an anclent competition involving
incantations and secret medicines rubbed
into the wood.

Those crises, all subordinate to the im-
mediate housing problem facing the Seneca
nation, are discussed by the Indians in their
own language at councils in the Long House.
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NEW SBETTLEMENTS PLANNED

The $16,931,000 relocation and rehabllita-
tion program now before the Senate has been
written to provide for the social and eco-
nomic development of the Seneca nation on
its reduced reservation. The two new set-
tlements, called Jimersontown and Steam-
burg-Quaker Bridge, are being planned as
model communities in school facilities, recre-
ational areas and so on.

Friends of the Senecas, llke Representative
JaMmEes A. HavLey, Democrat, of Florida, chair-
man of the House Subcommittee on Indian
Affairs, hope that a new 4-lane highway
included in the Kinzua Dam project will
bring a heavy tourist traffic through the Al-
legany Reservation. This would provide a
lucrative market for the cornhusk masks and
dolls, beadwork, and other Seneca handi-
crafts.

But the Senecas have learned to count on

what they see, not what is promised. The

history of their relations with the white man
has not been encouraging.

The distribution this week of the annual
allotment of treaty cloth provided a vivid
example of time's erosion on the Govern-
ment’s commitments to the Senecas,

Under the treaty of 1794, Washington
sends the tribe a yearly payment in cloth
in partial return for Indian concessions.
The Federal expenditure is about $2,700, Mr,
Heron said.

"*We used to get 10 yards each of the color-
fully designed percale, calico, and gingham,”
he recalled. “Now we are lucky to get 3
yards of unbleached muslin.”

The muslin is used for pillow cases, doll
clothes, and other purposes of little sig-
nificance in the Seneca economy. Neverthe-
less, “the Indians feel that as long as they
are getting the cloth, the treaty will con-
tinue to be honored,” Mr. Heron said.

To the realistic Senecas, the fact that the
treaty had already been violated by the con-
demnation of land for the Kinzua Dam
backwater is less important now than the
need for congressional funds to assure the
new housing before their homes are flooded.

“Our housing program is ready, but we
can't move on it without funds,” Mr. Heron
sald. “If we don't have our new homes
before the deadline for moving, I will have
to advise the people to remain where they
are.

“You might say,” he remarked, “that we

are thinking about getting angry over all

this.”

[From the Washington Post, Feb, 24, 1964]
INJURY UPON INJUSTICE

A probability of adding serious injury to
injustice arises from the delay in passing
H.R. 1794 to finance the relocation and re-
habilitation of the Seneca Indians who will
be deprived of their homes by the Kinzua
Dam. Construction of the dam near the
Pennsylvania-New York border was begun in
disregard of a 1794 treaty guaranteeing to
the Seneca Nation “free use and enjoyment"
of the area forever. President Kennedy con-
cluded in 1961 that it was not possible to
halt the Kinzua project, but he pledged to
the anguished Indians full cooperation of
the Federal Government to help them “make
the adjustment as fair and orderly as pos-
sible.” Now, however, flooding of the Seneca
lands is sald to be less than 8 months away
and funds have not been provided to build
new homes, churches, schools, and roads on
the remaining land.

The House unanimously passed HR. 1794
2 weeks ago, and Senate hearings are sched-
uled for March 2. No opposition to the bill
has arisen, but it is feared that it will be
caught in the Senate fillbuster over civil
rights and indefinitely delayed. If that
should happen, flooding from the dam may
drive the Indians out of their homes before
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it 1s possible to carry out an orderly re-
location.

If it is impossible to speed up the Senate
hearing, Chalrman Frank CHURcCH, of the
Subecommittee on Indian Affairs, should
make certaln that it is held on March 2, in
spite of any filibuster, and that the bill is
promptly reported to the Senate. The im-
portance of the bill would then justify spe-
cial efforts to have it pass the Senate by
unanimous consent. To leave this harassed
minority without relief as manmade flood-
waters encroach upon it would be a reproach
to the whole country.

VIETNAM

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, a few
days ago I had a discussion on the floor
of the Senate with the Senator from
Montana [Mr. MansrFIELD] about Viet-
nam. It dealt with his suggestion that
we give consideration to President de
Gaulle's ideas for the neutralization of
Vietnam.

This morning we find widespread
speculation in the press, most prom-
inently displayed. Today, Asia probably
bulks largest in the news of any area in
the world. It is a question as to the
support which the United States would
give to alternative courses of action,
first, to the extension of the struggle by
South Vietnam to North Vietnam; sec-
ond, the possible espousal of De Gaulle’s
neutralist ideas; third, to stay where we
are now.

The news carried in the newspapers is
also clear that the existing regime in
South Vietnam is very much concerned
about its own position. The head of that
regime, Maj. Gen. Nguyen Khanh, is
concerned because he believes that there
is a French plan to kill him, according to
the lead story in the New York Times.

I believe it is clear, on the basis of
the national consensus as it is reflected
over the weekend, and by what I and
other Senators have said and by what
other Americans have said, that we are
in Vietnam to stay, that we will do our
utmost to give all the aid we can to South
Vietnam, that we will do our utmost to
bring about a stable democratic govern-
ment in South Vietnam; that we are
not getting out of South Vietnam, and
that we are not adopting the De Gaulle
ideas of neutralization; also, that there
is no idea at present of extending the
struggle to North Vietnam. In other
words, we intend to hold our ground and
to implement our position, considering
where we are.

I thoroughly agree with that view, and
I believe the Nation does also. It calls
for action on the part of the President.
and the State Department.

I take the floor today because in this
critically important situation in which
we find ourselves, I believe that the
President should make a considered
statement to the American people, de-
claring American policy on South Viet-
nam. I also believe that this statement
should be supported by a white paper is-
sued by the State Department, explain-
ing the position of the United States
in respect to' our policy in South Viet-
nam, why we are there, and what we in-
tend to do.

I believe both of these act.iuns are nec-
essary, to give a sense of permanence

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

and stability to the situation in which
we find ourselves today. It does not

mean that we will undertake greater

commitments than we have, or threaten
to do something which we have no inten-
tion of doing, or refrain from threaten-
ing to do anything. It does mean that
it is essential that the American people
have peace of mind about South Viet-
nam, that what they are doing is right,
that they have determined, as a nation,
to do it, and that this is the policy which
the President and the State Department
should carry out.

This is critically important. The
Chinese situation is none too good as it
relates to India. The struggle between
Communist China and Communist Rus-
sia continues. In short, in this unstable
situation there is the real element of the
policy of the United States, which should
be declared in-.an unequivocal way.
Finally, the whole southeast Asia area
depends on South Vietnam as the key-
stone in the arch.

The character of our position there
may well determine whether Communist
China will or will not sweep through all
Asia. This would change the balance
in the world and put us in the gravest
jeopardy. So I hope very much that
the President and the State Department
will at the earliest moment make secure
the one secure element in the whole
South Vietnamese situation, namely the
home base in the United States. It is
the determination of the American peo-
ple that they would rather take casual-
ties and losses than inestimably greater
ones which would become inevitable if
the whole free world position, in south
and southeast Asia were eroded, as it
would be if we were to pull out of Viet-
nam.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
am sorry that I did not hear the begin-
ning of the remarks made by the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York. I
was informed that he referred to the
colloquy which the Senator from New
York had with the Senator from Mon-
tana in the Senate last week.

So far as Vietnam is concerned, there
are some factors which we ought to keep
in mind, and I believe the record ought
to be kept straight. Our purpose in
Vietnam, as I see it, is to assist the Viet-
namese to maintain the territorial integ-
rity based on the 1954 Geneva Accord,
which means that the frontier estab-
lished at the 17th parallel will continue
to be recognized, and that we will con-
tribute in the future, as we have in the
past, to the protection of that territorial
integrity and the stabilization and secu-
rity of the country.

To accomplish this will mean a contin-
uation of our present participation, both
economic and military, and a continued
policy of strengthening the South Viet-
namese forces so that they can continue
the war; put down the Vietcong ele-
ments within the country, and do what

‘they can to stop the inflow of the Viet-

minh along the Ho Chi Minh' trail
through Laos and Cambodia on the west
and the sea transport on the east.

It has been said by the highest offi-
cials in the past two administrations,
and in this administration, that this is
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primarily a Vietnamese war, and that if
it is to be won it must be won by the
Vietnamese themselves. There have also
been indications by high officials in this
and the preceding administration that
this war could be brought to a success-
ful conclusion as far as we are concerned
In anywhere from 1 to 3 to 5 years. Also,
statements have been made to the effect
that American troops would be with-
drawn by tentatively determined dates.

Having described what our purpose is
in Vietnam, the next question is: What
will be the result when and if the objec-
tives desired are achieved? The result
will be that Vietnam to which we are
not tied, under a mutual security agree-
ment, and which comes under the South-
east Asia Treaty Organization, SEATO—
only incidentally and through associa-
tion—would then be in complete charge
of its own future. It would, I assume, be
friendly oriented toward the United
States, but in the absence of definite se-
curity treaty arrangements, it would be
classified as a neutral nation, a neutrali-
zation not in favor of Communist North
Vietnam, not in favor of Communist
China, but in favor of, and for the pro-
tection of, South Vietnam itself.

Its problem then, as now, would be
to establish some sort of mutually ac-
ceptable agreement covering its western
frontier with Cambodia. Perhaps the
same border situation would apply to
Laos, but to the best of my knowledge,
there is no indication that such is the
case at the present time.

This, in brief, in my opinion, sums
up our reasons for being in Vietnam and
for staying in Vietnam. Stating what
our objectives are emphasizes that our
contribution can best be only on the pe-
riphery, and that basically and primarily
the solution must be sought by the Viet-
namese themselves. That solution in-
volves not only a military victory over the
Vietcong in South Vietnam, but stop-
ping the flow of arms from North Viet-
nam, the rectification of border difficul-
ties with Cambodia and possibly Laos,
and perhaps, most important of all, a
government based on stability and sup-
port of the Vietnamese people.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous
consent that I may have 1 more minute.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. At the present
time, according to the best information I
have received—and I have a purpose in
making this statement—this Govern-
ment has indicated an interest in the
four-power proposal advanced by Prince
Norodom Sihanouk, Chief of State of
Cambodia, to the effect that a four-power
conference should be convened for the
purpose of guaranteeing the borders and
the neutrality of Cambodia—those pow-
ers to be Thailand, South Vietnam,
the United States, and Cambodia itself.

When people try to read into remarks"
which I have made that I have advocated

: that in any negotiations of this sort vis-

a-vis South Vietnam, I have indicated
that Communist China.must be one of
the participarnts, they are reading into
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my remarks something which is not
there. I tried to make the record clear
in the colloquy I had with the senior Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. Javirs], the
other day.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, in the
first place, I am sorry the Senator from
Montana did not hear what I said. I
only referred to him as showing my con-
tinuity of interest in the area. I did not
in any way try to go over the same ground
again.

Mr. MANSFIELD. But it was the
same subject.

Mr. JAVITS. It was the same subject.
Second, I am certainly not one who has
felt that the Senator from Montana has
in any way involved the Communist Chi-
nese among the negotiating parties.
Perhaps others have, but I certainly
have not, and I make no such assertion
now, and would not dream of doing so.
I was very clear as to the Senator's posi-
tion.

Third, I am sure the Senator heard
my recommendation—and I believe we
are arriving at a national consensus—
that it would be well to have that policy
firmly established through a declaration
by the President to the people, espe-
cially as we are suffering casualties in
South Vietnam, the only place in the
world where we are. It is really a:hot
conflict at the moment. The declara-
tion should be supported by a white
paper on the part of the State Depart-
ment, giving the whole history of our
relationship to this crisis.

Fourth, the Senator and I really do
not differ quite so much, as we have
gradually narrowed the ground of dif-
ference.

I am deeply concerned about a repeti-
tion of the difficulties we face in Cam-
bodia and the Pathet Lao difficulties in
Laos and South Vietnam, if we give the
South Vietnamese the feeling that we
are anxious to liquidate that situation
at the earliest moment,

I would rather give them the feeling
that we are willing to accept casualties,
provided we remain true to the original
mission we set for ourselves. There may
be a little difference of timing, there may
be a little difference in emphasis, but as
we have gradually narrowed the grounds
of difference, I think timing and em-
phasis are the points that stand out.

I fully respect what the Senator has
said. No one honors him more than I
for the fact that this subject has been
thrust into she forefront of discussion.
He and I agree that this could not be
otherwise than helpful.

Finally, one of the major items to ap-
pear in the press this morning is the dis-
array of the NATO Alliance on this issue.
It is reported that there is considerable
dissension in NATO, which is all the
more reason for taking advantage of a
developing consensus in our Nation and
nailing it down as to the fundamental
basis of American policy and our willing-
ness to take casualties and difficulties in
order to persevere in that policy in South
Vietnam.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
American people had better become fully
aware of exactly what confronts us, in
view of the possibilities in Vietnam. The
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truth will hurt no one. The truth should
and must be told. If we go along on the
basis of some policies which I have heard
advocated, even in the Senate, and also
in the press, the American people had
better be made fully aware of the costs
involved, not only in material and money,
but in men, as well. And they had better
think this through carefully. All we
here can do is discuss this matter. The
responsibility lies with the President of
the United States. I think he has con-
ducted himself in exemplary fashion.
His understanding is sound, and his grip
has been firm; and I only hope that when
Mr. McNamara returns from Vietnam—
and I, for one, am delighted that a man
of his caliber is'going there again—he
will be able to give the President the
benefit of his survey and inquiry, so that
we shall be in a better position to deter-
mine where we are, and where we are
going.

The Senator from New York has men-
tioned the fact that NATO is in disarray.
Mr. President, NATO has been in dis-
array for years; CENTO has been in dis-
array: and SEATO has been in disarray.
1 think the best thing our country can do
is reassess its foreign policy, insofar as it
is possible to do so, face up to the realities
of today, and not depend so much on the
wishes of yesterday.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Montana yield again to
me, very briefly?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. I believe the American
people will accept the risks in Vietnam,
if we pursue our present policy. That is
the fundamental point I am trying to
make—that they are not unduly dis-
suaded from that by the desires on which
both the Senator from Montana and I
agree. I believe that when the issue is
presented squarely—and it seems to me
the Senator from Montana and I cer-
tainly agree on that—the American peo-
ple will accept the risks and will back a
continuance of the present policy, not-
withstanding the risks, even including
casualties.

UNITED STATES CHECKS LARD
DEAL

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I take
this opportunity to commend the prompt
action of President Johnson in blocking
shipments of lard from the United States
to Communist Cuba. By acting prompt-
ly, the President prevented a small hole
in the dike of U.S. economiec policy from
becoming an even more disastrous break-
through which would have given all of
our European allies even more of an
invitation to trade with Castro.

Mr. President, the incident shows that
there is a pressing need for closer coordi-
nation of trade policies. Within the
United States, and under the terms of
the Export Control Act of 1949, there is
adequate authority' to regulate exports,
to require licenses, and, if necessary, to
refuse licenses in cases where trade
would not be in the overall interests of
the United States. Yet trade with Cuba
has been treated in such an amorphous
manner, without form or consistency,
that it is technically possible for U.S.
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merchants to sell many types of food
and medicine to Cuba, without any kind
of license. Even though such sales
would have great foreign policy effects,
there is at present no requirement for
licensing. The first step surely is for the
United States to set its own house in
order, and to require in the case of
Cuba, as we do for Red China,
North Vietnam, and North Korea, that
export licenses be obtained for all ship-
ments. In this way our Government
could grant permission for items badly
needed for humanitarian purposes, such
as perhaps certain kinds of drugs in an
emergency, but could refuse licenses in
a case of this sort, where the motive is
primarily profit and the impact would
have been disastrous.

The second step in United States eco-
nomic coordination of trade with Cuba,
after we have set our own procedures in
somewhat better order, is to press our
allies more effectively for a coordinated
policy on Cuban trade. The cutting off
of aid, small as it was, might have been
extremely effective, had it been done
promptly after the missile crisis in 1962.
It will obviously mean a good deal less
today. We should plan for an interna-
tional conference of all the major in-
dustrial nations involved, with a view to
working out fair and reasonable proce-
dures on the Cuba trade. - We may have
to make compromises of other kinds, to
get their agreement on Cuba. We may,

for instance, have to yield to British

pleas to cut off United States aid to In-
donesia—a-‘course which many Ameri-
cans would in any case favor; but we
should make clear that cooperation is
a two-way street, and that if our allies
are going to expect to obtain our coop-
eration on issues of major importance to
them, we should have their cooperation
in connection with matters which we
consider important. An international
conference of major Western industrial
nations and Japan would be the best way
to make clear our own determination to
do everything within our power to insure
that the economie strength and resources
of the West are not available to Castro
in his continuing campaign for the sub-
version of Latin America.

BULGARIAN INDEPENDENCE DAY

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, Tues-
day, March 3, is the anniversary of Bul-
garian Independence Day. Near the end
of the last century, the breakup of the
Ottoman Empire released the captive
peoples of Slavic Europe. Centuries be-
fore, the Bulgarian Nation had been a
great nation under vigorous and progres-
sive kings. The Bulgarians remembered
this, and were determined to have their
freedom. After bitter fighting, they
gained independence for a ravaged and
chaotic country; and by 1912 the dedi-
cated leadership of the liberal parties
established Bulgaria as a firm and devel-
oping nation. Then tragic wars damaged
much of the great work done in educa-
tion, construection, and industry.

Throughout the interwar years, Bul-
garia attempted to repair the injury
done between 1912 and 1918, By 1939,
conditions were once again markedly
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good. Bulgaria was on the point of en-
tering a period of very rapid develop-
ment. One reason for its growth was
new trade with other countries, espe-
cially Germany. This led Bulgaria to
the sad mistake of declaring war against
the Western Allies, along with Germany,
in 1941. That was real and tragic evi-
dence that trade brings political in-
fluence. That action is a lesson which
many nations today should heed. Again
war brought Bulgaria suffering and de-
struction. In 1944, Bulgaria began trying
to escape from German control, and of-
fered to sign an armistice with England
and the United States. But Soviet Rus-
sia was closer than we were; and in Sep-
tember 1944, Soviet troops invaded
Bulgaria. With their coming, as every-
where in Europe, arrived the Communist
Party and its heartless oppression. The
patriots of Bulgaria had been fighting
valiantly against both German and So-
viet occupation. But the Communist
Party, backed by the presence of the Red
army, seized all power early in 1945.
Then the familiar story of executions,
deportations, concentration camps, and
rigged elections was repeated all over
again, By the end of 1945, another coun-
try had been forced into the Communist
bloc of satellite subjects.

The Bulgarian people were victims of
foreign domination for centuries. Yet
they never gave up hope, because there
ideas and examples of a better life were
flowing to them from free countries else-
where in the world. It was these ideas
and examples which inspired the original
Bulgarian independence which we cele-
brate today. We are confident that un-
der the hopeless and pointless subjuga-
tion now exercised over Bulgaria by the
Soviet Union, the spark of freedom burns
as bright as ever. The Communists’
efforts are directed at convincing the
Bulgarians that there is no life better
than communism. Our task is to prove to
them that there is a much better life in
freedom. Especially we must congratu-
late Bulgarian-Americans for their ef-
forts on behalf of their homeland. May
they soon celebrate with renewed joy an
independence day which will have in-
creased meaning.

NASA ELECTRONICS RESEARCH
CENTER—LET US REEXAMINE
SUCH DECISIONS

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
over 100 communities across the Nation
requested consideration for the location
of the proposed $60 million NASA Elec-
tronics Research Center. Apart from the
initial investment of $60 million in build-
ing it, this facility will cause as much as
$50 million a year to go into the local
economy and benefit people living in that
entire area. In addition, it will have
significant long-range value in attract-
ing new industry to the area in which it
islocated.

When plans for this project were first
announced, it was rumored that it was
earmarked for Boston. NASA officials
dutifully heard appeals by university ad-
ministrators, scientists, and local officials
from 29 locations throughout our Nation,
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including several in Ohio, seeking this
research Center. Then they announced
that the Center would go to Boston—on
the ground that the nearness of Harvard
University, Massachusetts Institute of
Technology, and private electronics lab-
oratories gave the best assurance of the
Center’s success, so they said. Thus far,
there is little to indicate that thorough
evaluation was given to potential loca-
tions distant from the Boston area.

Mr. President, two or three excellent
sites were offered by communities in
Ohio. Among these were very desirable
locations in Columbus, Sandusky, Chil-
licothe, and the Crile Hospital site, at
Parma, Ohio, a city of 100,000, a suburb
of Cleveland, and the fastest growing
community in our State. Frankly, I be-
lieve that no other site owned by the
Federal Government is comparable to
the Crile Hospital site, which has 324
acres of prime Government-owned and
developed real estate. It is sound econ-
omy for the Federal Government to use
its own land for new governmental facil-
ities. Not only does this save taxpayers’
money, but the Government also has the
benefit of land use studies which were
made at the time of the original acquisi-
tion.

In all respects, Cleveland eminently
qualifies for this important new facility.
It has two first-rate engineering
schools—Case Institute of Technology
and Fenn College—Western Reserve Uni-
versity, Baldwin Wallace College, John
Carroll University, and other outstand-
ing institutions of higher learning. The
famed College of Wooster, Hiram Col-
lege and Kent State University are not
far away. In the area of private elec-
tronics research, Cleveland possesses one
of the oldest and best developed facilities
in the country—the Nela Park Research
Center of the General Electric Co.—and
a host of other private electronics enter-
prises, including the Thompson-Ramo
Products Co.

Furthermore, the Lewis Flight Center,
an important NASA facility, already is
in a suburb of Cleveland. The Lewis
Flight Center could provide staff and
facilities to accelerate the operation per-
haps a year or two ahead of schedule
than if the electronic center were located
elsewhere.

The proposed location to which I am
adverting is only 12 miles from down-
town Cleveland. It is ideally located for
a facility of the kind proposed. The air-
port and the Lewis Flight Center are less
than 15 minutes distant by automobile.
It takes but 30 minutes or less to reach
some of the finest educational institu-
tions in the Nation. Comfortable and
lovely residential areas surround the
area making it attractive to the highly
skilled scientists who will staff the re-
search center.

(At this point Mr. Bayn took the chair
as Presiding Officer.)

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
while it is certainly the desire of all Con-
gressmen and Senators that this facility
be located at a site which is in the best
interests of our space program, it is
evident that too much favoritism has
been shown to two or three areas in the
Nation in regard to space activities to
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the neglect of other areas, equally satis-
factory or superior. Each time a new
facility is proposed, we hear the same
well-worn argument that it should go to
an area which already has institutions
with experience in this field. As a result
a vicious cycle has formed, and it can al-
most be predicted that any new impor-
tant space facility will go to Boston,
Houston, or to California. Evidently,
communities in the 47 other States of the
Union are to be ignored and are not
to take part in the space age.

Frankly, I am tired of the argument.
I rise today to speak briefly in protest
of what has been going on. When we
meet with officials of NASA and talk on
the subject, we are like supplicants in
a matter that has already been decided
before our arguments are heard and
what we have to offer is made clear.

Furthermore, it is high time that new
areas of the country share properly in
Federal research and development
plans. We have institutions of higher
learning in Ohio which are of the top-
most rank. I am not convinced that it
is necessary that 10 of the Nation’s 2,100
universities and colleges, with the Uni-
versity of California, MIT, and Colum-
bia leading the list, should receive 40
percent of the $900 million in Federal
research funds awarded to higher ed-
ucational institutions during the last
fiscal year. To the contrary, I am con-
vinced that it was wrong to do so. Fed-
eral officials insist that funds must go
where the scientific talent is, but by con-
sistently favoring a few universities,
such as those to which I have referred,
either in California or in the Boston
area, of course, talent will naturally
flock to those universities. In my own
mind I am certain that if Ohio State
University, the University of Illinois, the
University of Chicago, the University of
Wisconsin, the University of Michigan,
Purdue University, Indiana University,
and other universities in the great State
from whence the present Presiding Of-
ficer (Mr. BavH in the chair) comes, or
other outstanding institutions of higher
learning in the Midwest, were to receive
grants comparable to those awarded
favored colleges in the Boston area and
in California, within a year or two they
could claim to have the so-called talent
now making those colleges so attractive.
They could claim to have much of that
scientific talent that is now being spo-
ken of when officials of NASA say that
funds must be awarded in those certain
areas to which I have adverted.

Mr. President, I fervently believe that
now is the time to stop and investigate
the entire program of the National Ad-
ministration and Space Agency. I can
assure Senators that NASA officials will
have to set forth potent and very power-
ful arguments for locating the project
at Boston, and to explain clearly and
to advance logical reasons overwhelm-
ing in their clarity for locating in Boston,
when other qualified sites, including
Cleveland, were rejected. Shortly there
will be testimony before the Committee
on Aeronautical and Space Sciences, of
which I am a member. I shall be on
hand asking to be shown why this favor-
itism, as I look at it, has been perpetuated
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and why anything of that sort should
be continued.

Between the east coast and the west
coast there are 3,000 miles of America.
Between Boston and California there are
180 million Americans. Unless there are
real and compelling reasons for the deci-
sion to select Boston, the people who live
in other areas of our Nation feel that
they, too, have a right to share in the
development of and in the benefits from
space research and technology. We seek
to have citizens in all areas of the 50
States of our Union contribute to the ex-
ploration of outer space and contribute
to the supremacy and welfare of our
country as they have the skill, the educa-
tion, and the scientific talent to do so.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I am glad to
yield to my distinguished colleague.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I wish to commend
my colleague for speaking on the sub-
ject today. While he and I are from
Ohio, I think the issue embraces a much
larger territory than Ohio itself. The
entire midwest part of our country is
involved in a treatment accorded by the
Federal Government that is gradually
eroding the growth of the Midwest in
favor of other areas throughout the
country.

My colleague mentioned the fact that
hearings were held by a committee of
NASA to determine the place in the coun-
try to which the center should be as-
signed. I attended those meetings when
Ohio applicants presented their evidence,
especially when Columbus and Cleveland
did so. I wish frankly to state what while
I was there espousing the cause of Cleve-
land and Cincinnati, I said to myself,
“This is just vain talk. The decision has
been made.” These hearings are an in-
strumentality to give dignity to the
cholce of Boston. Subsequent develop-
ments rather effectively confirmed the
judgment which I had at that time.

The Presiding Officer, Senator BayHn, is
from Indiana. When I speak of the Mid-
west States, I include eight in that area—
Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Iowa, Kansas,
Michigan, Minnesota, and Wisconsin.

The statistics and graphs of economic
growth show that the trend in those
States is downward. I suggest that a
substantial cause for the erosion of the
economy in the Midwest comes from this
propensity upon the part of the central
government not to assign to different
areas of the country those operations
which become the subjects of attracting
new industry and retaining old.

The electronic research center is gone.
It is assigned to Boston. That is where
it was assigned in October of 1962, when
the elections throughout the country
were being held.

The committee which heard the differ-
ent petitions was very courteous. It
caused us to believe that if we would
show what universities we had, what the
environmental situation was, what the
cultural situation was that there would be
an effort to consider Ohio and one or two
other States. That was just a facade.
That is what it has proved to be.

May I say to my colleague that there is
another project in the making, and that
is the Environmental Health Center.
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That will be a huge project, in which re-
search will be done with regard to abol-
ishing noxious materials from the air and
eliminating pollution from the waters.
The Lewis Research Center was the be-
ginning of the research in the electronics
field. As far as NASA is concerned, the
Lewis Research Center is the beginning.
The Lewis Research Center is located in
Ohio. That factor was given no con-
sideration.

With respect to the Environmental
Health Center, in Cincinnati we have the
beginning of that research work. It is
done at what is known as the Taft Health
Center in Cincinnati. With respect to
the Environmental Health Center, it is
rather obvious that the base of the oper-
ation will be located in Washington.

On that score, I wish to say some-
thing. We had better quit centralizing
everything in Washington, not only the
great power of spending money, not only
the great power of telling people every-
where that Washington best knows what
to do in the matter of social science, eco-
nomics, political science, and culture,

That project will probably cost $50
million. I cannot give the exact figure.
It was intended for Washingon. It will
come to Washington, although we are
again told, “Make your case. Present
your evidence. Maybe you will have a
chance.”

On the idea of concentration, let me
state that some day we will realize the
mistake of concentration, and especially
of concentration in Washington, A
stenographer cannot be hired here for
less than $6,500 a year, while stenograph-
ers throughout Ohio, Indiana, and other
States are looking for jobs. Yet we keep
expanding activities here when we know
there is an inadequacy of personnel, and
that because of that inadequacy, we are
“paying through the nose.”

I am not envious of the States that get
certain assignments. I am, however,
here to complain about the constant
statement that is being made that the
Midwestern States do not have the engi-
neering and scientific know-how to do
the job. If an examination is made of
the number of engineers and scientists
graduating from the midwestern colleges,
it will be found that those universities
and colleges are providing scientists for
all the States enjoying Federal contracts.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a parliamentary in-
quiry?

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield.

Mr. STENNIS. What is the pending
business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is the substitute
amendment for the wheat and cotton
farm bill.

Mr. STENNIS. A further parlia-
mentary inquiry, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Senator will state it.

Mr. STENNIS. Who has the floor?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
for the information of the Senator from
Mississippi, I secured permission to speak
on a subject that was not germane to the
bill.

Mr. STENNIS. Who has the floor?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I have the floor.
I was happy to yield to my colleague, as
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we concur about the serious- situation
now under discussion.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognized the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Younc], who subsequently yielded
for a brief statement by his colleague,
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. LauscHE].

Mr. LAUSCHE. I shall conclude in a
moment.

With all the domestic and interna-
tional problems we have, I hope that we
shall not develop in our country a new
problem resulting from the fact that the
Federal Government is not treating all
of its children alike. If we ever adopt
the philosophy that those in power,
selected by all of the people of the
country, can give preferential treatment
to their own States at the expense of
the others, I submit, Mr. President, that
we shall be taking on a new task most
difficult of solution.

I conclude by commending my col-
league for discussing this subject today.

Mr. STENNIS obtained the floor.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield to
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Jorpan]
for the insertion of a morning business
matter. .

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

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR MUNDT OF
SOUTH DAEKOTA

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. Presi-
dent, this is the 25th anniversary of
service to South Dakota by our col-
league, Senator KarL E. MunpT. I salute
him for his many years of dedicated
service to lLis State and to the Nation.
Senator MunpT has long been a militant
foe of communism wherever it is found.
Recently he wrote an article exposing
Communist school activities which will
be of interest to all who share the belief
that this menace must be banished from
our continent. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to place in the Rec-
orp the following article taken from the
March issue of Mechanix Illustrated by
Senator KarL E. Munpt, South Dakota.

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

AMERICA'S LITTLE RED SCHOOLHOUSES—A
FRIGHTENING REPORT ON How THE CoMMU-
N1sTS OPENLY TEACH SUBVERSION IN THE
UNITED STATES

(By Senator EarL E. MunpT, South Dakota)
Communist schools that teach subversion

and conspiratorial strategies and tactics are

operating openly in the United States.

Does that statement come as a shock to
you? It does to most Americans, for the
existence of such Red institutions in our
midst is the best kept secret of the cold
war. To find schools of subversion in a Rus-
sian satellite, in Cuba or even in some other
Latin American countries would not be a
surprise. But to find them in our own coun-
try—no, it can’'t happen here. It has hap-
pened here. Communist schools are teach-
ing a chosen few of our fellow Americans
how to undermine their own country, how
to destroy their democratic way of life, how
to prepare the Nation for Communist take-
over.

Want to know where you can find a school
that is controlled by identified Communists?
Come along to beautiful Central Park,




‘walk into West T4th Street.
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Manhattan's bit of country in the city. At
the western edge of the park you cross a
broad avenue called Central Park West and
It 1s a well-
kept area of apartments and a few business
buildings. Down the avenue to the right
lles the American Museum of Natural
History. i

In 74th Street itself, you find mostly four-
story bulldings—well-preserved brownstones,
some red brick structures and a few stone
dwellings that have been painted. On the
left, at No. 18, is a red brick building, four
stories high with dormers on the roof. The
bullding looks clean, as if someone takes
good care of it, and the bricks are set off
with a white stone trim. There is a black
iron balcony and two ornamental columns
on the second floor. The bullding houses
the object of your visit, the Metropolitan
Music School.

What is the Metropolitan Music School?
It is concerned largely with young music
students. You will find courses in classical
and jazz music being taught to 350 to 400
students each term. You might not think
there was anything extraordinary about the
school—anything to make it different from
other small, private institutions of its type.

However, the facts are these: many of the
Metropolitan’s teachers are familiar to con-
gressional committee rooms, and the House
Un-American Activities Committee once
found that 24 persons identified as Com-
munists had taught there. Sidney Finkel-
stein, cited by congressional investigators as
cultural director of the Communist Party,
and who tabs himself as an “esthetician,” is
one of the school’s administrators.

The Metropolitan’s director, Lilly Popper,
invoked the fifth amendment when asked
whether she was a member of the Commu-
nist Party. She did tell probers that she
had been director of the school since it was
founded in 1947 and previous to that had
been director of a parent institution, the old
Downtown Music School at 111 West 88th
Street, a few blocks away. Downtown Music
had been founded in 1934 and she had held
the top post from the beginning.

At Metropolitan, a fourth to a third of the
student body is made up of adults. The rest
are children or teenagers.

Leonard Cherlin once taught at Metropoli-
tan but later became an anti-Communist
and helped investigators expose the school.
Cherlin, a graduate of the Juilllard School
of Music and of Teachers College, Columbia
University, explained how teachers were able
to influence the thinking of students who
gathered in groups after classes, as students
do the world over, and how this influence
extended as well to social get-togethers.
Cherlin said he had attended closed Com-
munist Party meetings with many teachers
from the Metropolitan Music School, includ-
ing some meetings that were held In Director
Fopper's quarters in the school building.

With youngsters as well as adults enrolled
in a school where at least 24 known Commu-
nists have taught, it is reasonable to con-
clude that Communist Party influence is not
limited there to adults alone.

With the kind of history and background
that the Metropolitan Music School has, one
might be led to wonder how long such an
institution could continue to operate. The
answer at this point is that the school has
carried on successively for some 15 years and
still 1s a growing concern. To repeat a line
sometimes used by educational and other
institutions, further information can be ob-
talned by calling the school. You'll find it
listed in the Yellow Pages, as well as in the
Manhattan telephone directory.

Most Communist schools in this country
offer courses whose names, at least, are simi-
lar to those of courses at typical American
institutions. However, the course names
often are mere covers. The knowledge of-
fered to students deals with Communist ac-
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tion and the means of bringing down our
form of government.

Investigations of Communist schools al-
most always involve antecedent and descend-
ant institutions. The frequent changing of
addresses and names seems to be a standard
procedure for Red schools. Sometimes there
is continuity In the courses taught. Some-
times there is continuity’ in the faculty.

Many years ago, the Communist Party es-
tablished a series of Workers Schools, among
them being one in New York City. Classes
were held at Communist Party headquarters
at 35 East 12th Street. The school was oper-
ated to educate persons who already were
members of the party.

In a separate development in 1940 a num-
ber of teachers resigned or were suspended
or dismissed from their teaching posts in
the New York City school system as a result
of investigations by the Rapp-Coudert Com-
mittee. A group of these teachers formed
an Institution known as the School for De-
mocracy. Four years after this, the old
Workers School and the School for Democ-
racy merged to form the Jefferson School of
Social Science, which then was located at
575 Avenue of the Americas (Sixth Avenue)
in New York. This Red schoolhouse closed
its doors in 1856 under congressional pres-
sure. A series of forums was organized a lit-
tle later, held first at Academy Hall, which
will be mentioned again later, and at Adelphi
Hall, 74 Fifth Avenue. This was in 1958. In
the fall of that year the faculty of the Jeffer-
son School of Social Sclence opened classes
at 80 East 11th Street in Manhattan.

So it went. Names changed. Addresses
changed. But the schools all had something
in common. They preached the Communist
Party line. And there was something else in
common, too—the teachers. Among them
were Henry Klein, Jesus Colon, Sidney Fink~
elstein, Dr. Herbert Aptheker and Dr. Hyman
Lumer.

Congressional investigators, checking into
the background of these five teachers, pro-
duced evidence which showed that each one
had a history of Communist teaching. When
questioned by congressional committees,
four of the filve evoked the 5th amendment.

Where are these teachers today? You can
find them near historical old Union Square
in the heart of Manhattan. At the southern
edge of the square, Broadway crosses 14th
Street and here is located an unpretentious
22-story structure of dirty yellow brick. The
address is 853 Broadway and the building
houses an institution known as Academy
Hall, which was mentioned previously. If
you look at the bullding’s directory, you will
find a listing for the New York School for
Marxist Studies. It, along with the Student
Committee on Progressive Education, will be
found in room 1922 of the bullding. The
institution, as a matter of fact, could not be
accused of flying false colors. The very
name of the school hardly would lead one to
expect it to teach the benefits of capitalism.

Now, leave the building, walk across a cor-
ner of Union S8quare and turn right on East
16th Street. At No. 100 you will find the
Jefferson Book Shop, which specializes in
leftist and straijght Communist-line publi-
cations. On the Jefferson’s counter a sharp-
eyed browser would note leaflets touting the
New York School for Marxist Studies. Tui-
tion at the school is $6 a term per subject.
Scholarships are available for those in eco-
nomic straits, with preference being given
to Negroes, Puerto Ricans, trade union mem-
bers, and industrial workers. Included
among the courses offered are “Automation,
Its Economic and Social Consequences”;
“The Negro Liberation Movement Today,"”
and a “"Writer's Workshop."”

Throughout the world, there are some 8,000
Red Institutions which train students in the
devious techniques of how to infiltrate, sub-
vert, and eventually destroy the structure of
our democratic society. A surprisingly large
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number of them can be found in the United

States. Among the Communist schools
whose names appear on lists complled by
our own Government are these (presented by
States) :
Commonwealth College, Mena, Ark.
cP&ople's Educational Center, Los Angeles,
alif.
California Labor School, San Francisco,
allf

Abraham Lincoln School, Chicago, Ill.

Boston School for Marxist Studies, Boston,
Mass,

Samuel Adams School, Boston, Mass.

Michigan School for Social Sclence, De-
troit, Mich.

Joseph Weydemeyer School of Soclal Seci-
ence, St. Louis, Mo.

W @‘om Paine School, Westchester County,

George Washington Carver School, New
York, N.Y.

Walt Whitman School of Social Sclence,
Newark, N.J.

Ohio School of Social Sclences, Cleveland,
Ohio.

Philadelphia School of Social Science and
Art, Philadelphia, Pa.

Pacific Northwest Labor School, Seattle,
Wash.

The Seattle Labor School in Seattle, Wash.,
specializes in developing Communist Party
members among labor groups. There are two
Schools of Jewish Studies, one in New York
and one in Los Angeles. They recrult from
among persons of the Jewish faith.

These open schools are by no means the
end of the Communist menace in the educa-
tional fleld. Instead, they are but a begin-
ning, Especlally gifted (and willing) stu-
dents from these schools are chosen by local
party committees to enter hardcore specialist
schools, At one time, years ago, these chosen
few went to Moscow for their advanced
training, Now they are sent to inner schools
that operate in this country, most of them
in secrecy. District, regional, and interna-
tional training courses at an advanced level
run anywhere from 1 month to 2 years, The
inner-school students pay no tuition, ac-
cording to former Communist John Lautner
who, as an important party functionary,
came to know the workings of the Red con-
spiracy. The party itself takes care of ex-
penses at the inner school while the student
prepares for his role as a subversive em-
ployee in government, education, private in-
dustry, or some other important phase of
American life.

Inner-school students wundergo constant
surveillance and self-criticism to test their
devotion to the cause and to find their pos-
sible breaking point. It's a hardening proc-
ess that Max Eastman has called a “sicken-
ing discipline in lies, cruelty, crime, and
self-abasement.”

The young Communist learns how to in-
duce behavioral patterns in others, patterns
which are not natural to the American
mind. The dedicated Communist's role is
to make traditional behavior seem against
the better Interests of the person concerned,
while Communist doctrines come to repre-
sent all he wants in life. It's a case of
destroying old mores and supplanting them
with new ones. The graduate of the inner
school emerges as a dedicated Communist
with unswerving loyalty to the party and to
the Soviet Union. He's trained in controlling
others, in seizing power and leadership when
his superiors order him to do so.

From the Communist point of view, the
best of the advanced schools are the clandes-
tine ones, those never discovered or exposed.
Some operate in office or business bulldings
or at “country camps.” Others carry on in
private homes. Inner schools now and then
are found and exposed, of course. One ad-
vanced school whose name appears on the
House's subversive organizations list is the
Marxist Institute in Oakland, Callf. Three
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schools set up as camps were discovered in
New York State: Briehl's farm, near Wallkill,
cited as a training school for top party lead-
ers; Camp Lakeland at Hopeland Junction,
and Camp Unity at Wingdale.

Recruiting candidates for the lower-level
schools is a subtle process. First indoctrina-
tion may come from a Communist teacher in
a non-Communist school. Virtually every
issue of Communist-line papers (of which the
Dally Worker was the best known) lists fo-
rums, club meetings, and lectures designed to
attract lonely people to activities that will
draw them eventually into the party. A new
friend, for example, may ask you to a home
gathering where discussions are held. This
friend will know and share your interests, for
party workers know the likes, dislikes, and
habits of the people the party seeks to cap-
ture,

Assistant FBI Chief Willlam B. Sullivan
warns that these trained agents shadow mem-
bers of our American industrial and scien-
tific community, spy on our research, con-
duct an unrelenting campaign to infiltrate
and undermine American science and busi-
ness. The reasons are obvious. The very suc-
cess of the Communist conspiracy against
the United States depends on the intensity of
the efforts of agents tralned in its schools.

The most appalling factor in this picture is
that the agents who carry out the work of the
Communist Party are trained in our own
country, in schools that, for the most part,
are permitted to operate openly. The schools
represent one of Russia's cold war weapons
which we have been unable or unwilling to
destroy. Nor have we counterbalanced them
through our own oversea cold war tactics.

Many graduates of the Communist schools
in our midst are dedicated Individuals who
believe they can communize any country in
the world without firing a shot. Only time
will tell whether they are right, and whether
Americans will continue to permit -them to
be trained for their traitorous work in our
own country.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If there is
no further morning business, morning
business is closed.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, if
there is no further morning business, I
ask that the unfinished business be laid
before the Senate.

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1864—THE
COTTON AND WHEAT PROGRAM

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate the unfin-
ished business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 6196) to encourage in-
creased consumption of cotton (and
wheat) to maintain the income of cotton
producers to provide a special research
program designed to lower costs of pro-
duction, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute.
In this case, the substitute is considered
to be original text for the purpose of
amendment, and is subject to amend-
ment in two degrees,

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the
chief purpose of this proposed cotton leg-
islation is to save the cotton production
industry by placing cotton fiber in a com-
petitive position in the marketplace, at
home and abroad.

The legislative history of our cotton
program over the past several years has
been a series of patches, and in many
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cases, these proposals were adopted to
remedy a serious acreage or surplus sit-
uation, or to alleviate some other special
crisis. We have abundant proof that the
present program is unworkable, Even
with legislation designed to solve special
problems, acreage for the past 5 years—
with the exception of 1961 and 1962—has
been at the 16 million acreage minimum;
and even under these conditions, we find
an overwhelming surplus hanging over
our heads. The cost has been shocking
and has placed our cotton program in a
position most difficult to defend.

Under our present system, the large
majority of our cotton farmers are hard-
ly making ends meet, while many others
have literally been forced off the farm
because of increased cost of production,
sharp reduction in acreage and declining
prices. This has been especially true
with our medium and small farmers.
Further, we are losing important markets
here at home because we are not com-
petitive in prices. This ean, and will be
fatal to the entire industry unless a rem-
edy is applied in time.

Mr. President, I have been convinced
for some time that the present program
has not met, and simply cannot meet, the
pressing problems facing the cotton in-
dustry. If we continue to operate under
the present program, we are openly ask-
ing for mounting eriticism and, even-
tually, the collapse of our price support
program. The general public is not in-
clined to criticize or condemn a program
that has sound objectives and moves for-
ward in an orderly manner to solve its
problems. Unfortunately, this has not
been the case as far as cotton is con-
cerned.

I am highly encouraged that the Sen-
ate Agriculture Committee has approved
the pending bill, which is a step in the
right direction and which, in my judg-
ment, will go a long way to meet the
four basic objectives which I have advo-
cated over the years. This bill will—

First. Protect farm income under a
choice program which guarantees a price
support of 30 cents per pound for Mid-
dling 1-inch cotton to every cotton
farmer for his entire allotment, and au-
thorizes 34% cents per pound price sup-
port to those who wish to plant only
their domestic allotment. It preserves
the national acreage reserve for the
small farmer. It would authorize a price
support of 3415 cents per pound for all
small farms having allotments of 15
acres or less. In the case of Mississippi,
this would mean that 77.8 percent of all
our cotton farmers would come within
the 15-acre, or less, group, and would
receive the high price support of 34
cents per pound.

Second. This plan would permit cot-
ton to compete with synthetic and for-
eign-grown cotton by preserving the
present export subsidy and authorizing
a payment in kind to offset the price in-
equity of domestic mills. Under this bill,
our domestic mills could purchase cot-
ton at the export price. Under our ex-
port program, a competitive world price
has been most successful in increasing
exports of cotton, and I am confident
that if mills were permitted to purchase
cotton at this price, domestic consump-
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tion would now be materially increased,
and the trend toward the use of syn-
thetics would stop.

Third. Supply and demand would be
kept in line by holding acreage allot-
ments to minimum requirements of the
present law, and also by a provision de-
signed to encourage farmers to reduce
production by paying a slightly higher
price support to those who plant only
their domestic allotment.

Fourth. This bill will also meet an-
other important criteria by substantially
reducing the cost of the present pro-
gram. The actual cost of the cotton
program under present law, for fiscal
year 1964, was $790 million. It is esti-
mated by the Department of Agriculture,
as shown on page 4 of the Senate Agri-
culture and Forestry Committee Report,
that the cost for fiscal year 1965 will be
$448 million if this new legislation is
enacted. This reflects an estimated re-
duction of $342 million. Of course, I am
aware that the 1963 crop produced a
record yield and the estimated cost of
the current crop is based on an assump-
tion that production in 1964 will be less
than last year. The cost for this year's
crop will therefore be less, even under
current law. But using the production
estimates for 1964, there will still be a
savings of $118 million if this legislation
is adopted. This figure is based on an
estimated cost of $566 million under cur-
rent law as compared with the estimated
cost under the committee bill of $448
million.

No one can be certain in making such
estimates. One estimate is high and
the other is low. A more accurate esti-
mate of the savings might be obtained
by adding the two estimates together and
dividing by two to strike an average.
This average would be $230 million and
could well be an accurate estimate of the
savings. i

These estimates, of course, depend
upon the weather, the conditions of
planting, the conditions of the stand;
and, of course, upon the elements, which
are uncertain.

In many respects the bill before us is
similar to the Cooley bill passed by the
House. It has identical objectives but,
frankly, the Senate version meets these
objectives in a more practical and eco-
nomical way. In fact it offers stronger
hope for realistically coming to grips
with the cotton problem. This bill pro-
vides essential safeguards to protect
farm income with special provisions to
assure our small farmers a fair price.
It makes cotton fully competitive. It will
balance supply and demand, and will re-
duce the cost to the Government.

It has come as a great surprise to me
that claims have been made that this bill
is a version of the so-called Brannan
plan. It is inconveivable that such an
allegation would be made on a legislative
proposal designed to help our small
farmers and ultimately save our cotton
industry from ruin. This bill does not
give a cash payment to any farmer, but
would authorize the Secretary to give a
higher price support to the 15-acre cot-
ton farmer and other farmers who plant
within their domestic allotment. This
high level of support would be made
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available by either a purchase and resale
program, through a Government loan, or
through a payment in kind.

As I have pointed out earlier, in the
case of Mississippi, the 15-acre provision
would apply to more than 77 percent of
our cotton farmers, but in terms of vol-
ume of cotton, it would amount to only
approximately 16 percent of the produc-
tion. It is my understanding that this
same general pattern of small farms
would hold throughout the Southeast;
therefore, the cost of this program for
such a large number of farmers would
be relatively small.

Mr. President, I note that the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. TaLmabce] is in the
Chamber. I wish to especially commend
him for the fine work he has done, along
with other members of the Senate Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, in
devising equitable provisions that will
apply to what has become known as the
small farmer.

Many years ago, I had the privilege—
before the Senator from Georgia was a
Member of this body—of being one of
the sponsors of legislation dealing with
the 5-acre farmer. That was a small
fragment, but we had to obtain such
support as we could as we went along.

I remember that at one time on the
floor of the Senate even that little pro-
vision was voted out of the bill after the
Senator from Louisiana and the Senator
from South Carolina had put it into the
bill in committee. It was voted out of
the bill on the floor. Fortunately, a mo-

. tion to reconsider was mace, and that
provision was put back in the bill.

At any rate, this is not a part of the
program that costs a great deal of
money. At the most, it represents only
16 percent of the total annual produc-
‘tion. It helps the operator of the little
family-sized farm, and it helps thous-
ands of people, many of whom have this
as a main dependence for their so-called
money crop. This is a live-and-let-live
program.

I commend those who have worked on
this problem over the years. I am de-
lighted to see this matter being stabilized,
first at 10 acres, and now at 15 acres.
It is a just provision, and will not cost
a great deal of money.

Mr. President, if this bill is to be
accused of promoting the Brannan plan
concept, then certainly we would have to
classify the A and B program of 1958 and
1959 as the Brannan plan type for it had
virtually the same features. Under the
A and B program, farmers who partici-
pated in the A program were rewarded
for reducing their acreage by receiving
a higher price support. The A producer
sold his cotton to a Government agent
for an average of approximately 34.10
cents per pound, and on the same day
or days later, another Government agent
sold this cotton for approximately
31.24 cents per pound. While the A pro-
ducers did not receive this estimated
2.76 cents per pound difference in the
form of a cash payment as such, they
did receive the direct benefits of the
higher price; and for all practical pur-
poses, this program was more of a Bran-
nan plan approach than the bill now
under consideration. In 1960 the A
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program participants received approx-
imately 32.42 cents per pound and this
cotton was later sold for approximately
29.29 cents per pound.

The Soil Bank of 1957 and 1958 made
direct payments to farmers for taking
cotton out of production. In 1957 cot-
ton farmers received an average of
$54.15 per acre for each acre taken out
of production, and in 1958 this payment
amounted to an average of $58.95 per
acre, If the bill now under considera-
tion is labeled as the Brannan plan, then
certainly the Soil Bank of 1957 and 1958
would have to be so labeled. The Soil
Bank cost several times more than would
the bill under consideration. It dis-
rupted the economy of many of our local
communities and completely failed to
meet its objectives.

To carry this one step further, the
Federal Government has been paying
an export subsidy since 1957 amounting
to a low of 6 cents per pound to a high
of 8% cents per pound on all cotton ex-
ported. The farmer does not receive
this subsidy in the form of direct pay-
ment, but certainly he is the one who
benefits. The above points are convinc-
ing evidence that some of our recent cot-
ton programs have much more of a
Brannan plan flavor than does the bill
under consideration.

At this point, I would like to make an
observation that the longer I study the
cotton program, the more convinced I
am that there is no justification in re-
ducing the price support of cotton un-
less there is a reasonable chance for a
substantial increase in consumption. In
the case of cotton there is every indica-
tion that a competitive cotton price will
materially increase consumption. We
have witnessed this theory and it has be-
come a reality in the export program. I
believe we would all agree that a reduc-
tion in price support to the farmers
amounting to 8% cents per pound would
bring general bankruptcy to every cot-
ton farmer in the United States. They
simply cannot absorb, and should not
be asked to absorb such a drastic adjust-
ment.

Under the bill reported by the Agri-
culture Committee, the more efficient
producers who choose to plant their full
allotment would absorb a reduction in
price support of approximately 2% cents
per pound and the Government would
absorb the balance required to make
cotton competitive in the domestic mar-
ket. I visualize this proposed legisla-
tion as an essential pilot project which
will for the first time in many, many
years give cotton a chance to be fully
competitive in the domestic market.
The cost will be borne partly by produc-
ers and partly by Government with the
total cost being much less than the pres-
ent program. At the end of 4 years we
will have the necessary data to evaluate
the effects of a competitve price on the
consumption of cotton, and will then be
in a position to truly determine if a com-
petitive price will increase consumption.

In summary, I would like to say that
while this bill is not perfect in every re-
spect, it is & move in the right direction.
It is certainly not a Brannan plan ap-
proach. It will work to the best inter-
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ests of the producer, and especially the
small farmer; and to the best interests
of the textile industry, of the Govern-
ment, and of all segments of the cotton
industry. This bill gives us a chance to
vote for legislation which will enable
cotton to realistically come to grips with
its problems and I hope it will see an
overwhelming majority vote.

Mr. President, I conclude with one
additional point. I am sorry, but it is
true that the basic trouble with the cot-
ton industry is that cotton has been sell-
ing at too high a price. The bill is de-
signed, by gradation, to try to reduce the
cost of cotton in the marketplace. It
asks the Government to carry a part of
the load, and it puts a part of the load
of these reductions on a segment of the
cotton-growing industry itself.

Without claiming any credit whatever,
but pointing to the consistency of the
Senator from Mississippi with reference
to the high price of cotton, my colleague
and I from Mississippi were the first
Senators from a southeast cotton-pro-
ducing State to vote to override the 90-
percent parity price support. This was
back in 1957. It was not a popular thing
at that time to cast a vote like that on
the floor of the Senate.

I was driven to that position by the
realization that something had to be done
to enable the cotton fiber farmer to be
competitive in the world and domestic
markets.

That is primarily our problem today.
I represent a State which produces rayon
and nylon—not the finished nylon prod-
ucts, but the basic products from which
nylon and rayon are made. I believe
that our basic problem today is that we
are gradually losing our markets. They
are going over to synthetics. If the cot-
ton industry is to survive, it must con-
tinue to sell for less per pound.

The pending bill, even though far from
perfect, is a step in the right direction.
A fair trial of it would cost the Govern-
ment less money and lead us farther
down the road to eventual real competi-
tive prices; also, it would not disrupt the
condition of the operator of the small
family-sized farm to which we referred
a minute ago, who is engaged in such an
integral and essential part not only in the
cotton industry, but in the whole fabric
of our social setup in this Nation that
some kind of special consideration must
be given to him.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Louisiana. The Sena-
tor from Louisiana has worked very hard
in the Senate on behalf of cotton since
I first came to this body, and before that.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS]
is correct when he states that this is not
the former Brannan plan payment. In
my judgment, that is true; there is no
doubt about that.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator.

Mr., ELLENDER. The bill would pro-
vide a payment in some way which would
reduce the cost of cotton to the tune of
about $300 million at the textile mills.
Does the Senator realize that?

Mr. STENNIS. That is true.
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Mr. ELLENDER. That is being done
in a roundabout way by not making pay-
ments direct to the textile mills, but to
someone other than the producer, which
in this case will probably be the handlers.
I wish to emphasize that this is a new
departure from the past, in that textile
mills will be able to purchase cotton at
world prices. That is what I have been
complaining about. The cost this year
will be $312 million, and as the years go
by, the cost may increase.

Mr. S I thank the Senator
from Louisiana for his comment. With
respect to the figure $312 million, I un-
derstand a different estimate has been
made. Nevertheless, it will be a consid-
erable amount of money, which can only
be justified because a condition has been
created which has made it impossible for
‘textile companies to buy a commodity
which is being produced in this country
in a competitive way. The so-called cot-
ton program must adjust itself, as I see it,
and come nearer to meeting the demand
for a competitive price. The bill puts the
burden partly upon the Government, so
to speak, and partly upon the cotton pro-
ducer himself. In that way, I believe
the cotton producer can “get out of the
woods.” That is the justification, as I
see it, for the bill. I thank the Senator
from Louisiana for his statement.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to
my colleague from Mississippi.

Mr. EASTLAND. My colleague has
made an excellent speech. Is it not true
that, because of the price discrepancy
of 8.5 cents a pound, a mill in this coun-
try, in order to compete with a Japanese
mill, must revert to the use of syn-
thetics?

Mr. STENNIS. It is almost driven to
them, Because of the price disparity,
which the Senator from Louisiana and I
have discussed in the debate, plus the
disparity of 8.5 cents a pound that is
created in this country, and which is a
large amount for a bale of cotton, the
mills have been driven to the use of syn-
thetics.

Mr. EASTLAND. The Japanese price
of synthetics is approximately the price
of rayon staple fiber. Rayon is competi-
tive with cotton. It costs about 25 cents
a pound. Our export price is 24 to 25
cents a pound. Finished goods can be
manufactured in Japan and shipped back
to this country at a cost lower than the
cost in this country. That means that
an American mill must use synthetics to
bring its cost down so as to compete with
the Japanese, who are buying cotton
;:éaesper than the American mill can buy

Mr. STENNIS. I believe the Senator
is correct. That fact has been thor-
oughly established; it is not speculation.

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

Mr. STENNIS.
from Louisiana.

Mr. ELLENDER. I dislike to repeat
what I stated last Friday. The strong
competition that exists in our country
today is not so much with Japan, with
Formosa, or with other areas of the
world. There is competition among the

I yield to the Senator
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mills in our country. Ninety-five per-
cent of every yard of goods that is manu-
factured by the textile industry is sold
in this country. According to my way of
thinking, the competition occurs among
the mills in our country, not so much
with Japan.

Irrespective of how much Japan pays
for its cotton, even if we could almost
give it to our own mills and make Japan
pay the world price, Japan could still
undersell us. That situation exists not
only as to cotton, but also with respect
to steel or stainless steel. I understand
that Japanese producers can export to
our country at such a price as to enable
them to make a profit, but American
manufacturers cannot compete because
they cannot manufacture at the low rate
at which Japan sells its goods here. So
the situation is not peculiar to cotton.
It is low-cost labor.

The amount of cotton that comes from
abroad is the equivalent of about 650,-
000 bales of cotton, and we export about
500,000 bales of textiles. So the differ-
ence between the imports and exports is
approximately 150,000 bales of cotton.
But let us not forget that the principal
difficulty is among the mills in our coun-
try; it does not arise chiefly from foreign
production.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator refers to
conditions in Japan. The wage scale
and other things are matters which we
cannot control. I refer to matters deal-
ing with the cotton situation. That is an
element of cost to our mills which we
can control. We put them in the position
where they are now by the export sub-
sidy, as the Senator knows.

Mr. ELLENDER. Regardless of what
price we sell the cotton for to the textile
mills in our country, the competition
among themselves will remain.

Mr. STENNIS. This would not elimi-
nate all competition, but it will eliminate
it as to the cost of cotton.

Mr. EASTLAND. The question of
competition between cotton and synthet-
ies is one question, but also we are try-
ing to equalize the cotton cost to our
own mills with what the Japanese pay.

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL-
LENDER] said that because of the manu-
facturing cost, the price of cotton does
not matter. That might be true in dress
goods or expensive fabrics, but in the
prineipal construction of the textile mills,
cotton cost is a principal cost.

Mr. STENNIS. There is no other rea-
son why they should be going to syn-
thetics, except in a very limited way,
that I know about.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator
from North Carolina.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I
wish to offer one thought I received from
the remarks of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Louisiana, namely, that mills
compete with one another. That is
quite true. Of course, mills compete
with one another, but they can compete
with synthetic fibers as they can with
cotton. They can do it much cheaper,
and they are doing it. They are doing
it every day, to the extent that they get
synthetic fibers. They are buying them
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instead of cotton. They can buy them
cheaper, make satisfactory merchandise,
and make a profit.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mills are making a
profit on synthetics, are they not?

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Ab-
solutely. One can obtain profit state-
ments from mills that were 100 percent
on cotton last year. Some of them lost
money; and the ones which broke even
were lucky.

Mr. EASTLAND. There is such a de-
mand for rayon that rayon is being
rationed. The mills cannot get a large
enough supply.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. It
is happening every day.

Mr. EASTLAND. It is due to the dis-
parity in cost. The primary reason why
the cotton farmer is interested is that he
must meet industrial competition.

Mr. STENNIS. Is it not true that the
cotton fiber itself, as a raw product for
the bill to work on, is even more ac-
ceptable than the synthetic product? -

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Ibe-
lieve that many textile plants that have
been wholly or partially manufacturing
from cotton would prefer to stay with
cotton if they could merchandise it prof-
itably. But as the distinguished Sen-
ator from Mississippi said a moment ago,
the farmer is being put out of business.
The textile mills can spin the synthetic
fiber just as easily as they can spin cot-
ton. There is no problem. The only
reason they are not spinning more syn-
thetic fiber is that it has been rationed.
They cannot get it, as the Senator stated
a moment ago, and the foreign mills are
shipping their synthetic material in as
fast as they can.

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

Mr. STENNIS.
from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. If we create this new
type of subsidy, how will we avoid in the
future the demands, let us say, of violin-
makers, bicyclemakers, and the pro-
ducers of other things, for subsidies of
this type, instead of having their in-
terests protected through tariffs?

Mr. STENNIS. This is a part of the
agricultural program for the basic in-
dustries, such as cotton and grain, as
the Senator knows. We are in a jam
with respect to the competitive prices
for cotton at home and abroad. The
benefits proposed are not for the mills or
the manufacturers. The intention is to
protect the cotton-growing industry, to
enable it to grow the raw material to the
point where the growers can keep their
heads above water. This will gradually
reduce the price of cotton to everyone.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Let us assume that
the steel industry gets in trouble and
requests a subsidy of the nature of the
one provided by the pending bill. Where
shall we wind up? That is what both-
ers me.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Mississippi yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. TALMADGE. I should like to re-
spond to the question the able senior
Senator from Ohio asked.

In this case, the subsidy will go to the
domestic manufacturers. The price sup-
port goes to the farmers.

I yield to the Senator
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First. Our cotton prices rose above the
world market prices. Then, in 1954, if
my memory serves me correctly, we
passed Public Law 480; and today we sell
cotton produced in the United States to
every country on the face of the earth at
8% cents a pound less than the cost to
our own mills.

* So this measure will not be a further
subsidy, because the subsidy now goes to
two groups—the U.S. cotton farmers and
the foreign manufacturers of U.S. cot-
ton. Instead, this bill will enable the do-
mestic industries to catch up in that sit-
uation, for today the U.S. cotton textile
mills are forced to pay 814 cents a pound
more than the cost of U.S.-produced cot-
ton to any country on the face of the
earth.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will
my colleague yield to me?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. EASTLAND. Asthe Senator from
Georgia has sald, this aid will go to the
U.S. cotton textile mills, which are faced
with a situation which does not confront
the cotton textile industry in any other
country in the world. As a result of the
action of our Government, U.S. cotton
textile manufacturers must pay 8% cents
a pound more for the cotton they use
than the cost of American-produced cot-
ton to the mills in any of the other coun-
tries of the world.

The enactment of this bill will mean
that this situation will be handled in an
orderly way, and at the same time the
effect will be to reduce the cost of raw
cotton to the US. textile mills.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I have read the testi-
mony at the committee hearings; and on
page 338 I find that it was pointed out,
in connection with the cotton aspect of
the bill, that the United States uses
8,600,000 bales of cotton, and the prod-
ucts of that cotton are sold to U.8. con-
sumers; and the United States imports
finished goods made from approximately

600,000 bales of U.S.-produced cotton.
The complaints deal chiefly with those
imported goods.

However, the pending bill, instead of
dealing with the 600,000 bales which
caused the trouble, would not only result
in payment of the difference between the
2 prices on the 600,000 bales, but also
would result in Government payments on
the 8,600,000 bales which are used for the
production of finished goods sold in our
domestic economy.

Mr. EASTLAND. As the Senator from
Georgia stated, the competition is not
at the mill Jevel. Instead, the competi-
tion is between the rayon staple which is
favored by producers who operate—
largely with European capital—in this
country and the US. cotton farmers.
The bill will equalize the two prices, so as
to bring the cost of cotton down to the
cost of rayon; and rayon is at about the
world price of cotton.

Mr. LAUSCHE. From reading the
testimony, I find it was mainly centered
upon the unjust competitive position of
the U.S. cotton industry with respect to
the 600,000 bales which are exported and
which result in imports of manufactured
goods; but completely forgotton seems to
be the fact that the U.S. manufacturers
use 8,600,000 bales of cotton in an abun-
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dant market, in which our people pur-
chase the goods and pay the prices which
are asked.

If the pending bill contemplated sub-
sidizing the producers of the 600,000
bales which are converted into finished
products and then are brought back to
the United States, and if the bill did not
deal with the 8,600,000 bales which are
used by the domestic industry, I would
say there would be some logic to the pro-
posal. But I simply cannot subscribe
to the bill as it now stands, in view of
what it would do.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Missis-
sippi yield briefly to me?

Mr. STENNIS. I1yield.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. In
respect to the question the Senator from
Ohio asked, 2 or 3 years ago the U.S.
textile industry went before the Tariff
Commission, with the full support of the
Department of Agriculture, and asked
the Commission to impose an import
quota and also to provide equal treat-
ment in the case of all the cotton tex-
tiles which are imported, with the result
that foreign mills would have to pay the
same price that the U.S. cotton manufac-
turers have to pay for the cotton they
use. In other words, if the cotton which
is exported—to Japan, for example—
costs the foreign producers 8% cents a
pound less than the cost to the U.S.
textile mills, the tariff would be that 812
cents a pound, plus an allowance for the
waste factor. That tariff would then be
placed on the finished goods imported
into the United States, and the proceeds
of the tariff would go into the Treasury.
But the Tariff Commission rejected that
proposal—although it would have cured
approximately 98 percent of our problem.

Furthermore, so far as I know, cotton
is about the only commodity grown in
the United States and subsequently ex-
ported and subsequently brought back
to the United States in the form of
manufactured products.

Steel has been mentioned; but the
steel which is imported is produced from
iron which is mined in other countries.

Cotton is in an entirely different situa-
tion: The cotton produced in the United
States is sold to the foreign mills at a
lower price, thus permitting them to
import their finished goods into the
United States at much less than the cost
of production of the identical products
in this country. As a result, the U.S.
textile mills are either forced to go out
of business or are forced to convert to
the use of synthetic fibers.

Mr. EASTLAND. In that situation the
American textile mills have to use syn-
thetic fibers, in order to be able to com-
pete.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, Yes.

Mr. EASTLAND. So this bill deals
with a manufacturers’ problem.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Yes,
indeed.

Mr. LAUSCHE. A moment ago I be-
lieve the Senator from North Carolina
stated that the relief requested would
have solved 98 percent of the problem.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Per-
haps the Senator from Ohio misunder-
stood what I said.
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Mr. EASTLAND. .But the point is that
the big problem arises from the competi-
tive situation between the cotton goods
imported into the United States and the
goods produced in the United States with
the use of synthetic fibers.

Mr. LAUSCHE. But I understood the
Senator from North Carolina to state
that 98 percent of the trouble would be
cured by providing the requested tariff
relief.

Mr. EASTLAND. Buf then the cotton
would not be competitive with the staple
rayon.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Ex-
actly—although the relief then request-
ed would have cured the difficulty be-
cause of the subsidy to the foreign tex-
tile mills.

Mr. LAUSCHE. But indirectly the
pending bill would make this cotton
available to the domestic textile mills at
a reduced price.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. But
cotton is now being supported, for the
farmers. The purpose of this bill is to
save the U.S. textile mills.

Mr. STENNIS. That is true, as I
understand.

Mr. President, this measure is pri-
marily for the purpose of alleviating the
difficulty in that situation, and thus
benefiting the cotton goods producers.
That is the only reason why this measure
is before us, and that is why I am sup-
porting the bill. The bill deals with the
situation in which cotton produced in the
United States is, following its manufac-
ture by foreign mills, able to force its
way into the domestic market, in com-
petition with the cotton goods produced
in the domestic mills who produce for
the use of the American people. Inci-
dentally, of course, there are some ex-
ports.

Mr. President, I conclude, as I said
in the beginning, by stating that the
chief purpose of this proposed cotton leg-
islation is to save the domestic cotton
goods production industry, by placing
cotton fiber in a competitive position at
the marketplace.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at this time
I may yield to the Senator from New
York [Mr. Keatingl, to enable him to
make a special announcement on a non-
germane matter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

MRS. SUSAN WAGNER

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, I have
just been notified of a report which
brings great personal sadness to me, and
I am sure it will to many other Mem-
bers of this body. Susan Wagner, the
wife of the three-term mayor of New
York, has passed away.

Susan Wagner's illness has existed
for some time. If the alternative was a
long period of suffering, of course, none
of us would have wanted that suffering
to continue.

Susan Wagner has been a wonderful
support to the mayor of New York
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throughout his political life. She was
a welcome guest at many political and
nonpolitical functions, where her mag-
nificent spirit was always displayed in a
radiant manner. She was a dedicated
and warmhearted soul who had thou-
sands and thousands of friends. She
was a devoted mother and wife. She,
the mayor, and entire family were un-
usually close. Although words are tragi-
cally inadequate at such a time, I express
my deepest sympathy to the mayor and
to the fine sons of Susan Wagner in this
hour of their grief.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the city
of New York has suffered a very grave
loss which is quite apart from the tragedy
suffered by Mayor Robert Wagner, Jr.,
who has lost Susan Wagner, his wife.

Susan Wagner, whom I have known
for many years, and who was a friend of
my wife's and mine, was not only a dear
and wonderful human being, but she was,
in my judgment, the first lady in the
hearts of the people of the city of New
York in a very real way.

Her love for her family and her devo-
tion to her husband were seconded for
the people by her deep interest in the
cause of bettering the future of the hu-
man family, and particularly the condi-
tions of so many of the people who are
underprivileged economically in health,
in society, or because of prejudices in
New York. She was so beloved that one
can speak of her in the same way that
one would speak of some distinguished
public servant.

Although she was not elected, she was
anointed by the people of New York.

It is with a real sense of sadness and
grief that I make this statement to the
Senate honoring a very fine woman who
in her own life typified what the wives of
important public men go through. They
assume a stature. They take on duties
and responsibilities which are closely co-
ordinated with those of their husbands,
so that it can almost be said that the
people have elected not one to high of-
fice but two—the public servant and his
wife. That was uniquely true in the case
of Susan Wagner, to whom I pay this
tribute.

Mrs. Javits and I extend our deepest
sympathy to Mayor Wagner. He and I
on occasions have been political oppo-
nents, but he is my friend and I feel that
way very deeply in this very sad hour.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yleld?

Mr. JAVITS. Iyield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena-
tor from New York for yielding to me
for a moment.

First, as a friend of the mayor of New
York and of Mrs. Wagner—Susan Wag-
ner—I wish to thank him for his graci-
ous, kind, and considerate remarks.
Only a month ago Mrs. Humphrey and
I were in New York City. We were hon-
ored by a reception at Gracie Mansion,
the home of the mayor of New York.
It was on that very day that Mrs. Wag-
ner had returned to her home after hav-
ing been hospitalized for some time.
She was very ill. Yet when we sug-
gested that no reception be held, she was
the first to insist that the plans be
carried out, and that our mutual friends
gather together at her home.
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I wish to associate myself fully with
the remarks that have been made by the
two Senators from New York. It has
been the privilege of Mrs. Humphrey
and myself to know both Bob and Susan
Wagner, the mayor and his fine lady,
and to know their family. When I
heard the sad news that - this dear
woman had been taken from her family,
from her friends, and from this worldly
life, I, too, felt very sad. I wish to ex-
press my sincere sympathy to Mayor
Wagner, the family, and, above all, once
again to express my personal thanks for
the many kindnesses and considerations
that have been so generously extended
to the Humphreys by Mayor and Mrs.
Wagner. She indeed fulfilled every
qualification that -has been described
here today in reference to a true help-
mate, not only to a husband and a
father, but to a public official. I thank
the Senator for yielding to me.

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1964—THE
COTTON AND WHEAT PROGRAM

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 6196) to encourage in-
creased consumption of cotton (and
wheat) to maintain the income of cot-
ton producers to provide a special re-
search program designed to lower costs
of production, and for other purposes.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President,
first, I desire to compliment the dis-
tinguished and able Senator from Mis-
sissippi on his outstanding speech.

Second, I am about to suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. I wish the attaches
of the Senate would notify all Senators

that it will be a live quorum.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

[No. 50 Leg.]
Alken Hayden Morton
Allott Hickenlooper Moss
Bartlett Hill Mundt
Bayh Holland Muskie
Beall Hruska Nelson
Bennett Humphrey Neuberger
Bible Inouye Pastore
Boggs Jackson Pearson
Burdick Javits Pell
Byrd, Va Johnston Prouty
Byrd, W.Va Jordan, N.C Proxmire
Cannon Jordan, Idaho Ribicoff
Carlson Keating Robertson
Case EKuchel Russell
Church Lausche Scott
Clark Long, Mo Simpson
Cooper Long, La Smathers
Curtis Magnuson Smith
Dirksen Mansfield Sparkman
Dominick MecCarthy Stenmis
Douglas MecClellan Symington
Eastland McGee Talmadge
Edmondson MeGovern Thurmond
Ellender McIntyre Tower
Engle McNamara Walters
Ervin Mechem Willlams, N.J.
Fong Metcalf Willlams, Del.
Fulbright Miller Yarborough
Gore Monroney Young, N. Dak.
Gruening Morse Young, Ohio

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. AN-
pErRsoN], the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. BREWSTER], the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. Doop], the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. HarT], the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. HarTKE], and the Senator
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from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] are
absent on official business.

I further announce that the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. RanpoLprH] is
absent because of illness.

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. CoT-
Ton], the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
GoLDWATER], and the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] are nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quor-
um is present.

The committee amendment on the na-
ture of a substitute is open to amend-
ment.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, third
reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
are no amendments——

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further proceed-
ings under the quorum call be dispensed
with.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
wish to address myself for a few minutes
to the cotton bill. First, I desire to com-
pliment the senior Senator from Missis-
sippi [Mr. EasTraND] on his very elucid
explanation of it. I shall not attempt to
repeat all he has said about it.

I support the bill reported by the Sen-
ate Agriculture Committee and I wish to
commend the chairman and the mem-
bers of the committee for their diligzence
in bringing a bill to the floor. The lead-
ership is also worthy of praise for its
efforts in expediting its consideration.
It is no secret that an ominous shadow
of things to come hangs over the Senate
as we consider this vital legislation. It
is a tribute to the character of the lead-
ership and the administration that, not-
withstanding sectional differences on
other legislation which will soon be be-
fore us, every effort has been made to
consider this vital legislation in advance
of the 1964 crop year.

We have heard a great deal of late
about poverty, and many hands and
minds are being turned to eliminate it
as a widespread phenomenon in our soci-
ety. It will be readily conceded by those
working in this field and, I am sure, by
the Members of the Senate who have
numerous low-income families in their
States, that structural change in the
economy is a major factor in reducing
self-sufficient, proud people to menial
labor and the welfare rolls. The bill
reported by the committee is in a very
real sense part of the attack on poverty,
doing its work to prevent economic dis-
aster rather than waiting to salvage the
economic and human remnants of a de-
caying situation.
new lease on life and help the industry
to gain a foothold on the pathway to-
ward a freer and more prosperous mar-
ket. Its effects will be felt throughout
the South and Southwest where millions
of people depend on cotton production
for their daily bread.

It can give cotton a
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It is difficult for many Senators, I am
sure, to comprehend the enormous im-
plications of this legislation for my
State—500,000 Arkansas people depend
directly on cotton for their livelihood—
I might say to the distinguished Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel, that is
slightly more than the population—ap-
proximately 30 percent of the State’s
population. I might point out that this
figure does not include those employed in
other enterprises dependent on the cot-
ton trade, such as ordinary retail busi-
ness, automobiles, and so on, that are
really dependent on cotton indirectly.
The consequences of a failure of cotton
as a major crop would be tremendous
and incalculable in my State. Countless
banks, retail outlets and even whole com-
munities would be in desperate condition.

Arkansas farmers receive on the aver-
age about $260 million annually from the
sale of cotton and cottonseed. This is
more than the receipts from all other
crops combined and compares favorably
with the total industrial payroll of the
State.

It is not difficult to describe the pres-
ent dilemma of the cotton industry.
The price is too high for American cot-
ton to compete in the world market.
The price is too high because the costs
of production are high and the support
price has been set by the Secretary of
Agriculture at a level which provides
some modicum of profit to the producer.
In 1956, the Congress sought to partially
resolve this quandary by authorizing
payments in kind to exporters in order
that cotton produced in the United States
could be sold abroad. This helpful step,
however, went only half-way, for the
U.S. market was not insulated against
the same cotton made into cloth and
shipped back to our shores to compete
with American textiles. In.the 2 years
ending last July 31, textile imports in-
creased from the equivalent of 414,000
bales to 645,000 bales—an all-time high.
When set against the 1954 level of 101,000
bales equivalent and the 1950 level of
83,400 bales equivalent, these flgures tell
a sad tale for cotton, and particularly
for our textile industry.

In the face of this competition, tex-
tile producers have not stood still

_ Forced to buy their basic raw material

at or above the domestic support price,
while competing with foreign textiles
made of less expensive cotton, they have
increasingly shifted to other fibers. In
the 2-year period ending August 1963,
this transition to synthetic fibers was
estimated to equal the consumption of
1% million bales of cotton. Cotton in
the meantime has been accumulating
in expensive Government storage. To
free American cotton from the discrim-
ination of the two-price system and to
put our domestic cotton industry on a
par with its world competition is no more
than fair.

The bill reported by the committee is
not perfect, but it will meet the most
urgent problems and, I believe, deserves
a trial.

Above all, its purpose is to increase cot-
ton consumption. Partially, this will be
brought about by bringing the cost of
cotton to domestic textile mills into line
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with that paid by their competitors
abroad. Repeated suggestions of quotas
and tariff increases have been made to
stem the rising tide of foreign textiles
coming into the United States. None has
been acceptable to the Congress or the
Tariffi Commission.

As a consequence, we have witnessed
a steady decline in cotton’s share of the
domestic fiber market. In 1962, cotton
accounted for 59.4 percent of the fiber
milled in this country as against 69.4 per-
cent in 1952—a substantial drop. There
are, of course, reasons for this shift, in-
cluding the qualities of some synthetics
and consumer preferences; but the
primary problem of cotton is its price.
Whatever other problems cotton may
have had, foreign competition, un-
derwritten by the cotton export program

of the U.S. Government has been a major

factor in declining consumption and
mounting surpluses.

Payments in the form of Government-
owned cotton stocks, to make upland
cotton available for domestic use at a
price equal to the export price, will not
only achieve an end to this discrimina-
tion but will also help to bring what is
now surplus cotton out of the warehouses
and into the channels of trade. We are
not dealing with dollars out of the gen-
eral fund which could be spent other-
wise, but with cotton from Commodity
Credit Corporation stocks which are esti-
mated to hit 10 million bales this sum-
mer. This fruit of our agricultural
machine must be utilized. It is a tragic
irony that such abundance should be
considered a problem while many of our
people are ill clad.

The American Textile Manufacturers
Institute has calculated an almost exact
correlation between raw cotton prices
and the price of cloth. If the price of
cotton to American textile mills is re-
duced to a competitive level, I have no
doubt that more cotton goods will be
bought per consumer dollar. Anyone
who has had experience with the textile
industry is aware that it is as competi-
tive as any in our free enterprise system.
The pennies saved per pound in raw ma-
terial costs under this bill will end up in
the pockets of American consumers.

It should be recognized, Mr. President,
that cotton growers are willing and ready
to do their bit in this effort. The basic
support price will be reduced roughly 2%
cents per pound for cotton grown on nor-
mal acreage, and future support price
levels will be determined partially on the
basis of cost of production. This is a step
in the right direction. I believe we all
recognize that the ultimate solution to
the cotton problem is a reduction in pro-
duction costs. Only new and better
processes of raising, processing, and
handling cotton can cope with this prob-
lem.

While the provisions of this bill au-
thorizing $10 million per year for re-
search over the next 3 years has achieved
far less publicity than some of its more
prominent features, it is in the long run
the key to cotton’s future. In much the
same way that our incredible technology
and scientific advancements have given
American industry the means with
which to compete with low cost labor
areas abroad, so can changes which are
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being wrought in agriculture make cot-
ton again competitive in the world
market.

The National Cotton Council has pro-
posed a research program centering on
the control of insects, disease, and weeds;
the improvement of machinery, in-
creased yields, and the improvement of
processing techniques. I would hope also
that attention would be given to devel-
oping uses for cotton and new cotton
products. Even discounting this fertile
field, it is the council’s estimate that in
a relatively short period of time the cost
of producing cotton can be reduced 11
cents per pound. This is an encouraging
prospect. Under the terms of the pend-
ing bill, the disparity between the domes-
tic support price and the world price will
be roughly 6 cents. If the goal of this
research can even be approached, Amer-
ican cotton will have an unsubsidized
place on a completely free world market
with a good deal to spare. As Mr. Burris
C. Jackson, president of the National
Cotton Council, said last year:

Without this kind of program, cotton can
have no real hope for surviving as a major
industry.

Research now in progress financed by
private, State, and Federal sources is
good but not adequate to the enormous
task of achieving a real breakthrough in
this fleld. The funds authorized by this
bill roughly match the amounts now be-
ing spent. In addition, their expenditure
can be fully coordinated toward the end
of cost reduction. Research holds the
key to the future of the cotton industry
for only research can bring its price into
line with current demands.

It would be less than honest, however,
to claim that fertilizers, pesticides, or
new farm machines alone can achieve
this goal. This transformation also in-
volves an acceleration of the changes in
the economie structure of many cotton-
belt communities which have marked
the past three decades. As cotton must
be produced with fewer man-hours and
at lower cost so also must the manpower
thus freed be devoted to profitable in-
dustry. Meeting this challenge in this
and its many other dimensions the
Congress has acquitted itself well in the
enactment of the Area Redevelopment
Act in 1961, the Manpower Development
and Training Act in 1962, and the Voca-
tional Education Act in 1963. All de-
signed to produce jobs and trained peo-
ple to fill them, these laws will help not
only people idled by shifts in the cotton
economy but all Americans caught in the
economic transitions of the present age.

Mr. President, the domestic acreage
allotment plan offered by the cotton
producers’ legislative committee and the
Department of Agriculture is to my way
of thinking a fair way to deal with over-
production. Several features commend
it and I believe the committee was wise
to adopt it.

First. It is a voluntary plan which will
cut planted acreage by allowing a sup-
port price up to 15 percent above the
basic rate when plantings are limited in
accordance with the domestic allotment
set by the Secretary of Agriculture. It
does not, however, disturb acreage his-
tory.
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Second. This premium may be paid in
CCC cotton—a further way to reduce
Government stocks.

Third. The small producer is pro-
tected by a minimum being established
at the smaller of 15 acres or the normal
acreage allotment.

In our present predicament this pro-
vision is a feasible solution for all. Its
essence can be drawn from the statement
made before the Senate Agriculture
Committee by Under Secretary Charles S.
Murphy when he said:

Although gross producer income from cot-
ton under H.R. 6196 with the domestic allot-
ment choice would be lower than under the
bill as it passed the House, net producer in-
come from cotton would be somewhat more.
In addition, producers would receive sub-
stantial income from alternative uses of
acreage which would otherwise be devoted
to the production of cotton, such as produc-
tion of soybeans for which additional acre-
age 1s needed. Taking all these factors into
account, there would be a substantlal in-
crease Iin the total net income of cotton
producers.

This proposal would not Interfere with the
operation of the release and reapportionment
system. At the same time, it would accom-
plish the necessary reduction in surplus
stocks. This makes it unnecessary, there-
fore, to give further consideration to an
acreage diversion plan for the 1964 crop.

Mr. President, the purpose of the bill
is twofold—to maintain net producer in-
come at a minimum of cost while collat-
erally seeking ways to make cotton com-
petitive in the absence of governmental
assistance. The concept of export acre-
age which is written into this bill is a
probing effort to test the feasibility of
producing cotton at costs under the
world market price.

The potential danger of this approach
is that cotton which would otherwise be
drawn for export from private or CCC
carryover stocks will be provided from
so-called export acreage. To a limited
degree this may come to pass, but there
are, I believe, adequate safeguards writ-
ten into the bill to justify this experi-
ment. Most importantly export acreage
will only be allotted by the Secretary of
Agriculture when it is determined that
the carryover will be reduced at least
1 million bales at the end of the next
marketing year—even with the addi-
tional production. Should the program
outlined in this bill be effective to the
point of reducing the carryover below
8 million bales—approximately a year’s
supply for our domestic needs—the

1-million bale reduction requirement

would be suspended. In other words, we
will experiment with unsupported pro-
duction for export so long as Govern-
ment stocks are declining markedly or
the carryover is in line with domestic
needs. We must ultimately find a way
to produce at the world price and the
export acreage idea is a means to test
the ability of producers to do so.

Small producers are protected and
large producers are given an opportunity
to prove any competitive advantage they
may have.

Unfortunately, this bill has been la-
beled costly. Insofar as cotton is con-
cerned, the committee report cites the
Department of Agriculture as authority
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for a saving of $118 million in the first
year, when contrasted with costs pre-
dicted under the present law. The dif-
ferences between the costs of this cotton
program and the present one in 1965,
1966, and 1967 are substantially greater.
We thus have an opportunity to benefit
the industry with real hope for a reduc-
tion in the cost of the program.

Mr. President, cotton acreage has
reached the statutory minimum of 16
million acres. Allotment has been
reduced by 2% million acres in the past
2 years while production surged up by a
million bales. Both private and Govern-
ment stocks greatly exceed the desired
carryover and it is obvious that some-
thing must be done. The bill before the
Senate is, in my estimation, that some-
thing. The program it creates is of 4
years’ duration—4 years in which the
cotton industry can improve itself, push
down its costs and expand its markets.
This is a chance for the Senate to make
a needed contribution to the economic
well-being of millions of Americans. I
hope the bill will be enacted.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, three
basic segments of the agricultural econ-
omy are involved in the proposed legisla-
tion before us and in the amendments
which are on the desks of Senators.

We have just heard a very intelligent
and persuasive discussion of cotton. We
are all aware of the problems which con-
front wheat and the efforts that are be-
ing made to improve the income of the
wheat farmer.

I wish to address myself to the third
element of agriculture involved in the
proposed legislation, on which we shall
be operating this week, and that is the
economy of the livestock producer of
America.

I expect to support the amendment to
be offered later this week by the distin-
guished Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
Hruskal. I am a cosponsor of that
amendment. I support it because, it
seems to me, we must do something this
week, as we deal with the proposed
legislation, to protect the economy of the
livestock industry. It is an industry
which is basic to the entire farm pro-
gram.

The importance of livestock produc-
tion in the agricultural economy of this
country can hardly be overemphasized
in any discussion of agricultural income.
Approximately one-third of the value of
our total farm and ranch production
in the United States is represented by
the meat from our cattle, hogs, and
sheep. Cattle and calves alone accounted
for nearly 23 percent of receipts from
all farm marketings during the year 1962.
Receipts from the marketings of all live-
stock products amounted to about 56 per-
cent of the total cash receipts from all
farm products marketed.

It is generally conceded and, I believe,
admitted by the Secretary of Agricul-
ture and the administration, that one of
the reasons why the income of livestock
producers and feeders has dropped so
precipitously and so disastrously is that
there has been a continuation of the
influx of imports. I believe it is now an
established fact that the United States
is importing its livestock problem from
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abroad, and that as we are continuing
these imports in devastating amounts,
the income of the livestock industry con-
tinues at a very low level.

Mr. President, two steps have been an-
nounced recently by the administration
in the field of livestock production,
neither of which will be adequate to meet
the serious problem confronting the live-
stock producers of America. One is the
agreement, which has been signed by the
major exporters of livestock into this
country, which would do nothing to cor-
rect the present situation, but would sim-
ply perpetuate the continuing high level
of imports which has already brought
devastation to the livestock industry, and
possibly not prevent that high level from
increasing even higher. When one tries
to cure a problem he finds the problem
will not be cured if he permits the cause
of the problem to continue, which will
happen under the agreement which has
been reached between the administration
and some of the exporting countries.

The other was the announcement of
the Secretary of Agriculture that the beef
buying program of the Government
would continue from the standpoint of
purchasing supplies required for the
school lunch program and for various
governmental institutions.

The Secretary’s announcement was a
bit vague. I do not know whether this
means that the program will continue at
the present level or will accelerate, and
if so, to what degree it will be expanded.
Obviously, it will avail the livestock
dealers of America very little, indeed, if
the net result of the stepped-up program
means that imported supplies will be pur-
chased to be fed to American schoolchil-
dren. First of all, we must lock the door
against a growing influx of foreign im-
ports, before we can operate intelligently
and effectively with the livestock prob-
lem prevailing in this country.

In my own State of South Dakota, re~
ceipts from the sale of meat animals
amounted to 62.3 percent of the total cash
receipts, which is about 30 percent above
the national average. Receipts from
the sale of cattle and calves alone
amounted to 43.2 percent of the total
receipts in South Dakota, compared
with the average of about 22 percent for
the United States. Obviously, therefore,
while South Dakota produces some wheat
and produces other products in diversifi-
cation—not inecluding cotton—our peo-
ple are vitally interested in having Con-
gress do something now which will be
helpful in the area which is the major
source of their farm income.

The situation has become so serious
that farmers, ranchers, producers, and
feeders are now supported in their posi-
tion and their request by business and
professional interests from one end of the
State to the other.

The figures I have quoted clearly indi-
cate the importance of the cattle indus-
try to the farmers of the country and to
South Dakota. Statistics on this subject
have been presented to the Senate on
many previous occasions, including the
interesting and informative colloguies
which took place in the Senate last Fri-
day, indicating that the decline in price
received by the farmer for his beef cattle
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during the past year can be attributed to
the increased marketings from the in-
creased size of the herds and to increas-
ing beef and veal imports. Cattle num-
bers have been increasing at a rapid rate
since 1954. It is time to give serious con-
sideration to the economic impact of the
sharp increase of meat imports.

Any analysis must be made on the ba-
sis of comparable figures. In 1954, im-
ports of beef and veal and live cattle and
calves in terms of carcass weights were
equal to 1.8 percent of the total domestic
commercial beef and veal production.
This figure has fluctuated sharply from
year to year, and rose to approximately
10.6 percent in 1962, The figure has con-
tinued to rise at that rate, and a little
higher, according to preliminary figures
presently available from the Department
of Agriculture.

When there is an increase of that per-
centage or of that size, it is obvious that
it will have a tremendous impact on the
prices received by American livestock
producers.

Senators who come from areas which
are not particularly interested in live-
stock production, including my Southern
friends who come from textile areas, for
example, and those who come from the
areas where shoes and watches are
made, or where glass is produced, can
realize what would happen to their do-
mestic industries if Congress should now
decline to challenge such a serious blow
at our domestic economy.

I am very hopeful that before final
action is taken on this agricultural bill,
Senators from beef-producing States in
alliance with Senators from other States
having similar problems, which are un-
doubtedly foisted upon them by large
imports, can cut the pattern and approve
a procedure which can be utilized to help
our domestic economy generally with-
stand competition from the “loin-cloth”
economies around the world, where wage
rates and taxes are low and from which
products can be delivered by cheap ocean
freight, even to the interior of America,
cheaper than the products can possibly
be made by American labor, by American
manufacturers, and by American farm-
ers.
The Department of Agriculture in a
report of January 29, 1964, indicated that
the beef imports of 1963 through Novem-
ber were up 18 percent from the first 11
months of 1962.

I have already alluded to the sharp
increase of imports occurring between
the years 1954 and 1962. To be con-
fronted with the fact that those imports
through November of 1963 increased
during the first 11 months of that year
by 18 percent clearly indicates that we
have reached a peril point, so far as pro-
tecting the American economy is con-
cerned. Veal imports during this period
were up 7 percent, mutton imports were
up 5 percent, and lamb imports were
about half as much again as in the first
11 months of 1962. Imports of pork were
up 4 percent. Boneless frozen beef im-
ports were up almost 17 percent over the
first 11 months of 1962.

It should require no further argument,
no further testimony, no further figures
to show why the announcement by the
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administration made with a blare of
trumpets and the flying of flags, that it
had met the challenge by signing an
agreement which would continue the
avalanche of imports into this country,
but would not permit them to expand
further, would be a pyrrhic victory for
American agriculture, and certainly
cause in perpetuity a succession of the
problems now resulting in actual bank-
ruptey to large elements of the livestock
industry.

Assistant Secretary of Agriculture Ro-
land R. Renne, in an address to the
American National Cattlemen’s Associa-
tion in Memphis, Tenn., on January 28
of this year, said:

The U.8. share in world beef imports in-
creased from one-fourth in 1850 to over one-
half in 1962, and that further increased im-
ports In 1963 raised the U.S. percentage of
total world import figure still higher.

I do not think that any fair critic of
those of us who are trying to give some
modicum of protection to American in-
dustry can allege that we are preaching
the doctrine of isolationism, that we are
urging withdrawal from the trade mar-
kets of the world, merely because we call
attention to the bankrupting results of
concentrated imports to such an extent
that our country alone takes over one-
half of the total. We are willing to take
our share, but we believe our Govern-
ment has the same obligation to protect
American cattlemen, sheepmen, and hog
producers as the governments of other
countries have demonstrated in that they
feel they have the obligation to protect
the farmers and livestock producers of
their respective countries.

Mr. Renne went on to say in his speech
in Memphis, Tenn.:

This great increase in beef imports has
been encouraged by the increase in import
restrictions in other major markets. Today
the United States is the only major beef mar-
ket without any quantitative restrictions
and with a very nominal fixed import duty.

I should like Secretary of Agriculture
Freeman to tell us why that is true. I
would like to have the Secretary of Agri-
culture, who is supposed to be interested
in the American farmer, tell us why the
United States should stand alone in its
failure to give any sort of protection
whatsoever to the livestock industry. If
the Secretary does not know, or if he
cannot answer, or if he takes his orders
from the Secretary of State, then I would
like to have Secretary of State Rusk tell
us why the United States should stand
alone, unique and different from all the
rest of the countries of the world. Why
should only our Government fail to give
protection to its domestic producers? I
want to know why, and the meat pro-
ducers of the country want to know why.
And before long many persons work-
ing in the textile mills and other indus-
tries will want to know why we failed
to give American producers at least the
same kind of protection that the pro-
ducers in other countries are receiving
from their governments.

We are never given a satisfactory an-
swer. All we know is the dismal situa-
tion resulting from the harmful results
of a policy specifically tailored to help
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others and to harm our own producers;
and these producers want to know why.

When the Senate votes on the Hruska
amendment, it will have an opportunity
to do something for the American pro-
ducers and to put some rhyme, reason,
and logic into our trade policies, and thus
prevent the continuation of a policy
which has set the United States apart
as the only nation in which the domestic
producers are not protected, but are put
at the mercy of all foreign producers who
may wish to dump their products in our
market.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, at this
point will the Senator from South Da-

kota yield to me?
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
IvouYE in the chair). Does the Senator

from South Dakota yield to the Senator
from Nebraska?

Mr. MUNDT. I am happy to yield,
s0 as to enable those who read the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcoRrD to have the benefit of
the logic, reason, and erudition of the
Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. HRUSKA. The Senator from
South Dakota is most flattering.

A while ago he said those who are be-
ing hurt by the imports of beef products
and veal would wish to know why U.S.
producers do not have the same protec-
tion that every other country in the
world, with the possible exception of
Denmark, provides against imports of
this type.

I know the Senator from South Da-
kota is well aware of the fact that this
problem is not confined to the cattle
feeders as a class. The latest agricul-
tural census pointed out that among the
approximately 4 million farms in the
United States, 214 million had cattle and
calves. Of course those farms are
widely scattered, and have both beef cat-
tle and dairy cattle. Those cattle use
approximately 1 billion acres of land
which is generally suited only for pas-
ture and grazing. In addition, they
consume approximately 70 percent of
the crops harvested in the United States.
So we find that cattle raising, cattle
feeding, and the packing and distribu-
tion of cattle products are spread
throughout the Union, in every State,
along with the related industries, which
include those engaged in the transpor-
tation, those who insure the products
during transit, those who do the banking
and who loan the necessary funds, and
of course also the laboring people in the
packinghouses and the laboring people
in the fields.

To get an idea of the very great scope
of the cattle industry, one must realize
that sales of livestock have accounted
for a much greater total amount than
the amounts which result from the sale
of the six so-called basic crops in the
United States—namely, corn, wheat,
cotton, rice, tobacco, and peanuts.
Therefore, when we speak of the harm
to those who are engaged in the cattle
industry and the related activities, we
are talking not only about the cattle
raisers and the cattle feeders, but also
about the entire farm economy; and of
course if any Senator receives the mail
which the Senator from South Dakota
and I and other Senators from the Mid-
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dle West receive, he knows that already
the retailers, the jobbers, and the retail
establishments and service establish-
ments generally in the communities
where this industry is concentrated
have come down upon evil days, and
their prospect looks even darker.

I recite these figures and items at this
point for the REecorp, so that all will
realize the generally disastrous effect of
the situation being superimposed upon
our economy as a whole, not only on the
cattle raisers and the cattle feeders.

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator from Ne-
braska is entirely correct; and I appreci-
ate his valuable and significant contribu-
tion.

We are indeed dealing with the entire
agricultural economy, for certainly the
prices of livestock have an impact on the
" prices of all the commodities raised by
farmers, who, in turn, raise the feed used
by the livestock; and this situation also
has a very definite effect on the bankers,
the professional men, and the storekeep-
ers in all the towns and cities of the
agricultural area. So I am entirely con-
vinced that this harmful situation will
likewise have a harmful effect on the
American economy as a whole, because
it is impossible to have one of our basic
industries continue to be economically
sacrificed and stultified, without having
that impact felt throughout the length
and breadth of America.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Dakota yield again
to me?

Mr. MUNDT. I yield.

Mr. HRUSKA. The realized net in-
come of farmers in 1962, as I recall, was
$12.6 billion. In 1963, that was reduced
by approximately 3 percent, according
to the latest estimates. The present pro-
jection and estimate is that during 1964
the already reduced farm net income will
be further reduced, during the 12 months
of this calendar year, by another 5 per-
cent.

So it is all very well to talk about the
benefits of a tax-cut bill which, so we
are told, will put that much more money
into the economic stream and will re-
sult in additional sales and in an effect
which will be multiplied a number of
times; but here we are faced with a seri-
ous situation, for whereas in 1963 the
general economy rose 5 percent, the
farmers’ net income fell 3 percent; and
the estimate is that in 1964 it will fall
a further 5 percent, which will be trans-
lated into further losses to the extent of
hundreds of millions of dollars—losses
which will have their impact not only on
the farm community, but also on the
bankers whose loans will not be repaid,
and on those engaged in service indus-
tries in those communities, and on many
others. So the Senator from South Da-
kota has pointed out that this situation
will have a very adverse effect through-
out the economy.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Nebraska makes a valid an-
alogy when he refers to the tax-cut bill
and to the argument that the money
thus saved will be spent by the taxpay-
ers to generate new business and new
activities throughout the country. We
should remember that before a tax is
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paid, one must have some income. So
when it becomes impossible for the great
livestock industry to make a profit, the
tax cut bill becomes very inconsequen-
tial in that respect; and when the buy-
ing power of that entire segment of the
economy and of all the related businesses
and industries is reduced, the result is
to destroy a large part of the hope that
the tax cut bill would generate new pros-
perity in this country.

The Senator from Nebraska has called
attention to the low level of the farm
income during the last few years; and
the figures coming from the Department
of Agriculture itself show that for several
years the parity figure has been hover-
ing between 76 and 78 percent. That is
a long way from 100 percent or 90 per-
cent. This path is the pathway to ruin.
If it continues long enough, anyone who
is making only 76 to 78 percent of what
he needs and what is equitable is bound
t;) go broke; it will be only a question of
time.

This is one of the reasons why we have
had the distressingly low parity figures,
which are so low that, if they continue
at that level, it will be impossible for
the livestock industry to make a profit;
and that situation has been brought
about largely by means of the imports in
astronomical amounts.

Mr. Renne, whom I was quoting before
I engaged in the colloquy with my distin-
guished friend the Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. Hruskal, put it in the fol-
lowing way in his address:

We are the only major market without any
restrictions.

I presume that would eliminate Den-
mark, perhaps, if it is an exception, be-
cause obviously it is not a major market.

Here comes a devil’s advocate from the
other side. He is working under the
Secretary of Agriculture. This is the
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, Ron-
old R. Renne. He is serving with a man
who as yet has done nothing to help with
the distressing situation, but he was
compelled by candor and persuaded, I
suppose in part, by the very intimate
knowledge of the problem which his au-
dience had at the time he was addressing
them. But he was for some reason or
other compelled to put the statement in
30-cent words that anybody could under-
stand:

‘We are the only major market without any
restrictions.

Again, I ask, why? The American
farmer wants to know about it. The
producer wants to know about it. He is
gradually going broke., Someone ought
to tell him why. If it is not the fault of
Mr. Freeman, let someone tell him who
is responsible. Let us chase this thing
down to its source and get a correct
answer.

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

Mr. MUNDT. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. I am sure thatthe Sena-
tor from South Dakota will not get the
correct answer from the Department of
Agriculture or from anyone else in the
present administration as to why we are
at this time admitting great increases in
the importation of meats from the Com-
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monwealth countries of the world. If the
Senator could get the truth, he would
find that 2 years or so ago our traders—
those who cannot wait to trade off Amer-
ican agriculture—to promise the so-
called Commonwealth countries that if
they would support the effort to get Eng-
land into the Common Market, we would
absorb the imports for which they previ-
ously had preference in the United King-
dom. I suppose that statement will be
denied, but I am as sure that it is true
as I am sure that the Senator from South
Dakota is standing there that we were
so zealous to get the United Kingdom
into the Common Market that we pro-
mised almost anything. I say “we.” We
did not promise, We here in Congress
did not have anything to say about it.
Our traders—the ones who for some
time have been apparently more inter-
ested in Western Europe than they are
Tome place else nearer home—promised
t.

If the Senator from South Dakota can
get a truthful answer—I doubt if he
can—he will find that we promised to ab-
sorb exports from New Zealand and Aus-
tralia which previously had found a mar-
ket in the United Kingdom.

Mr. MUNDT. I am very much afraid
that the Senator is exactly correct.

Mr. AIKEN. Do not be afraid. It is
the truth, but it will be denied.

Mr. MUNDT. I am afraid what the
Senator said is correct. I presume it will
be denied. But at least the Senate and
the country is entitled to have an answer
to the question from the man who is
supposed to be helping agriculture and
not selling it down the river—MTr. Free-
man. He has been charged. It is his
responsibility. He ought to give us an
answer to the question. If he gives us
a correct answer, let us wrestle with the
problem.

Mr. AIKEN. If he did, he might lose
his job.

Mr. MUNDT. If he loses his job, a
successor for him will surely be found.
If he gives us a correct answer, we will
wrestle with it. If he gives us a phony
answer, we can shoot it as full of holes
as a paper tent in a hailstorm. I believe
we shall find the correct answer to be
what, in fact, the Senator from Vermont
has just defined it to be.

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

Mr. MUNDT. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. HRUSKA. The Senator from Ne-
braska was very much interested in the
contribution by the Senator from Ver-
mont. In it he suggested that perhaps
there was greater concern with the prob-
lems of some nations in Western Europe
than there was concern about areas
closer to home; namely, the farmers and
the economy of the United States itself.
That would seem to have its confirma-
tion in the provisions of the agreement
executed between Australia and New
Zealand and our own country, in which
provision was made, among other things,
that the United States would take an
active and leading role in negotiating
the GATT arrangement leading to ex-
panding access to meat-importing coun-
tries. The United States presently is the
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largest importer of beef and veal of any
country in the world. If the prearrange-
ment provisions in the New Zealand and
Australian agreements are taken at their
face value, it would mean that the United
States would take a position at the GATT
negotiations starting next. May which
would lead to even further reductions in
our tariff, which now stands at 3 cents
per pound, $3 per hundredweight. Not
long ago—last fall—we were summoned
and appeared before the Tariff Commis-
sion to express our opposition to the
proposal that the tariff be reduced from
3 cents to 1'% cents, and that the tariff
on beef and veal products would be kept
on the list for GATT negotiations in
May.

In other words, our Government has
already committed itself, in the agree-
ments and provisions to which I refer, to
a lower tariff and increased imports of
beef and mutton without regard to the
effect and impact upon the American
cattle and the American sheep industry.
There is another example fastened in
these agreements which will bear out
the statement and observation of the
Senator from Vermont. It is about time
that we unmasked some of these things,
go along the line that the Senator from
South Dakota has stated, and demand
an honest, candid, and fair answer from
the Secretary of Agriculture as to how
he represented the American farmer and
the American economy, in the prepara-
tion and execution of those two agree-
ments—the one with Australia, the other
with New Zealand.

Mr. MUNDT. What the Senator has
said about the pending GATT agree-
ments is disturbing almost to the point
of being terrifying. Coupled with what
the Senator from Vermont has said, I
quite agree that the statement has mag-
nified the importance of what I have
been trying to do, and that is to get an
answer. I would like an honest answer.
I would like a correct answer. If I can-
not get that, I should like a phony an-
swer. I would like some kind of answer
from the man whose job it is to protect
the American farmer and advance his
interest.

I do not believe the American farm
economy is the exclusive backyard of

' Secretary of Agriculture Freeman, Sec-
retary of State Rusk, the President, or
anyone else. It is'a part of the great
economy of our country. The people are
entitled to know. They are entitled to
the facts. They are entitled to the argu-
ments.

They are entitled to the reasons. They
are entitled to -answers, instead of a
great many glib statements which mean
nothing to anyone. Once we get an-
swers which are specific, at least we can
determine their validity. We can chal-
lenge their accuracy if they are inaccu-
rate. We can press for further evidence.
But surely it is about time that someone
told us who is leading the fight against
the American farmer in this administra-
tion. Who insists on submerging him
with torrents of imports? They do not
happen by accident. The administra-
tion has the power to stop them sum-
marily by executive action. Who is
leading the fight against the livestock
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industry, and why? Once we identify
the enemy and get the reason for it, we
shall be better able to operate. Mean-
while I hope that the Senate will ap-
prove Hruska amendment and set up
some kind of barrier and some kind of
guideline to protect the American live-
stock producer.

I believe that it is time that the U.S.
Congress should take a good, long
hard look at the trade barriers being
raised by our friends around the world,
because those trade barriers make us the
dumping ground for excessive production
of foreign countries everywhere. Those
countries include some which we are
supporting with taxpayers' money in the
form of foreign aid. We could stop that
procedure if we merely exercised a little
muscle in the State Department, in the
administration, and in the Department
of Agriculture, and said, “We cannot
afford to give you our taxpayers’ money
to keep you alive while you dump your
livestock in our country to kill us.”

Somewhere or other we shall have to
get some consistency in the whole busi-
ness of trading back and forth among
ourselves and determine whom we are
going to aid and why. The way it is pro-
ceeding now the program is developing
into a nightmare of contradictions.

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

Mr. MUNDT. I yield.

Mr. SIMPSON. Does the Senator
know that, at least in the agreements en-
tered into with Australia and New
Zealand, there is also a stipulation which
does not exactly preclude, but seems to
preclude the U.S. Congress from making

law which would disturb the ad-
vantage which has been given?

Mr. MUNDT. Yes. I have read that
provision with considerable astonish-
ment, because I never before knew that
any administration would presume to tell
the Congress in advance that it may not
legislate in that area or may not legislate
in this area, and, unless in fact Congress
has become a group of simpering rubber-
stamps, we should strike with resentment
at any such presumptive challenge on
the part of the administration.

Mr. SIMPSON. I agree with the Sen-
ator. It seems to me that there is an
opportunity, by the amendment of the
Senator from Nebraska, for the U.S. Sen-
ate to give the lie to that type of pro-
cedure and disclose to the Department
that it cannot do that, and show that
it has not done anything for the livestock
producer. There is an opportunity for
the Senate to give its stamp of approval
to an effort to give help to the livestock
producer which he has not been given
through the Department that we are
talking about.

Mr. MUNDT. 1 agree that there isan
opportunity for action on the challenge
at the congressional level.

Let us impose some type of quantity
restrictions that other major markets
have imposed for the protection of their
people. Who can tell us what is wrong
with that line of reasoning? What
fancy, forensic linguist down at the other
end of the avenue is going to be able to
present an argument as to why we should
not provide for ourselves the same kind
of protection that is provided by govern-
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ments which we are supporting with the
help of our taxpayers?

I would like to have an answer to that
question. Idoubt if any Senator is going
to answer that, but I would like to have
someone at the other end of the avenue
answer it. The policies have been writ-
ten. They have been approved. The
administration is boasting of the policies.
These are the policies they should be
willing to talk about—instead of hiding
behind some kind of bureaucratic bush—
and give us the reasoning, if one can call
it reasoning, which results in any such
type of trade promotion.

Let us take action today to give en-
couragement to the livestock industry of
the country and give them some assur-
ance that we want to see them succeed.

Let us take action to make their econ-
omy a part of our ever-expanding na-
tional growth.

I think it is important that we act on
the Hruska amendment favorably and by
an overwhelming vote. Such action will
serve notice on the exporting countries
that we are going to have a system of
quotas to protect our own producers. It
will serve notice not only in the area of
livestock production, but in other areas
of our economy which are becoming
pockets of poverty solely because of the
import of products from abroad.

The easiest way to eliminate a pocket
of poverty is to stop it at the source and
stamp out the cause, instead of trying to
seal it with the taxpayers’ dollars in a
procedure which is not going to stop
these pockets of poverty from continu-
ing to develop.

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

Mr. MUNDT. I yield.

Mr. SIMPSON. First let me say that
the Senator from South Dakota is tak-
ing a fine approach to this problem. Let
me also state that I am wholeheartedly
in favor of what he is saying to Members
of the Senate.

I wonder if the Senator received a copy
of the resolution adopted by the Ameri-
can National Cattlemen’s Association,
which I hold in my hand.

Mr. MUNDT. I would be glad to have
the Senator read it into the REcORp.

Mr. SIMPSON. I should like to read
it, in view of what the Senator from
South Dakota has said, to show that
there are others who feel the same way.
This is a great organization, established
for the purpose of protecting the econ-
omy of the area from where we come.

Mr. MUNDT. I would be glad to have
the Senator read it into the Recorbp.

Mr. SIMPSON. I read from the reso-
lution:

Whereas imports on beef are at an all-
time high; and

Whereas these heavy imports are seriously
depressing our domestic cattle markets; and

Whereas a portion of these imports is of
primal cuts which severely damage our do-
mestic prlee structure—

The Senator from South Dakota will
realize that it is virtually the language
which the Senator from South Dakota
has used. I continue to read:

Whereas the production potential of beef

in certain countries exporting beef to the
United States is virtually unlimited; and
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Whereas the American producers and feed-
ers are obligated to pay high fixed costs as-
soclated with labor, land, local, and Federal
taxes and other expenses over which he has
no control, which are higher than those of
his forelgn counterpart—

I inject at this particular time the
statement that I placed in the REcCOrD
last Friday figures showing the cost of
labor in various countries, mainly from
those from which we receive meat im-
ports, which disclosed the great variance
in the labor costs in countries exporting
their products into this country as com-
pared with the cost of labor in this coun-
try. The statement disclosed that those
countries can produce such products
much more cheaply, and those products
are imported into this country with an
additional subsidy by virtue of a lack of
tariff.

Mr. MUNDT. I read the address of
the Senator from Wyoming over the
weekend, and profited greatly from
reading it. He made a masterly pres-
entation and a convincing argument,
which I hope will convince the admin-
istration that it should do something for
the American farmer and the livestock
producer.

We cannot live on hope, and we can-
not wait for expected action. The kind
of action taken so far has been so com-
pletely inadequate that we cannot expect
voluntary action to do the job. That is
why the Senators from Wyoming,
Nebraska, and many other Senators on
this side, and many fine Senators from
the Democratic side of the aisle, as well,
are hoping to write a Hruska amend-
ment into the bill which will be effective.

Mr. SIMPSON. I agree with the Sen-
ator. I continue reading the resolution:

Whereas the stability of the American beef
industry is essential to the growth and wel-
fare of the entire American economy in all
States; and

Whereas continued price depression will
inevitably result in removal of capital from
the United States to foreign points with con-
current employment losses; and

‘Whereas the American producer taxes him-
self to develop an expanded market for his
product; and

Whereas In recent years the forelign pro-
ducer has benefited from our expanded mar-
ket out of proportion as compared with the
benefits derived by our domestic suppliers;
and

‘Whereas quotas so large as to be disastrous
to the American producer and feeder, and
unacceptable to the American public, may
well set into motion restrictive forces which
in the long run will have unfavorable im-
pact upon exporting countries: Therefore
be it

Resolved, That the American National
Cattlemen’s Association in convention at
Memphis, Tenn., January 28, 1964, recom-
mend to the Congress, the State Department
and the Department of Agriculture that
quotas on imports of beef and beef products
into the U.S. ports of entry be established
with principal exporters at levels substan-
tially less than those in recent years—

The Senator knows that the quotas es-
tablished were based on 2 years, 1962 and
1963, years of alltime high in imports
that came into the United States, and
this organization inveighed against them.
This is a great organization, one of the
finest in the country. It is importuning
{Jongress to do something about the prob-

em.
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Mr. MUNDT. Indeed, it is one which
was self-sustaining through the depres-
sion; and it has been one which has been
courageously willing to stand on its own
feet.

Mr. SIMPSON. That is correct. It
is a great organization and an unselfish
one. What it has done has been done
for the benefit of the producers of live-
stock.

I understand from some of the officials
of this organization that all the State
branches of the association likewise have
joined in this resolution. There was no
dissent from any of the State organiza-
tions—only from a few individuals, but
it was a spotty dissent.

Mr. MUNDT. I heard from the South
Dakota association, urging that we do
something, so there was no dissent from
the South Dakota branch of the asso-
ciation.

Mr, SIMPSON. That is true of the
Wyoming branch of the association.

I continue to read from the resolution:

Resolved, That composition of imports be
considered so as to embrace in future quotas
cooked and cured meats and sharp reduction
In importation of primal cuts; and be it
further

Resolved, That should a growth factor be
involved in any negotiations, it be at sub-
stantially less than the full amount, a pro-
vision to encourage the American producer
on a continued basis to use his own funds,
time and energies to develop the domestic
market for beef and use of our surplus feeds—

That to me is one of the significant
features of the resolution, because it goes
back to the old, rugged individualist prin-
ciple. The cattleman and the livestock
producer are individualists, who want to
proceed as we should proceed under a
system of private enterprise.

Mr. MUNDT. Precisely.

Mr. SIMPSON. The resolution con-
cludes:
and be it further

Resolved, That coples of this resolution be
sent to the President, Members of Congress,
the Cabinet, and all affected agencles, Gov-
ernment and nongovernment, together with
heads of government of exporting countries.

I was wondering if the Senator from
South Dakota would be agreeable to hav-
ing this resolution inserted in the REec-
ORD.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
may be printed in the REcorp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
InouvE in the chair). Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

Whereas imports on beef are at an alltime
high; and

Whereas these heavy imports are seriously
depressing our domestic cattle markets; and

Whereas a portion of these Imports is of
primal cuts which severely damage our do-
mestic price structure; and

Whereas the production potential of beef
in certain countries exporting beef to the
United States is virtually unlimited; and

Whereas the American producers and feed-
ers are obligated to pay high fixed costs as-
soclated with labor, land, local and Federal
taxes and other expenses over which he has
no control, which are higher than those of
his foreign counterpart; and
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Whereas the stability of the American beef
industry is essential to the growth and wel-
fare of the entire American economy in all
States; and

Whereas continued price depression will
inevitably result in removal of capital from
the United States to foreign points with con-
current employment losses; and

Whereas the American producer taxes him-
self to develop an expanded market for his
product; and

Whereas In recent years the foreign pro-
ducer has benefited from our expanded mar-
ket out of proportion as compared with the
bal;eﬁts derived by our domestic suppliers;
an

Whereas quotas so large as to be disaster-
ous to the Amerlcan producer and feeder,
and unacceptable to the American publie,
may well set into motion restrictive forces
which in the long run will have unfavorable
l::qf:ct upon exporting countries: Therefore

Resolved, That the American National
Cattlemen’s Assoclation In convention at
Memphis, Tenn., January 20, 1964, recom-
mend to the Congress, the State Department
and the Department of Agriculture that
quotas on imports of beef and beef prod-
ucts into the U.S. ports of entry be estab-
lished with principal exporters-at levels sub-
stantially less than those in recent years;
and be it further

Resolved, That composition of imports be
considered so as to embrace in future quotas
cooked and cured meats and sharp reduction
in importation of primal cuts; and be It
further

Resolved, That should a growth factor be
involved in any negotlations, it be at sub-
stantially less than the full amount, a pro-
vision to encourage the American producer
on a continued basis to use his own funds,
time, and energles to develop the domestic
market for beef and use of our surplus feeds;
and be it further

Resolved, That coples of this resolution be
sent to the President, Members of Congress,
the Cabinet, and all affected agencles, Gov-
ernment and nongovernment, together with
heads of government of exporting countries.

Mr. MUNDT. I thank the Senator
from Wyoming for his testimony, and
the highly valuable and pertinent evi-
dence which he has supplied for the
RECORD.

Mr. President, on February 13, 1964,
the Crop Reporting Board of the Stat-
istical Reporting Service issued a report
which on page 3 states:

On January 1, 1964, the aggregate value
of livestock (cattle, sheep, and hogs) on
ranches and farms in the United States was
$15,253 million. This was a 9-percent de-
cline from January 1, 1963, total and 4 per-
cent below the 1962 value.

Mr. President, obviously this decline
in value takes place at the same time
that the number of cattle and calves
on farms and ranches as of January 1,
1964, was 3 percent higher than those
on hand the first of January 1963.

On page 9 of this same report, there is
a chart which shows the financial loss
in each State because of the depressed
livestock market. In my State of South
Dakota alone, livestock producers suf-
fered a $56 million devaluation in their
assets in livestock. No wonder, Mr.
President, that parity during December
1963, dropped to the lowest point it had
reached since the depression days of the
thirties.

The administration is pledged to help
the farmer. The administration is
pledged to improve upon the agricultural
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programs of past Republican adminis-
trations, many of which, I frankly
thought, were so inadequate that I op-
posed them. But instead of improving
upon them, instead of helping the farmer,
this administration has forced the parity
level down even lower, to 76, 77, and T8
. percent—+to its lowest point since the
depression days of the thirties. In part,
it has succeeded in driving the parity
ratio down to a perilously low point by
its obstinate insistence on continuing to
import these avalanches of livestock
products from abroad.

In the Hruska amendment, which I
hope we can act on tomorrow or the
following day, lies the opportunity to
strengthen the future of the livestock
industry which, as I have pointed out
earlier, accounts for about 56 percent of
farm marketing receipts. These sharp
increases in imports of livestock and
meat products over the past 4 or 5 years,
resulting in the decline in farm prices of
beef cattle, provide statistics enough for
us to take action to reverse the down-
ward trend of livestock prices.

I therefore urge that Senators read
carefully the arguments presented on
Friday and today, and that they prepare
themselves to vote intelligently, effec-
tively, and constructively to help the
livestock industry when the yea-and-
nay vote is held in a day or so on the
amendment proposed by the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. Hruskal, and a
large number of other Senators with
whom I am happy to be associated.

As I stated earlier, this farm legis-
lation involves cotton, it involves wheat,
and it involves livestock. I know that
the distinguished Senator from Wyom-
ing [Mr. Smmpson] will have something
further to say on the livestock question.
I know also that the distinguished Sena-
tor from the great wheat State of Kan-
sas [Mr. CarLson], wishes to say some-
thing about the wheat aspect of this
three-pronged approach. Something
needs to be done to improve the income
of the wheat industry, just as something
needs to be done to improve the income
of the livestock industry. I presume, as
a northern kibitzer, that something must
also be done to improve the income of the
cotton producer, because the people from
the cotton belt seem to be seriously

So, Mr. President, I yield the floor;
and in anticipation that the Senator
from Kansas [Mr. CarrLsoN] may have
an opportunity to bring this question up
to date with his viewpoint on wheat,
and so that Senators may realize that
we are switching debate from livestock
to wheat and so may have an opportu-
nity to listen to the Senator from Kan-
sas, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MUNDT. 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. CARLSON. Mr. President, during
debate last Friday I stated that I ex-
pected to support the MecGovern bill,
which is a part of the pending legislation

.
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dealing with cotton and wheat. I also
stated that in my opinion the bill (8.
2357) that was introduced by the dis-
tinguished Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. Youwncl, and cosponsored by the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. MuNpT]
and myself, was a bill in the greater in-
t?rests of the wheat growers of the Na-
tion.

For that reason, I wish to utilize this
time to discuss the bill.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill may be printed in the
REecorp as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the bill (S.
2357) was ordered to be printed in the
REecorbp, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

REPEAL OF PROVISIONS RELATING TO WHEAT
MARKETING QUOTAS

SecrioN 1. (a) Sections 332 and 333 of the

Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as

amended by sectlons 311 and 312 of Public

Law 87-703, are amended to read as follows:

"PRODUCTION OBJECTIVE

“Sec. 332. (a) The production objective
for wheat for any marketing year shall be
an amount of wheat which the Secretary
estimates (1) will be utilized during such
marketing year for human consumption in
the United States as food, food products,
and beverages, composed wholly or partly of
wheat, (i1) will be utilized during such mar-
keting year in the United States for seed,
(1i1) will be exported either in the form of
wheat or products thereof, and (iv) as the
average amount which was utilized as live-
stock (including poultry) feed in the mar-
keting years beginning in 1959 and 1960;
less (A) an amount of wheat equal to the
estimated imports of wheat into the United
States during such marketing year and, (B)
if the stocks of wheat owned by the Com-
modity Credit Corporation are determined
by the Secretary to be excessive, an amount
of wheat determined by tLe Secretary to be
a desirable reduction in such marketing year
in such stocks to achieve the policy of the
Act: Provided, That if the Secretary deter-
mines that the total stocks of wheat in
the Nation are insufficient to assure an ade-
quate carryover for the next succeeding mar-
keting year, the production objective other-
wise determined shall be increased by the
amount the Secretary determines to be nec-
essary to assure an adequate carryover: And
provided further, That the production ob-
jective for wheat for any marketing year shall
be not less than one billion bushels.

“(b) If, after the proclamation of the na-
tional acreage allotment for any crop of
wheat, the Secretary has reason to believe
that, because of a national emergency or be-
cause of a material increase in the demand
for wheat, the production objective should
be increased, he shall cause an immediate in-
vestigation to be made to determine whether
such action is necessary in order to meet
such emergency or increase in the demand
for wheat. If, on the basis of such investi-
gation, the Secretary finds that such action
is necessary, he shall immediately proclaim
such finding and the amount of any such
increase found by him to be necessary and
thereupon such production objective shall be
so0 increased. In case any production objec-
tive is increased under this subsection, the
Secretary shall provide for such increase by
increasing acreage allotments established un-
der this part by a uniform percentage.

“NATIONAL ACREAGE ALLOTMENT
“Sec. 333. Not later than April 15 of each
calendar year the Secretary shall ascertain

and proclaim the national acreage allotment
for the crop of wheat produced in the next

March 2

succeeding calendar year. The amount of
the national acreage allotment for any crop
of wheat shall be the number of acres which
the Secretary determines on the basis of ex-
pected yields and expected underplantings
of farm acreage allotments will, together
with the expected production on the in-
creases in acreage allotments for farms
based upon small-farm base acreages pursu-
ant to section 335, make available a supply
of wheat equal to the production objective
for wheat for such marketing years'

(b) Section 834 of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938, as amended, is
amended by inserting “prior to repeal of au-
thority for marketing quotas” after the words
“subsequent year" in the provisos in subsec-
tions (a) and (b), and after the words
“subsequent years” in the proviso in sub-
section (c) (1) and in the second sentence of
subsection (d).

(c) Public Law 74, Seventy-seventh Con-
gress is repealed, and the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1838, as amended, is
amended by striking out the following pro-
visions relating to wheat marketing quotas:
(1) the sentence in section 334(1), as added
by section 313(4) of Public Law 87-703, re-
lating to paragraph (6) of Public Law 74,
Beventy-seventh Congress; (2) the words
“and marketing quotas for the marketing
year therefor” in the second sentence of sec-
tion 334a; (3) the first and next to last
sentences of section 335, as amended by sec-
tion 315 of Public Law B7-703; (4) sections
336 and 338; (6) the two provisos in clause
{3) of sectlion 339(b); (6) "wheat,” in sec-
tion 372(a); and (7) the last two sentences
of section 379c(b).

(d) Section 107 of the Agricultural Act of
1949, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1445a), Is
amended—

(1) by striking from subsection (2) the
following: “if marketing quotas are in effect
for wheat";

(2) by striking all of subsection (4);

(3) by striking from subsection (5) the
following: “if marketing quotas are in effect
for the crop of wheat,” and

(4) by striking from subsection (5) the
last three sentences thereof.

(e) The following headings contained in
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1038, as
amended, are amended as follows:

(1) The heading of subtitle B of title ITI
is amended to read "SuUsTITLE B—MARKET-
ING QUOTAS AND ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS'.

(2) The heading of part III of subtitle B
of title III is amended to read “Part III—
ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS—WHEAT".

(3) The heading of section 335 is amended
to read "MINIMUM ALLOTMENT",

FULL PARITY FOR WHEAT FOR DOMESTIC FOOD
CONSUMPTION

SEc. 2. (a) Section 107(1) of the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949, as amended (7 U.S.C.
1445a), is amended to read as follows:

“(1) price support for wheat accompanied
by marketing certificates shall be at a level
equal to full parity price therefor,”.

(b) Section 379b of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act, as amended, is amended to
read as follows:

“Sec. 379b. Beginning with the marketing
year for the 1964 crop, a wheat marketing
allocation program shall be in effect as pro-
vided in this subtitle. Whenever a wheat
marketing allocation program is in effect for
any marketing year the Secretary shall de-
termine (1) the wheat marketing allocation
for such year which shall be the amount of
wheat which in determining the production
objective for such marketing year he esti-
mated would be used during such year for
human consumption in the United States,
as food, food products, and beverages, com-
posed wholly or partly of wheat, and (2) the
national allocation® percentage which shall
be the percentage which the national mar-
keting allocation is of the production ob-
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Jective. Each farm shall receive a wheat
marketing allocation for such marketing year
equal to the number of bushels obtained 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 multiplying the resulting
number of bushels by the national allocation
percentage. If a noncommercial wheat pro-
ducing area is established for any marketing
year, farms in such area shall be given wheat
marketing allocations which are determined
by the Secretary to be fair and reasonable in
relation to the wheat marketing allocation
given producers in the commercial wheat
producing area.

CERTIFICATES FOR PRIOR CROP WHEAT IF CURRENT

CROP UNDERPLANTED

SEc. 3. Section 378c(a) of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is
amended by amending clause (ii) of the
second sentence thereof to read as follows:
“{i1) the amount of uncertificated wheat re-
maining on hand from prior crops”.

AUTHORITY TO SUSPEND REQUIREMENT FOR
PURCHASE OF CERTIFICATES BY PROCESSORS

BEc. 4. (a) Sectlon 378d(b) of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended,
is amended to read as follows:

“(b) All persons engaged in the process-
ing of wheat into food products shall, prior
to marketing any such product for human
food in the United States, acquire market-
ing certificates equivalent to the number of
bushels of wheat contalned In such product.
Marketing certificates shall be valid to cover
only sales made during the marketing year
with respect to which they are issued, and
after being once used to cover a sale of a food
product shall be void and shall he disposed
of in accordance with regulations prescribed
by the Secretary. Notwithstanding the fore-
going provisions hereof, the Secretary may re-
quire marketing certificates issued for any
marketing year to be acquired to cover sales
made on or after the date during the calen-
dar year In which wheat harvested in such
calendar year begins to be marketed as deter-
mined by the Secretary even though such
wheat is marketed prior to the beginning of
the marketing year, and marketing certifi-
cates for such marketing year shall be valid
to cover sales made on or after the date so
determined by the Secretary. The require-
ments of this subsection may be suspended
for any marketing year or other period by the
President in whole or to such extent as he
deems appropriate, if he determines that
such suspension will result in the more ef-
fective regulation of commerce and the bet-
ter effectuation of the purposes of this Act.
In the event of such full or partial suspen-
sion, the Commodity Credit Corporation shall
buy all marketing certificates offered to it in
accordance with the regulations prescribed
under section 379e.”

(b) SBection 379d(c) of such Act is
amended by striking out “or export”.

REPEAL, OF MONETARY PENALTIES FOR PRODUC-
TION ON DIVERTED ACRES

Sec. 6. Section 339(a) (1) of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is
amended to read as follows:

“{a) (1) The producers on any farm (ex-
cept a new farm receiving an allotment from
the reserve for new farms) on which any
crop Is produced on acreage required to be
diverted from the production of wheat shall,
except to the extent otherwise prescribed by
the Secretary, be ineligible to receive price
support on wheat or wheat marketing cer-
tificates unless the crop is designated by the
Secretary as one which is not In surplus
supply and will not be in surplus supply if it
is permitted to be grown on the diverted
acreage, or as one the production of which
will not substantially impair the purpose of
the requirements of this section. The acre-
age required to be diverted from the pro-

CX——258

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

duction of wheat on the farm shall be an
acreage of cropland equal to the number of
acres determined by multiplying the farm
acreage allotment by the diversion factor
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 al-
lotment."
EFFECTIVE DATE

Bec. 6. This Act shall be effective begin-
ning with the 1964 crop of wheat. Subject
to adjustment as provided by law, the pro-
duction objective for the marketing year be-
ginning in 1964 shall be in the same amount
as the national marketing quota heretofore
proclaimed, and the National, State, county,
and farm acreage allotment for the 1964 crop
of wheat shall be those heretofore pro-
claimed and apportioned, without further
proclamation or apportionment. The sup-
port levels specified in section 107 (1) and (2)
of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended by
this Act, shall be applicable to the 1964
crop of wheat, notwithstanding the disap-
proval of marketing quotas for that crop
prior to the enactment of this Act.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, it is
essential, in my opinion, that there be
some farm legislation dealing with cot-
ton, wheat, and livestock—and I would
also include dairy products. I believe
all these various segments of the farm
economy are in difficulty.

I have just returned from the State of
Kansas. I would be remiss in my duty
if I did not state that Kansas grows
about one-fourth of the winter wheat of
the Nation. The Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Younc] comes from prob-
ably the second largest wheat-producing
State in the Union. There is also a
great wheat-producing area in the
Middle West, including South Dakota,
Oklahoma, Texas, and Colorado; in addi-
tion, of course, to Minnesota and some
of the Western States.

There is no doubt in my mind that
action is needed based on the net farm
income. The other day, I discussed this
briefly when the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. McGoveErN] also discussed
the problem. I believe we must agree
that we are in grave danger of a seri-
ous reduction in farm income that can
have a very serious effect on the na-
tional economy. I do not like to talk
about it, but I believe it is a basic fact
that some of the Nation's depressions
have started as the result of greatly re-
duced income in the farming areas.
Based on past history, I believe it is best
to set apart a little time and stop and
look to see if there is not something we
should be doing in order to preserve the
income of the American farmer.

The American farmer is not asking
for any special favors. He is asking for
his fair share of the national income.

I believe there are some facts which
should be called to the attention of the
Senate.

First is the parity ratio, or farm-pro-
gram goal for agriculture, which has
dropped to its lowest level since 1939.
In fact, it is down to below 80 percent,
probably 76 to 78 percent of parity.

I well remember that during the de-
bates in previous sessions, when anyone
talked of less than 90 percent of parity,
he would be considered as not being a
friend of the farmer. Here we are down
to 78 percent of parity.
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It is time, in my opinion, to begin to
take a look at farm income. I believe we
should keep in mind, with regard to
agriculture, that farm debt is at a rec-
ord high. I believe we are all agreed that
farming costs are at a record high.
These are problems affecting the income
of the farmer. Farm production ex-
penses have been rising around $700 mil- -
lion a year. In this, of course, are in-
cluded such items as increased taxes,
interest, wages, machinery, and all the
other items that affect the farmer’s costs.

The farm population has dropped to
the lowest level in our Nation’s history.
Some would contend that that is in the
interest of the average farmer, because
it means larger farms and larger produc-
tion units. Those of us who live in the
farming area regret to see such a situa-
tion develop.

Farm surpluses continue at high levels.
Farm income is declining.

I wish to discuss briefly the bill which
was introduced by the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Younc], the Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. Munbprl, and
myself. The bill is 8. 2357. It would
amend the present wheat certificate plan.
Among the other improved features of
this program would be a more simple,
workable program. It would be com-
pletely voluntary and would contain no
marketing penalties. It would assure
wheat producers 100 percent of parity
for that portion of their crop which is
consumed domestically, and world prices
for the balance.

The bill before the Senate, as reported
by the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, has a reduced support price,
and lacks considerably the 100-percent -
parity for the amount consumed domes-
tically.

It has been my contention that the
farmers are entitled to parity for the
amount that is domestically consumed,
because the farmer has to buy his ma-
chinery and pay for his labor and meet
every expenditure that is incurred as the
result of farming, on a domestic basis.
This is an escalated economy. For that
reason, it seems to me, the farmers are
entitled to 100 percent of parity for do-
mestic consumption. Under the provi-
sions of S. 2357, the President of the
United States could elect to make pay-
ments for wheat certificates by the CCC
as similar payments are now being made
for both the wheat and feed grain pro-
grams—or he could elect to make the
program largely self-financing by re-
quiring the domestic processors to pur-
chase the wheat certificates as is the
case now under the wheat certificate
plan.

One of the greaf savings would be that
it would eliminate all Government stor-
age payments on wheat except for price
support loans taken out by farmers at
the world price support level of approxi-
mately $1.30 a bushel. There would be
very few such loans, in my opinion.

The bill would repeal wheat marketing
quotas and wheat marketing penalties.
It would, however, leave in effect the
provisions for acreage allotments.
Farmers who complied with acreage
allotments would be entitled to market-
ing certificates for price supports.
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Those who failed to comply with allot-
ments would still be able to sell their
wheat on the open market free of pen-
alty for whatever it might bring.

With many simplifications, the pro-
gram that results would be a true do-
mestic parity—more commonly known
as the two-price system. It is similar
to a bill I introduced in the Senate in
1954, which passed the Senate by a vote
of 54 to 32. However, it was not ap-
proved, but was lost in the conference
between the House and the Senate on
the farm bill.

The bill utilizes the mechanics of the
present law in allocating marketing cer-
tificates. These certificates would be re-

- stricted to that portion of the wheat crop
needed for domestic food consumption.
This wheat would be supported at 100
percent of parity.

One of the major advantages of such a
program would be that wheat exporters
would not be required to purchase certifi-
cates and wheat would move freely into
export without the need for expensive
export subsidies.

Presently there is no restriction on the
sale of practically all farm commodities
to Russia and Communist-bloc countries.
Only wheat, cotton, tobacco, and rice—
because of their particular type of price
support and the export subsidy in-
volved—have run into trouble. The sup-
port level for noncertificate wheat, which
would be disposed of largely through
exports, would be the same as provided
under present law at the world price or
approximately $1.30 a bushel.

Under this proposal the Secretary
would determine each year the amount
of wheat necessary to meet domestic and
export requirements. This could not
be less than 1 billion bushels. The Sec-
retary would announce each year the
acreage allotment sufficient to meet the
desired production goal. The national
allotment and the State, county, and
farm allotments would be arrived at in
the same manner as allotments are now
determined.

Under the formula the national al-
lotment for next year would be 49.5 mil-
lion acres, which it is anticipated would
produce 1.2 billion bushels. If present
export levels could be maintained or
even increased—as is entirely possible
now—acreage allotments would be much
higher. Marketing certificates would be
issued for about 500 million bushels or
the amount normally consumed domes-
tically. This would be supported at 100
percent of parity, which is currently
$2.51 a bushel. The balance would be
supported at the lower price support
level as provided by existing law, which
the Secretary has announced to be $1.30.
This would give the farmer a blended
price of about $1.80 a bushel for all of
his wheat. If the domestic market price
were higher than $1.30 a bushel, the
farmers would, of course, receive a higher
blended price.

In addition to the blended price of
approximately $1.80 a bushel, farmers
whao complied with the program would
receive diversion payments the same as
under the present feed grain program
for cuts in acreage.

The objection to the proposed bill and
others which provide a domestic price
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for wheat consumed at home and a world
price for our export wheat is that it will
increase the price of bread.

The opposition immediately begins to
talk about a bread tax, as the financing
could be based on the sale of certificates
to the millers. However, in the Young-
Carlson bill, the financing could be from
the Treasury of the United States, the
same as we are financing the marketing
of export wheat through subsidy pay-
ments.

In order to ease this situation, I sug-
gest that 50 percent of the financing be
made through milling certificates and
the other 50 percent from the Treasury
of the United States.

Even with this suggested change, this
plan would be a great saving to the tax-
payers of the United States.

The question, of course, presents itself
to every Member of the Senate as to the
possibility of enacting wheat legislation.
I have served in this body many years.
When a bill comes from the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry as a part of
another bill dealing with the great crop
of cotton, I can readily understand that
that would be the legislation that would
have the best chance of approval. I
shall support it. I do that because the
bill which has been introduced by the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Mc-
Govern] is voluntary. I do not believe
it involves as voluntary a program as
does the bill I have discussed, but it is
a voluntary plan. A wheat farmer can
participate if he wishes, or he does not
need to.

It seems to me that it is essential that
we act on the bill because of the situa-
tion that confronts the Nation at pres-
ent from an agricultural income stand-

point.

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

Mr. CARLSON. I am pleased to yield.

Mr. CURTIS. I commend the Sena-
tor for his discussion of agricultural leg-
islation. I hope that before final action
is taken, the alternative plan the Senator
has discussed will be pursued further and
presented to the Senate for considera-
tion. I believe it has many advantages
over the bill before the Senate.

Mr. CARLSON. I thank the Senator
from Nebraska for his comments. The
procedure, as we begin this agricultural
debate and conclude action on this im-
portant subject, will be determined as we
go along.

I believe it should be made crystal clear
that many of the problems with which
we have been dealing for several years
are common to both wheat and cotton.
It should be equally clear that in the cur-
rent world relationships, which are of
increasing importance to the cause of
freedom and important for individual
families, the proposal submitted by the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
has been predicated upon three funda-
mental facts.

The first of these facts is that if we
are to avoid denying wheat its reason-
able competitive access to secondary
markets—to feed uses, to industrial uses,
and to reasonable availability for such
humanitarian and nutritional usages as
the United States, either bilaterally or
multilaterally, might from time to time
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support in any measure—then wheat
must be permitted to move at a price
level which will not do violence either to
our international commitments or to our
responsibility to American producers of
other grains for feed.

I believe that proposed legislation in
the pending bill and others that I have
discussed at this time, including the
Young-Mundt-Carlson bill, would do
that very thing.

The second point, which has appar-
ently been clearly recognized by the
committee, is that we must seek to re-
duce the role of Government, either
through positive or “inverse” subsidies,
or otherwise, in interference with the
private grain trade function of our own
great grain trading industry, in mov-
ing wheat equitably, reasonably, and
competitively into the markets of the
world. This is the basis of the export
certificate provision of the proposed leg-
islation.

I believe we must realize the impor-
tance of the world trade, particularly
world trade in agricultural products.
Recently the Department of Agriculture
issued some interesting facts concerning
the importance of exports of farm prod-
ucts. I mention this because the data
showed that farm exports reached a
high of $5 billion in 1963, and are again
headed for a new record in 1964. About
20 percent of the U.S. farm production
is exported, amounting to the output of
1 of every 5 acres harvested. That is
the real value of farm imports at the
present time. Farmers in particular
benefit from agricultural exports because
they can sell more products, but all
Americans benefit as well.

Farm exports create many more jobs
in financing, transporting, storing and
processing, and marketing of our prod-
ucts overseas. Farm exports in 1963
were enough to fill more than a million
freight cars, or 4,500 cargo ships. An
average of 12 shiploads left U.S. ports
every day of the year.

Farm products today account for $1
in every $4 of U.S. total exports. Our
farm exports go to over 125 countries
and territories,

Farm exports are one of our best dollar
earners. About 70 percent, or $4 billion,
of our farm exports in 1963 were straight
cash sales. The other 30 percent were
sales for foreign currency and long-term
credit, donations, and barter, totaling
about $1.6 billion.

I have mentioned the export items and
their value for cash sales. As one Mem-
ber of the Senate who urged the sale of
wheat to Russia, the Soviet Union, I
stated at that time that the wheat would
be sold for dollars or for gold. Last week
the first cargo of American wheat was
delivered to Russia. I am told that
within 72 hours, gold or dollars were de-
posited in a bank in New York in pay-
ment for that shipment. I am also told
that this week, probably tomorrow, an-
other shipload of wheat will arrive in the
Soviet Union and that gold will be de-
posited within 24 hours for the payment
of that wheat. Gold is important to this
Nation at present in view of our adverse
balance of payments.

‘We have a great food-for-peace pro-
gram, and in the new emerging nations,
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where dollars are short, U.S. farm prod-
ucts are being used to help.

A third point I wish to make is that
the soundness of the principle which has
previously been recognized by the Senate
and House of Representatives, to the ef-
fect that American wheat producers are
entitled to an American price level for
that portion of their production which
goes into primary usage—human food
channels within the United States—is
clearly the basis of the provision that
human consumption wheat should be
supported at approximately the $2 per
bushel level, which has been current for
several months. Our bill would provide
the full parity price of $2.51.

We completely reject the arguments
that cotton payments are unsound and
should be condemned. We likewise re-
ject the argument that the wheat certifi-
cate constitutes a “bread tax.”

I point out that the probable support
level on human food wheat stands at
about 5 cents per bushel under the steady
price which has held during the most of
the past and current selling season. At
the present time, that level is about 181,
cents less than March futures sold for last
Monday, February 24, 1964. Rather than
to catalog it as a bread tax, the Senate
should recognize that such a wheat cer-
tificate is a means of transferring this
portion of the cost of wheat for human
food consumption to the users of wheat
for such purposes, so that the amount will
be in exact proportion to the quantity of
wheat they use, rather than to attain
that price by the unique combination of
a one-price, across-the-board support,
plus the consequent storage charges and
handling costs, plus the resultant direct
or inverse subsidy provisions, and other
governmental interference with the pri-
vate trade export operations, which have
so forcefully been brought to our atten-
tion in recent weeks, to mention only a
few of the corollary facts; all to be as-
sessed against taxpayers, without any
regard to the volume of wheat that each
taxpayer might use or consume.

I submit to the Senate, therefore, that
the wheat certificate proposal provides
for using the constitutional provision un-
der which Congress shall regulate the
terms and conditions of commerce, and
is a well-designed method of augmenting
the income of American wheat producers
in the marketplace, from which source
most of us believe that income should
come. .

Assuming that the certificate values
are set at realistic and equitable levels,
which become a part of the price of
wheat, going into domestic consumption
for food use, and that this level is in the
area of the prices which the millers have
been paying for bread grain; and assum-
ing the assurances which have been given
to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, to the effect that the export
certificate values will likewise be equita-
bly and reasonably established, in terms
of our commitments under the Interna-
tional Wheat Agreement, as well as in
terms of the realistic and fair considera-
tion which we must give to other nations,
in order that we may be in reasonably
sound position to ask for comparable
consideration from the rest of the world
toward our problems; it then is clear that
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the proposed wheat certificate program
cannot but be recognized as a reasonable
and equitable method for dealing with
the problem of the impending serious de-
cline in net farm income and resulting
substantial damage to the total rural
economy—and, indeed, to the economy of
the Nation as a whole.

The proposed legislation will also offer
the increasing prospect of effectively
dealing with the problems of increasing
costs of production and the consequent
decline in net farm income, which is in-
tolerable in view of the goals for the total
American economy, to which the Senate
as well as the entire Congress have sub-
scribed.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp a portion of a summary of the
various bills on which a report was re-
quested, and which was supplied by the
Department of Agriculture.

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

8. 2357 provides & permanent wheat do-
mestic parity program beginning in 1964 and
repeals wheat marketing quotas. The pres-
ent system of acreage allotments would re-
main in effect with the minimum national
allotment continued at an acreage designed
to produce 1 billion bushels. Price support
loans would reflect world prices and feeding
value of wheat, and certificates would be is-
sued to make up the difference between such
price level and the parity price on an amount
equal to the domestic food consumption of
wheat. The President s given discretion to
require processors to purchase certificates
or allow the value of the certificate to be paid
directly to producers by the CCC. The pres-
ent diversion program would remain in effect
for 1964 and 1966 but without monetary
penalties for noncompliance. Price support
and certificates would be conditioned on
compliance with acreage allotments and the
diversion program.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I men-
tion these items because I feel that it is
essential that at this time Congress enact
legislation dealing with this important
matter,

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Kansas yield to me?

Mr. CARLSON. I am happy to yield.

Mr. McGOVERN. I commend the
Senator from Kansas, not only for the
constructive statement he has made this
afternoon, but also for the vigorous sup-
port he has given the pending bill from
its first day on the floor of the Senate.

I appreciate the point he has made—
namely, that the wheat section of the
pending bill is not exactly the type of
legislation that either he or I would have
preferred if we had been thinking only
about the most ideal possible wheat bill.
However, as he knows, we have to take
into consideration the practical ob-
stacles which stand in the way of the
enactment of farm legislation of any
kind, and the Senate must pass proposed
legislation which will prevent a drop of
$500 million or perhaps $600 million in
farm income.

If the pending bill is enacted, I hope
we shall not stand on it forever, but that
it will become a platform on which we
can work for the full parity goal to which
the Senator from Kansas referred a mo-
ment ago.
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I commend him for the constructive
stand he has taken this afternoon, and
also for his willingness to support the
pending bill, even though it does not go
quite as far as he would prefer.

Mr. CARLSON., Mr. President, the
Senator from South Dakota knows that
it is difficult to legislate in this field.
One only regrets—as I do, as a farmer
and livestock man in my own right, and
as one who comes from the great wheat
producing and livestock producing State
of Kansas—that the farm organizations
have not been able to reach agreement
on a program; and I also regret the great
division of opinion among farmers them-
selves. But after spending 2 days last
week in the State of Kansas, I am con-
vinced that although many farmers will
not be happy about the pending bill, they
would be very greatly disappointed if at
this time Congress did not pass some
farm bill, with the result that the price
of wheat would drop to $1.25 a bushel.

As was stated last week by the Senator
from South Dakota, I think we should
keep in mind that if the price of wheat
dropped to $1.25 a bushel, it would be
most difficult ever to get the price of
wheat back to where it belongs, based on
our Nation’s high income for labor and
for all other stages of the economy ex-
cept agriculture.

I believe that the feed producers also
should think about this point, because if
the price of wheat were to drop to $1.25,
or below that, I believe it would be only
a short time before the price of corn
would be approximately 85 or 95 cents a
bushel, and the prices of other feed
grains would drop accordingly, in which
case larger and larger amounts of grain
would be fed to livestock, and the sup-
ply of livestock would increase accord-
ingly, for under existing circumstances
the prices of feed grains are causing
great havoc and distress in the livestock
industry throughout the Nation. It is
quite true that if this situation were to
continue, literally hundreds of livestock
producers would be driven into bank-
ruptey.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Kansas yield to me?

Mr. CARLSON. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSTON. The Senator from

Kansas has brought out a very important
point. At the hearings it was shown that
if the price of wheat drops, it will be only
a short time before the prices of feed
grains will more or less reach a similar
level. In that event, not only would the
growers then be adversely affected, but
those who use feed grains would also be
adversely affected, and there would be a
surplus all along the line, and that would
mean lower prices for all these com-
modities.
- Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, the
Senator from South Carolina, who serves
on the committee, on which I also serve,
knows that a farmer must have a certain
amount of income on which to operate;
and if he cannot obtain a sufficient price
for the commodity he produces, he must
increase the amount of his production;
and thus we get into a vicious circle.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Kansas yield to me?

Mr. CARLSON. I am pleased to yield
to the Senator from South Dakota.
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Mr. MUNDT. I appreciate the Sena-
tor’s very effective and intelligent analy-
sis of the wheat problem and the various
proposals for correcting some of the seri-
ous price potentialities which will con-
front us if we do nothing.

Recently, I have been receiving letters
from wheat producers in South Dakota
who are concerned that the net result of
this measure, if it is enacted, will not be
up to the expectation of many of its sup-
porters, but that, instead, the per bushel
income of the wheat farmers will actu-
ally be less than it has been during the
past few years, under the program the
country has had. I wonder whether the
Senator from Kansas, who is an experi-
enced farmer, and also is quite an au-
thority on farm legislation, agrees with
those who feel that if it were possible to
continue the program which has been in
operation for the past several years, the
wheat farmers would feel better than
they will if we enact the pending bill.

Mr. CARLSON. It is true that
throughout the country there is some
complaint from various groups, includ-
ing some of the farm organizations, who
contend that if the pending bill is en-
acted—although I am supporting it be-
cause I believe we must do something—
not enough will be done to assist in the
face of the present decline in farm in-
come and in the prices of farm commodi-
ties. I am sure many of them would be
very happy if the present program, with-
out these controls and without another
referendum, were continued.

Mr. MUNDT. 1 wondered whether
the Senator from Kansas had received
such expressions of opinion. As I have
said, I found them in my State.

Has the Senator from Kansas pre-
pared an analysis of the impact of the
committee bill on wheat farmers, as con-
trasted to the effect of the measure in-
troduced by the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Younc] and cosponsored
by the Senator from Kansas and me?

Mr. CARLSON. I do not have an
analysis in terms of dollars and cents;
but of course the bill introduced by the
Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Youncl, and cosponsored by the Sena-
tor from South Dakota [Mr. MunpT]
and myself, would, on the basis of the
_ figures of the Department of Agriculture,
cost considerably more than the pending
bill would. On that basis, I assume that
money would go back to the farmers
themselves. Thus, from their point of
view, that bill would be more advan-
tageous.

As I have said, throughout the coun-
try there is some feeling that although
the pending bill is not entirely satisfac-
tory, yet it is much better than a situa-
tion in which the price of wheat dropped
to $1.25 a bushel.

Mr. MUNDT. I share the Senator’s
opinion that certainly the pending bill is
better than nothing at all.

However, in trying to correct the prob-
lem, I believe we should move as far as
we can in the direction of obtaining
parity income for the wheat farmers. I
would not like to have us settle for half
a loaf, if we can give them a whole loaf.
We do not have too many opportunities
to legislate for the wheat farmers; and 1
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do not like to see us settle for a half-way
measure, if there is a chance for us to do
more for a segment of agriculture which
really is suffering.

Mr. CARLSON. Of course as we con-
sider the amendments, we shall have an
opportunity to consider the situation
which I have tried to lay before the
Senate.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Kansas yield further
to me?

Mr. CARLSON. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. SIMPSON. Did I correctly under-
stand the Senator from Kansas to say
that because of the imports, there is a
great amount of distress among the
cattle feeders in his State?

Mr. CARLSON. I assure the Senator
from Wyoming that the situation of the
livestock industry in our States, as well
as in the other States, is most critical.
Probably I should point out that I have
received a letter from an attorney who,
in filling out tax returns for those in
the farming area in western Kansas, has
found definite evidence of a widespread
decline in income. I know him per-
sonally, and he has lived there for many
years. For instance, he filled out 109
tax returns for livestock producers, and
only 2 of them made a profit; and in
his letter he stated that those 2 did not
include the cost of the feed, and that 2
brothers whose returns he filled out lost
$117,000 this year.

There is no doubt that cattle feeders
are losing $40, $50, $60, and $70 a head.
It is a critical and serious situation that
I do not believe we can ignore or neglect
as we deal with this great industry and
the farm economy.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. I thank the
Senator. The experience that he has
related as occurring in his State bears
out the experience in my own State.

AWARD BY THE LIBERTY BELL SO-
CIETY OF THE UNIVERSITY OF
PENNSYLVANIA TO SENATOR
DIRKSEN FOR OUTSTANDING
SPEECH OF THE YEAR

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, on
Saturday, February 29, the Liberty Bell
Society of the University of Pennsylvania
conferred an award upon our distin-
guished minority leader, the Honorable
EVERETT DIRKSEN, of Illinois, for making
the outstanding speech of the year;
namely, one of the closing arguments in
the debate on the test ban treaty last
year.

It was my honor to accept this award
for and in behalf of the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DirkseN] and I ask that the
statement of appreciation and gratitude
written by the minority leader which I
have taken the liberty of adding the title,
“Salute to the Spoken Word,” be printed
in the RECORD.

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

SALUTE TO THE SPOKEN WORD

Mr. Chairman, I am truly honored to be
asked by your soclety and by our distin-
guished minority leader, the Honorable
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Everertr McKINLEY DIrkseN, of Illinois, to
come in his stead and receive for and in his
behalf the award which the Liberty Bell
Soclety is conferring upon him for the speech
of the year; namely, the moving and per-
suasive speech which he delivered on the
floor of the U.S. Senate as one of the con-
cluding arguments on the controversial test
ban treaty.

I am quite intrigued by the purposes and
objectives of your society and I am happy
to know that in an age of functional speech,
when we become so careless about our speech
habits, that the spoken word is still so hon-
ored and appreciated.

In acceptance and in appreclation for this
honor, Senator DIrkseN asked that I convey
his gratitude and offer upon this occasion
the following statement as his words:

“Your organization takes its name from
the bell, which i1s such an apt symbol. On
that bell, there is inscribed a portion of a
verse from the book of Leviticus, which we
know as the law. It was a jubilee year for
an ancient people and to fittingly observe it
a proclamation was uttered, stating wvery
simply, “Proclaim liberty throughout all the
land and unto all the inhabitants thereof.”
For many years, that bell proclaimed festi-
vals, anniversaries, the advent of peace and
other notable events, and only when it tolled
the death of that great jurist, Chief Justice
John Marshall, did it develop a crack and
bring to an end its mission as an instrument
of proclamation.

“Since the dawn of civilization, all manner
of methods and an endless variety of instru-
ments have been used to communicate and
to proclaim—the pictures upon the walls of
caves, the signal flags, the drums of the for-
est, the fleetfooted messengers of ancient
Greece, the speeches in the Agora of ancient
Athens where law was made and customs
proclaimed, the early blocked-letter books
and pamphlets, the daily newspapers, and
the telephone and telegraph. Today, the
radio and television have progressively been
the instruments of humankind in communi-
cating thoughts and messages.

“But in the whole history of mankind,
there has, after all, been no greater instru-
ment to proclaim and to convey thoughts
and meanings than the precise words which
might drop from the lips of an individual
dealing with some central theme and words
so marshaled and fashioned as to persuade,
to convince, to entertain, to impress, to in-
spire or to move to action.

“The anclent slave, Spartacus, lurking in
the dark corners of the anclent Roman
Colosseum could appeal with earnest elo-
quence to those enslaved with him and so
incite them to action that for 3 long years
he and his fellow slaves withstood the finest
armies of anclent Rome and threatened its
very survival.

“Eloquent orators could stand before an
Athenian audience and hear them utter the
wish, “Hear, hear,” and when Demosthenes
stood before them and hurled his denuncia-
tions at Philip of Macedon, up went the cry
in unison, ‘Let us march agalnst Philip.

“Cicero in the Senate of ancient Rome,
with his sarcasm, his logic, and his eloquence
could vanquish the scowling Catiline and
bring an end to his conspiratorial designs.

“But one need not refer merely to the
parchments of ancient history for even in
our own time one can find examples of how
eloquence and logic can move a mass of peo-
ple to a type of action which they did not
contemplate before they heard the spoken
word. Willlam Jennings Bryan, standing
before a Democrat Convention in 1896, could
conclude his speech in behalf of the farmers
and the small business people of the country
by thundering, ‘You shall not press this
crown of thorns upon the brow of labor.
You shall not crucify mankind upon a cross
of gold.' To this good hour, students of
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speech study the structure and the power of
‘the Cross of Gold’ speech, but it went much
further because it suddenly catapulted
William Jennings Bryan into the nomination
of his party for the Presidency.

“Winston Churchill, standing before a
joint session of Congress, with two fingers
raised as a symbol of the ‘V-for-Victory,'
could not only enchant them but bring them
to actlon in the cause of freedom.

“Abrabham Lincoln, coursing up and down
the State of Illinols debating with Stephen
Arnold Douglas, the great issue of slavery in
1859, coupled with his masterful speech to
the Cooper Union Institute 100 years ago,
were not the least of the factors which fi-
nally ordained him to become the Chief
Magistrate of the Nation.

“So long as men have ears to hear and
minds to perceive, the spoken word will in-
fluence human thought and conduct and
help to shape the destiny of all mankind.
Those words may be uttered in a courtroom
where the life of a citizen hangs in the bal-
ance; they may be uttered in a parliamen-
tary body where policies are fashioned to
direct the present and future destiny of a
country; they may be uttered from a pulpit
where the whole course of life of individuals
may be changed for the better; words which
may have the effect of determining the selec-
tion of the leader of a country, large or
small, may be uttered before a political
audience where votes are in the balance—
and those words might by their logic, elo-
quence, and power determine the result.

“And so, a salute to the spoken word,
which will never vanish so long as men have
perception and are prepared to listen. The
human voice and what it utters as a result
of an inspired brain can yet manage the des-
tiny of all mankind.”

SURVEILLANCES BY DEPARTMENT
OF JUSTICE

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I received
today a letter from Mr. Herbert J. Miller,
Jr., Assistant Attorney General, Depart-
ment of Justice, responding to the letter
I referred to Senator Sam J. ErvIN, JR.,
chairman of the Subcommittee on Con-
stitutional Rights, Commitiee on the
Judiciary, and which I introduced into
the Recorp on February 26, 1964.

I have also referred Mr. Miller's letter
to Senator Ervin and I ask that its text
be printed in the Recoro at this point.

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

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
Washington, March 2, 1964.
Hon. HiraM L. FoNgG,
. U.S. Senate,

Washington, D.C.

DeArR SENATOR: I am sure that you are
interested in determining the position of
the Department of Justice as to the issues
ralsed in the letter of Sidney Zagr! which
appeared Iin the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD con-
cerning the case of United States v. James R.
Hoffa, et al., currently on trial in the Eastern

_ District of Tennessee at Chattanooga.

All protests raised by Mr. Zagrl have been
ruled upon by the court in the current Chat-
tanooga trial. Defendants and their attor-
neys filed certain charges and affidavits with
the court contending that they had been
constantly under survelllance during the
period of time that the trial has been in
progress.

Five individuals, none of whom Is a de-
fendant or attorney for the defense, have
been the subject of surveillances consisting
entirely of observations by agents of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation of their
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public comings and goings. Similar lawful
investigative activities in the course of the
Nashville trial, out of which the present
charges against defendants grew, resulted in
the cogent evidence of obstruction of justice
that has been presented during the present
trial. At no time have any eavesdropping,
wiretapping, microphone installations, tres-
passes or any invasion of privacy been utilized
during such surveillances.

The five persons surveilled were William A.
Test, former president of Teamsters Local
515, Chattanooga, Tenn., and now an em-
ployee of an insurance company in Chat-
tancoga which is part of codefendant Allen
Dorfman's insurance holdings; John Cleve-
land, organizer for the Eastern Conference of
Teamsters, Washington, D.C.; George E.
Hicks, president of Teamsters Local 515,
Chattanooga, Tenn.; Charles L. O'Brien, busi-
ness agent of Teamsters Local 299, Detroit,
Mich. (defendant Hoffa's home local) who
was present in Nashville throughout the last
Hoffa trial and is presently awaiting trial
under two Federal indictments in Detroit;
and Bernard Spindel, codefendant of Mr.
Hoffa in Federal criminal trials involving al-
leged violations of section 805 of the Federal
Communications Act (wiretapping), the first
of which trials ended in a hung jury and
the retrial in a verdict of acquittal.

The surveillances of the public comings
and goings of Test, Cleveland, Hicks, and
O’'Brien were all conducted prior to the
empaneling of the jury in the subject case
on January 27, 1964. The survelllance of
Charles L. O'Brien commenced upon his
arrival at the Chattanooga, Tenn., airport
at 11:04 a.m., January 23, 1964, and was con-
cluded 46 minutes later at 11:50 a.m., upon
O’'Brien’s entering the Patten Hotel. No
further surveillance has been conducted as
to Mr. O'Brien, =

In the course of this trial the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation has not ceased to carry
out such lawful and necessary investigative
activities as are imperative to the proper
execution of their duties. At the inception
of the trial all agents were expressly directed
not to conduct surveillances of the defend-
ants or their counsel and any observation
made by agents of defendants or counsel
entering or leaving the Patten Hotel or the
Federal Post Office Building was entirely in-
cidental to those occasions when the de-
fendants or their counsel were in the public
company of the five persons surveilled.

The surveillance of Bernard Spindel was
commenced on February 3, 1964, when Spin-
del arrived at the airport at Nashville, Tenn.
Spindel was observed by agents of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation to rent an
automobile and then drive to Chattanooga
where he entered the Patten Hotel and took
an elevator to the 9th floor. Thereafter,
Spindel’s public comings and goings were
observed for a perlod of 3 days ending Feb-
ruary 6, 1964. Due to Spindel’'s admitted
history of wiretap activity, the Government
believed his presence in Chattanooga might
involve violations of section 605 of the Fed-
eral Communications Act and other Fed-
eral statutes. Agents of the Federal Bureau
of Investigation conducted personal obser-
vations limited to when and whether Mr,
Spindel would leave the hotel, The Gov-
ernment has stated that evidence has been
received that Mr. Spindel did, in fact, engage
in violations of section 605 while in Chatta-
nooga.

Prior to the empaneling of the jury on
January 27, 1964, and never thereafter,
agents were assigned to photograph persons
unknown to them who appeared on the
public streets in the vicinity of the Federal
Post Office Building and the Patten Hotel.
These photographs were taken for sub-
sequent identification purposes and any ob-
servation by agents of the defendants or
their counsel on the public streets was en-
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tirely incidental. The investigation of alle-
gations of obstruction of justice conducted
during the Nashville trial would have been
greatly facilitated by availability of identify-
ing photographs of persons repeatedly in
and about the courthouse or on the adjacent
public streets. Consequently, such photo~
graphs were taken at the outset of this trial
but again It must be emphasized that even
such limited activity was prior to the em-
paneling of the jury.

Mr. Hofla has charged that the Govern-
ment employed an informant who used his
position of trust and confidence to spy on
the activities of Hoffa and his attorneys in
the former’'s prior criminal case in Nashville.
The Honorable Frank Wilson, presiding
judge in Hoffa's present trial, after hearing
the testimony of William Bufalino, James
Haggerty, Jacob Kossman, David Previant,
Morris Shenker and Danlel Maher, all either
present or past attorneys of record for the
International Brotherhood of Teamsters and
Mr. Hoffa; Walter Sheridan, Justice Depart-
ment employee; and Edward G. Partin, the
witness whose testimony Mr. Hoffa is chal-
lenging, made the following ruling as to
defense motion to suppress Partin's testi-
mony (transeript 3212) :

“Judge WiLsoN. The court is of the opin-
fon that the motion to suppress the testl-
mony of the witness, Mr. Partin, should be
overruled, having observed the manner and
demeanor of the witness on the witness
stand, and the testimony of the witnesses, I
would find that there has been no inter-
ference by the Government with any attor-
ney-client relationship of any defendant in
this case.

“I would further find that the Govern-
ment did not place this witness, Mr. Partin,
in the defendants’ midst or have anything
to do with placing him in their midst, rather
that he was knowingly and voluntarily
placed in their midst by one of the defend-
ants.”

As to Hoffa's allegation that the Govern-
ment evaded the Jencks Act provisions by
taking notes during interviews of witnesses,
dictating contemporaneous statements and
then destroying such notes, it has been the
consistent policy of the Department of Jus-
tice to follow such procedure. All contem-
poraneous statements taken from witnesses
in the present case have been turned over to
the defense under the provisions of the
statute (18 U.8.C. 3500). Various ecircuit
courts of appeal and the Supreme Court in
the case of Killian v. United States, 368 U.S.
231, have approved the above departmental
procedures.

Certain cryptic notes made by a depart-
mental representative at various times when
information was received from an inform-
ant were turned over to the court under the
provisions of 18 U.S.C. 3500 and the court
ruled that such notes could not be construed
as statements of the informant under the
Jencks Act.

Mr. Zagri’s allegation to the legislative
branch of government that Mr. Hoffa 1s be-
ing denied due process because of alleged
surveillance by the Government appears to
be an attempt to influence the course of his
present trial. Judge Wilson on two occa-
sions (transcript 4166 and 4158) has ruled
that Hoffa's allegations as to surveillances
are matters "“that might or might not con-
stitute grounds for a new trial” and that "a
hearing will be granted upon the motion
after submission of the case to the jury.”

From the very nature of the charges against
defendants in this case, it is obvious that the
Department of Justice was duty bound to
take all legal steps at its command to pro-
tect the potential jurors until the panel had
been selected and seated.

Sincerely,
HERBERT J. MILLER, Jr.,
Assistant Attorney General.
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AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1964—THE
COTTON AND WHEAT PROGRAM

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 6196) to encourage in-
creased consumption of cotton (and
wheat) to maintain the income of cot-
ton producers to provide a special re-
search program designed to lower costs
of production, and for other purposes.

Mr. HUMPHREY obtained the floor.

Mr. McGOVERN rose.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, does
the Senator wish me to yield to him?

Mr. McGOVERN. Iwasabout to make
some remarks on the pending bill. I
do not wish to interfere with the Sen-
ator's statement.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
merely wished to make a brief observa-
tion in the livestock import question
that has been discussed at considerable
length this afternoon. The Senate
should keep in mind that there are at
least two alternatives open to us in deal-
ing with this very serious question.

First is the approach which has been
suggested by several Senators that we
adopt an amendment to the cotton and
wheat bill which would restrict imports
of beef into the United States.

It seems to me that the other alterna-
tive may be a more practical one, and
one which the Senate will wish to con-
sider. That is the proposal which has
been introduced by the majority leader,
the Senator from Montana [Mr. MANs-
FIELD], in the bill (8. 2525), which is
now pending before the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance. That committee has
jurisdiction over matters involving in-
ternational trade and trade policy. The
question of beef imports is an extremely
complex one, as the Senator from Ean-
sas said a few moments ago. The whole
field of international trade is of great im-
portance to the farmers of the United
States. It seems to me that we should
give careful consideration to taking the
normal and orderly route in dealing with
a subject as complex as that one. I rec-
ognize that there are legitimate and
honest differences of opinion as to the
proper procedures. I took the liberty
of checking with the South Dakota
Stockmen’s Association. I called their
executive secretary today to see if they
had any position on the question. He
said frankly that they were somewhat
confused as to the most feasible way
of dealing with the problem, but that at
this point they were opposed to adding
the amendment to the proposed legisla-
tion that deals basically with cotton
and wheat.

They would prefer to see action taken
by the Senate Finance Committee on S.
2525, the legislation introduced by the
majority leader, myself, and other Mem-
bers of the Senate.

So I think before we take hasty action
we might later regret, we should consider
very carefully the possibility of the al-
ternative route of acting on the so-called
Mansfield bill. If passed in its present
form, it will accomplish substantially
what is proposed by the amendment that
has been suggested by the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr, HruskA], and it will do it
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in orderly fashion and a fashion which
I think might prevent some embarrass-
ing consequences to us at a later date.

I thank the Senator from Minnesota
for yielding to me.

AMENDMENT NO. 447

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, on
behalf of the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. Burpick] and myself, I send to the
desk an amendment proposed to be of-
fered, and ask that it lie at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER., The
amendment will be received and printed,
and will lie at the desk.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
purpose of the amendment is to alter the
language of the bill which provides price
support levels for wheat in export from
0 to 90 percent, Our amendment pro-
vides 65 to 90 percent.

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Burbick] is the principal sponsor of this
amendment, the one who has given
leadership to it, I join him because I
have never supported a program of 0 to
90 percent of parity. That is not flexi-
bility. That is complete relaxation. I
want to have at least some ceiling and
floor.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I1yield.

Mr. BURDICK. The price support
range for foreign shipments, if the
amendment were adopted, would be pre-
cisely the same range as for domestic
sales. Isthat correct?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; and it would
be the same as the bill that passed 2 years
ago, which provided for supports at 65 to
90 percent. It provided for one certifi-
cate. This bill, because it is a voluntary
one, provides for two certificates. On
the domestic consumption, it would pro-
vide 65 to 90 percent of parity, which
would be set at about 70 cents a bushel,
to bring the price of wheat to producers
to $2 a bushel.

The export part of the bill also would
be fixed at between 65 and 90 percent,
and it would be set at about 32 or 33 cents
to make a price of $1.62 or $1.63 a bushel.

Mr. BURDICK. And the Secretary
would have flexibility in setting certifi-
cate levels for both domestic and foreign
shipments?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iyield.

. I commend the Sen-
ator from South Dakota. I think his
proposal would help to improve the bill.
Perhiaps we may continue to make fur-
ther improvements.

The Senator from Minnesota urges the
enactment of a price support on wheat
from 105 to 115 percent. That, too, in
my opinion, would be helpful., I think
perhaps after a while we may get a good
wheat bill out of the Senate.

Mr. HUMPHREY. It was not my
privilege to hear all of the Senator’s re-
marks, but I did get a review of his ad-
dress from the distinguished Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. McGovERN]. As
we know, when a bill comes from a com-
mittee, it seldom has in it all the provi-
sions that the authors of it wanted to
have. For example, I would say that the
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best wheat bill in the committee was the
one introduced by the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. BuUrpIcK], my col-
league from Minnesota [Mr. McCARTHY],
and myself. I am positive of it. How-
ever, I had a little trouble convincing the
majority of the committee. My good
neighbor and personal friend, the Sena-
tor from South Dakota [Mr. McGOVERN]
tells me the best bill that was introduced
was the McGovern bill. I must confess
that, in light of the fact that he has won
the approval of the committee, in the
main, he may be right. Not every fea-
ture of the McGovern bill was reported
favorably by the committee, but the
framework of the legislation that is be-
fore us was his, and I highly commend
him for that effort.

But the difference between the Hum-
phrey-McCarthy-Burdick bill and the
MecGovern bill was modest. One was a
direct payment bill under a two-price
system, and the other was a certificate
type of payment bill. Both bills pro-
vided payment for domestic production
and export production. Then we go to
the Senator from Kansas, who is the
“daddy"” of the two-price system.

So how happy can we be? The Sen-
ator from Kansas gives us the basic out-
line of the bill. The Senator from South
Dakota fills in much of the substance of
the bill. The Senator from North Da-
kota and the Senators from Minnesota
seek to add a few trimmings to the bill.
I think we shall be able to write a pretty
good piece of legislation.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. 1yield.

Mr. CARLSON. In view of what has
been stated with respect to the impor-
tance and value of other bills, the Sena-
tor from Kansas must say that the bill
introduced by the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Youncl, the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. MunpTl, and myself,
is really the height of perfection in this
area of legislation. That does not mean
that it will be approved in this session;
but we are going to work for it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I had gathered
that. I heard some of my colleagues
discussing the bill introduced by the
Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Younecl, the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. Munpt]l, and the Senator from
Kansas [Mr. CarrLsoN]. I heard them
say it was the finest piece of legislation
that had been presented to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry in many
a session. I was almost convinced of it.

However, we are up against the fact
that we have a bill before us designed to
do something that has not been done,
namely, improve the income situation for
the wheat producers. The choice is
not between the bills which each of us
introduced and no bill. The choice is
between the bill before us, with any
amendments we may add, and impend-
ing economic trouble for the wheat-pro-
ducing farmers of this Nation.

If we do not pass wheat legislation
along the lines of the measure before
the Senate, or wheat legislation that
will do something to improve wheat pro-
ducers’ income, there will be nothing but
economic trouble in vast areas of this
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land. Those areas include States like
the two Dakotas, Montana, the North-
western States of Washington and Ore-
gon, Colorado, Wyoming—parts of north-
western Minnesota, and other States.
Many areas are involved.

I read with great concern recently the
report in the Wall Street Journal about
the impending or possible drop in farm
income.

The heading is “Rural Slowdown:
Farmers begin to cut spending as they
face big drop in 1964 income. Seven
hundred million dollars earnings de-
cline seen as farm prices sag; tractor,
store sales slip.” Then, for friend or foe
alike, it asks, “An election year head-
ache?”

I can relieve them of that question
mark. It not only will be an election
year headache; it will be a headache for
every year to come unless we do some-
thing about it. I have said many times
that when one goes broke, it makes no
difference whether one is a Democrat or
a Republican. The bills become due.

When we go to that bank or seek re-
financing, the banker does not say, “I
should like to see your party registration
card.” All he is interested in is the col-
lateral; he wants to know what the pos-
sibilities are of repaying the bank.

Today, I do not stand in the Chamber
as a Democrat or because I am engaged
in a contest with Republican Senators.
The truth is that the only time we ever
pass workable farm legislation in the
Senate is when we get help from both
sides of the aisle. When it comes to
economic matters, we must start think-
ing in terms of the well-being of the
country, rather than the well-being of

y.

I am not happy these days about what
I see happening in rural America, de-
spite the many efforts that have been
made by conscientious citizens and dedi-
cated public servants.

Mr. President, we are badly in need of
new commodity programs under which
America's family farmers will be able
to properly share in the wealth of the
Nation. For too long those who feed us
so well have been underfed. Today,
farm income is less than 60 percent of
nonfarm income.

Mr. President, we read about subsi-
dies. I want the record to be clear that
the American farmer has been subsidiz-
ing the American consumer for years.
I repeat what I have stated a thousand
times if I have said it once—and I shall
repeat it another thousand times if it
needs saying—that the consumers in
America today receive a better quality
of food, in larger quantities, in greater
variety, and at lower prices than any
other consumers anywhere in the world.
That is because the American farmer has
made it possible through the vast sys-
tem of processing and distribution. So
that there may be no misunderstanding,
it does not do much good to produce the
raw product unless it can be marketed;
and I pay tribute to those who market
the products from the farm as well as
those who produce them.

What I have tried to do in my years in
the Senate is not to promote division
among those who process, market, and
sell, and those who produce, but rather

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

to achieve a closer understanding; be-
cause ultimately, the American consum-
er is benefited by a marketing system
that brings that product to him quickly,
and at fair prices.

But after all is said and done, the
farmer’s share of the food dollar today
is less than 38 cents. The farmer is
giving the American consumer the best
deal he ever had. No one gives him as
much.

When I hear Representatives and
Senators talking about subsidies for
agriculture, I ask, Mr. President, “Who
is subsidizing whom?"” I know who has
been doing the subsidizing. The vast
numbers of farm families in America
who are producing food at wages no orga-
nized worker would tolerate. They have
been subsidizing millions of people
throughout America. What is more, if
the Recorp could be filled today—as
every Senator knows—we could demon-
strate that much of the so-called subsidy
to American agriculture is not a subsidy
to agriculture at all.

Today, we have an export subsidy that
relates to shipping costs. The merchant
marine receives a subsidy but it is
charged to the Commodity Credit Corp.
We give children surplus food, and it
is charged to the Commodity Credit
Corp. The food that goes to the needy,
to people who are hungry in America, is
charged to the farmers. Why is it not
charged to the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare? Or to Public
Law 480, which essentially is a foreign
economic program? Charge it up to the
farmers? Charge it up to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture? That is not fair,
but it is done that way. We could docu-
ment item after item. The farm pro-
gram is an essential part of our total
economic structure, and we cannot close
our eyes to the fact that the greatest
areas of poverty in America today lie in
rural America. The greatest expression
of unfair distribution of income is in
rural America. Today the people who
are threatened with trouble live in rural
America.

The financial pages of the leading
newspapers in America show every day
that profits are going up, that corpora-
tion A’'s profits are up 10 percent, cor-
poration B’s profits are up by so much,
that Generals Motors profits are up—all
of them.

Yet, Mr. President, at the same time
these same newspapers carry the state-
ment that next year will show the high-
est profits that American industry ever
has known, that this year shows the
highest profits America has ever known.
Yet they carry the sad story of a $700
million potential drop in farm income.

So one of the reasons I have argued in
favor of bringing up the farm bill, even
before the civil rights bill, is that we are
dealing with a basic civil right—namely,
the right to make a living. There are
vast numbers of people in rural America
who are having that right denied them
today.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr.
will the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I compliment the
Senator from Minnesota on his elogquent
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statement. I wonder if I could ask him,
as acting majority leader, if there is any
prospect of any votes today on any
amendments?

Mr. HUMPHREY. There is.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Has the acting
majority leader announced whether the
Senate will remain in session tonight?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should say that
the Senate will not take a recess much
before 7:30; it might be later than that.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I understood that
all this week the Senate would remain
in session late.

Mr. HUMPHREY. It may stay later
tonight. I thought we would give Sen-
ators an opportunity to feel happy.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I was wondering
if there was any possibility for a vote on
an amendment?

Mr. HUMPHREY. We are going to
vote. I wish very much to vote. We are
going to vote on as many amendments as
we can, but we have not had much luck
in getting Senators to call up their
amendments; but we shall vote, and we
shall vote tomorrow, and we shall vote on
Wednesday, and continue until we have
voted on the bill one way or the other.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Sena-
tor from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to say to the
Senator, so that other Senators may be
on notice, that the Senate will convene
tomorrow at 11 o'clock.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Could we not run
}:l}lti?! the night this week and finish the

Mr. HUMPHREY. We shall.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. We want to get
through with the bill.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is cor-
rect. The Senate might sit much later
tonight, but I thought if I would indi-
cate a time between 7:30 and 8 o’clock,
that would give some indication to Sen-
ators and enable them to make their
plans for the evening.
tmMr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Sena-

I.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, we
have before us a bijll designed to pro-
tect the income of our wheat and cotton
producers by enabling them to partici--
pate in voluntary supply adjustment pro-
grams. It is extremely important that
this bill be passed at the earliest possible
time. As I stated, that is why I was one
of those who urged its being taken from
the calendar and acted upon. Winter
wheat is in the ground now and farmers
will begin seeding spring wheat in less
than a month. To be most effective,
farmers should know what their wheat
program will be before they start plant-
ing. The same is true of cotton. Farm-
ers are beginning to plant cotton in
south Texas, and in another month
planting will be moving across the Cot-
ton Belt. Cotton farmers also need ad-
vance information on what their pro-
gram will be before they make their
plans.

I digress for a moment to comment on
the cotton portion of the bill. I believe
that Congress would be well advised to
pass the Talmadge-Humphrey cotton
bill. The Senator from Georgia [Mr.
TaLmance] is the chief architect of that




4110

legislation. I was happy to join him, be-
cause I do not like to see a commodity
treated on a sectional basis in the Sen-
ate. The welfare of the cotton producer
and the textile manufacturer is impor-
tant to the people of Minnesota, as it is
important to the people of the State of
Washington, or Maine, or Texas, or Iowa.
We all live and work in this country to-
gether. What happens in one section
affects another section. When cotton
is in trouble in terms of price or gquan-
tity, it means that the American econ-
omy is suffering some adversity.

1 also believe that we need a textile .

industry. When the American textile
manufacturer, in purchasing American
cotton, must pay a higher price than his
foreign competitor does for the same cot-
ton, it is perfectly obvious that this is
unfair competition. What has been de-
signed in this bill is a proposal that
would permit the cotton producer to re-
ceive a fairer price for his product, and
at the same time the textile manufac-
turer could buy his cotton at competi-
tive prices with foreign competition.

This is sensible legislation. It has its
inadequacies. When I look over any bill,
I find many things that I wish we could
improve. Again I say, however, that we
have to do the best we can with what we
have.

Mr. President, if we do not pass wheat
legislation early in this session of the
Congress, the income of the wheat pro-
ducer could drop as much as $600 mil-
lion from the $2.4 billion it earned last
year. Wheat farmers are not well
heeled now. They certainly are not in
a position to take a shock like this.
Many of them would be set back for
Years.

Wheat is an important crop in many
States.

It is of less importance than some other
crops in the State I am privileged to
represent. However, the States which
neighbor Minnesota are important in

our trade territory. They are important

in our Ninth Federal Reserve District.
They produce a great deal of wheat. I
learned a long time ago that the welfare
of a large city like Minneapolis, which is
my home city, is dependent upon hun-
dreds of small communities and thou-
sands of small firms which may be with-
in a 300-, 400- or 500-mile trade terri-
tory. No place lives by itself. There is
no State or city that can get along living
by itself. We are interdependent politi-
cally and economically. Therefore, when
I speak of wheat legislation I no longer
speak of a State which is a large wheat
producer. Minnesota produces very lit-
tle wheat. Our production essentially is
in soybeans, dairy products, feed grains,
cattle, poultry and eggs. Wheat is one
of our minor commodities.

Nevertheless, every business in the
State of Minnesota, in fact, in the Na-
tion, is affected by the price of wheat.
When I hear economists talk about how
important the tax bill is—and I voted for
and actively supported the tax bill—I
would remind them that the tax relief bill
will be worth very little or nothing to the
people who have little or no net income.
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The tax comes only to those who have a
net income.

Therefore we have a situation in
which a vast segment of our agricultural
economy might suffer a drop in income
to a point where no amount of tax relief
can provide any beneficial assistance.

Mr. President, the effects of a slash in
income of wheat farmers would be felt
across the country. The paralyzing re-
sults would not be confined to the farm.
Every rural community would be hurt
and many would be hurt severely. Com-
munities which rely primarily on wheat
farmers for their income would be
strangely and unhappily quiet.

Mr. President, there are fewer than 15
million people living on our farms—only
about 8 percent of the country’s popula-
tion. The population of the State of
California exceeds our total national
farm population.

But farmers create millions of jobs for
fellow Americans. Ten million people,
for instance, have jobs storing, trans-
porting, processing, and merchandising
the products of agriculture. Six million
have jobs providing the supplies farmers
use. Thousands in rural communities
across the land make their living pro-
viding services required by farmers.

The investment in agriculture exceeds
$200 billion. That figure is comparable
to about three-fourths of the value of
current assets for all corporations in
the country. It represents three-fifths
of the value of all corporation stocks on
the New York Stock Exchange.

Mr. President, if that stock market
has a little drop, everyone gets the eco-
nomic jitters. They are affected with
economic palsy.

The minute farm income drops, some-
one says, “It means cheaper food in the
grocery stores.”

It is just as important to be concerned
about the price of a farm product as it
is to ‘be concerned about the price of a
corporate stock.

The investment in agriculture repre-
sents $21,300 for each farmworker as
compared with a manufacturing invest-
ment of $16,000 for each worker.

In 1961, when our farmers had a gross
income of nearly $40 billion, they spent
over $27 billion to operate their busi-
nesses, Farmers spend over $2 billion a
year for trucks, tractors, machines, and
other equipment.

Farming uses more petroleum than any
other single industry. More than $3 bil-
lion is spent by farmers each year for
fuel, lubricants, and equipment main-
tenance.

We could provide Los Angeles, San
Francisco, Seattle, Portland, San Diego
and Chicago with electricity for a year
and the kilowatt consumption would be
about the same as the total needed to
keep our farms going.

I mention these things, Mr. President,
to show how important farm income is
to our entire economy. We have a re-
sponsibility to rural America just as a
matter of simple justice. But I wanted
to show that a sound case for passing
farm programs can be made on an eco-
nomic basis alone.

Earlier I mentioned the Wall Street
Journal article on the front page of the
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February 27 issue, which reported the
following:

In Archbold, Ohio, an auctioneer told
of a 10-percent decline in used farm
equipment prices over the past year.

In Storm Lake, Iowa, a department
store manager complained of a 15-per-
cent drop in February business compared
with a year earlier.

An International Harvester dealer in
Dodge City, Kans., reported a 30-percent
drop in truck sales so far this year from
the like 1963 period.

The parts manager of a Pierre, S. Dak.,
implement company told of sales of used
tractors off 50 percent so far this year.

Mr. President, earlier this year the
Congress passed a tax reduction bill.
But the effect of this bill will be vitiated
and, for all practical purposes, will be
dissipated if there is a substantial drop
in agricultural income. We cannot, on
the one hand, pump money back into
the economy by a tax reduction and, on
the other hand, lose the same money
through a drop in agricultural income,
and have anything but trouble in the
American economy.

So I support this bill, Mr. President,
and I urge its speedy approval. Both the
wheat and cotton proposals are compro-
mises of several bills introduced in this
Congress. I introduced a wheat bill late
last year and I joined the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. TaLmapce] in his cotton bill.
Both would support farm income by pro-
viding direct payments to producers.

This is the way in which it ought to be
done. We ought to get down to direct
payments. This is the best way of serv-
ing the needs of the consumers on the
one hand, and those of the producers on
the other, and have an accurate account-
ing of the costs.

I think ‘the direct payment method is
the best way to support farm prices for
most crops. I think'the day will come
when this is done on a wider scale, But
to get to the bill under consideration.

The new wheat program is voluntary.
It is the so-called certificate program. If
it is passed it is estimated that the in-
come of wheat farmers will be around
$2.2 billion this year. This is not as much
as I would like to see, but it is a step in
the right direction.

The problem with cotton is a compli-
cated one. We not only must relieve
domestic mills of unfair competition re-
sulting from the export subsidy neces-
sary to move our cotton into world mar-
kets, but we must also attack the prob-
lem of overproduction of cotton and must
price cotton more competitively. And
we must do all this without placing an
intolerable burden on the backs of the
cotton producer.

The new program is designed to re-
duce Government expenditures and at
the same time eliminate the inequity of
the present two-price system for cotton.
By making cotton available to our own
mills at the world price, we will put them
in a better competitive position and cot-
ton will better compete with manmade
synthetic fibers. The cotton program not
only will put a halt to the rising inven-
tory of cotton in Government hands, but
will make possible a reduction of these
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inventories. This, in turn, will mean a

reduction in the cost of operating the

cotton program and a big savings for the
taxpayer.

The grower will get the benefit of a
better income from his cotton as well as
the chance to earn payments for cutting
back on unneeded production.

Mr. President, this is much more than
a farm program. It is in effect an in-
vestment in the prosperity of our whole
Nation. We cannot hope to maintain an
affluent society if two of our largest
groups of farmers are oppressed by pov-
erty brought on by programs which do
not work under present-day conditions.
If we sit by and let our wheat and cot-
ton farmers suffer from an unnecessary
economic pinch, we can all expect to join
them in the economic squeeze before too
long.

Recent studies by reputable economists
indicate that without workable price
support programs, net farm income
would rapidly drop 40 to 50 percent.
Some farmers would be hurt even worse.
We cannot tolerate even the threat of
such a horrible development. We must,
as a minimum, update our wheat and
cotton programs. There is no time for
delay.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article published in the
‘Wall Street Journal of February 27, 1964,
to which I referred, be printed at this
point in the REcorbp,

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

RURAL SrowpownN: FarMERs Beciny To Curt
BPENDING AS THEY FAcE Bic Drop 1IN 1964
INCOME—8TO0 MiLLioN EARNINGS DECLINE
SEEN AS FArRM PRICES SAG—TRACTOR, STORE
SALES BLIP—AN ELECTION YEAR HEADACHE?

(By Michael G. Gartner)

While their city cousins confidently look
ahead to another year of prosperity, the Na-
tion's farmers are worrying about a recession.
They already are cutting back hard on their
spending in a trend which could become the
Johnson administration’'s first major eco-
nomic headache.

From Archbold, Ohio, where an auctioneer
talks of a 10-percent decline in used farm
equipment prices over the past year, to Storm
Lake, Jowa, where a department store man-
ager complains of a 15-percent drop in Feb-
ruary business compared with a year earlier,
rural businessmen offer a gloomy plcture of
prospects on the farm. “These people are
just hanging onto their purses," says P. A,
Ekstrom, sales manager for Brady Implement
Co., an International Harvester dealer in
Dodge City, Kans., as he reports a 30-percent
drop in truck sales so far this year from the
like 1963 period.

The farm pessimism seems well founded.
According to recent Agriculture Department
estimates, farmers' net income this year is
expected to fall sharply to $11.6 billion from
$12.3 billion in 1963, The drop, which would
be the second in a row, would push farm
earnings to the lowest level in 5 years.

FROM CATTLE TO ORANGES

Hardly a sector of the farming commu-
nity seems likely to escape an economic
downturn—indeed, some already are begin-
ning to feel the pinch. In the Midwest,
prices of cattle and hogs—the backbone of
the farm economy there—are hovering near
the lowest levels in several years. In the
Southeast, a bumper tobacco crop last year
has carried stocks well above levels in recent
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years and a 10-percent reduction in acreage
allotments is scheduled for this year. In
the citrus areas of Florida, California, and
Texas, this year's orange crop is expected to
be down 6 percent from last year's freeze-
damaged harvest and 20 percent below the
b-year average; the grapefrult story is much
the same.

But by far the biggest blow to the farm
economy will be felt by wheatgrowers. In
a delayed reaction to last year's farmer re-
Jection of acreage controls and high price
supports, wheat prices are declining. Prices
on new-crop wheat for delivery after July
now average about $1.66 a bushel, down
more than 30 cents from last year. What's
more, Agriculture Secretary Freeman has
predicted wheat may fall as low as the sup-
port price of $1.25 before the year Is out.
Altogether, net income of the Nation's wheat-
growers is expected to slide to about $1.7
billlon this year, down 25 percent from $2.3
billion in 1963.

While farm prices are on the decline, pro-
duction costs are on the Increase. This
year production costs are expected to climb
to $29.3 billion, up from $28.7 billion last
year.

WHEAT LEGISLATION PUSHED

Buch statistics haven't escaped the watch-
ful eyes of Washington. With elections
looming in November, the administration
is busy trying to push through Congress a
bill which would give wheatgrowers some
relief from the oncoming slump. With a
prod from the White House, Senate Demo-
cratic leaders have given top priority to
efforts to bring the bill to a vote in hope
of galning its passage before the Senate
becomes ensnarled in the impending fight
over civil rights.

In brief, the administration bill would
permit Secretary Freeman to boost the price
support to between $1.65 and $2.26 a bushel
on domestically consumed wheat and to be-
tween $1.30 and $2.256 on wheat for export.
It's expected that Mr. Freeman would set
supports high enough to restore at least
8400 million of this year’s expected $600
million drop in wheat farm income.

But the bill's chance of congressional pass-
age remains slim. Even if it passes the Sen-
ate, heavy opposition in the House is ex-
pected.

So most farmers hold little hope of any big,
new Federal help this year and are bracing
for a rough time. Their fears are being
translated mostly into a slowdown in capital
expenditures—spending on such things as
tractors, plows, and bulldings. '‘Sales of used
tractors are off 50 percent so far this year,”
laments Donald Irion, parts manager of
Oahe Implement Co. in the wheat town of
Pierre, S. Dak.

A WIDESPREAD DECLINE

Such reports are by no means isolated.
Of nearly twoscore used farm equipment
dealers interviewed, about half saild sales so
far this year were trailing 1963 and they could
see nothing ahead to reverse the downtrend.

The capital spending cutback comes partly
at the urging of some farm leaders. Garrett
Sikkema, president of the Illinois Livestock
Feeders Assoclation, this week warned feed-
ers to “tighten their belts’” and take a hard
look at the present and prospective financial
situation of their industry before making
any new capital expenditures. “The finan-
clal stability of the feeding industry is
threatened at this time and it is a known
fact that added competition of imports * * *
is continuing to contribute to this grave
situation,"” he declared.

Though most spending cutbacks are volun-
tary, some farmers are facing little choice
because of tightening bank credit.

Roby L. Sloan, economist for the Federal
Reserve Bank of Chicago, says “many banks
have imposed additional limitations on some

4111

types of loans, apparently reflecting greater
caution on feeder cattle loans following poor
experiences in the 1962-63 feeding year.”

Economist Sloan notes, too, that banks
are boosting collateral requirement and in-
terest rates on some loans to farmers. He
says 10 percent of the agricultural banks in
the Seventh Federal Reserve District (Iowa
and parts of Illinols, Wisconsin, Michigan,
and Indiana) now are charging higher rates
on non-real estate loans than they did a year
ago and that more than a third of the Iowa
banks surveyed reported they were requiring
additional collateral.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, it is
my intention during this debate to offer
an amendment to add a new title to the
bill for the purpose of establishing a bi-
partisan commission to examine the en-
tire agricultural policy of the United
States. President Johnson said in his
January 31 message on agriculture that
“food and fiber policies must refiect op-
portunities as well as the problems that
accompany abundance.” He further
stated:

The need to consider our agricultural pol-
icles in this light has recently been reflected
in joint resolutions introduced in both
Houses of Congress which will establish a
bipartisan commission to study the food and
fiber programs of the United States.

One of those joint resolutions was one
which I introduced in the Senate several
weeks ago.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator from
Minnesota think the bill before the Sen-
ate would be an ideal vehicle for a so-
called food stamp amendment? Ap-
parently it has become stymied some-
where in the legislative processes. Iknow
the Senator from Minnesota thinks that
program is very much worthwhile; he
and I have been promoting it for the past
20 years. I wonder if this bill would be
an ideal vehicle to which to attach it,
since the bill seems to be headed for
omnibus consideration anyway,

Mr. HUMPHREY. The issue the Sen-
ator from Vermont has raised is one
gill'llich relates to the entire text of the

Mr. AIKEN. It affects the poorer peo-
ple in other sections, too.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I know there are
those who feel that the bill should be
limited entirely to the two sections it
now contains, the wheat and cotton sec-
tions. The amendments I shall offer with
the exception of the one I am about to
discuss briefly, relate to the two sections.

I strongly support the food stamp pro-
gram. The Senator from Vermont has
been one of the chief advocates of it. I
am hopeful the food stamp program will
be renewed and expanded.

The House of Representatives,
through its Committee on Agriculture,
rejected that proposal not long ago. I
have been told there is a strong possibil-
ity that the House will review that un-
happy and unfortunate decision. I hope
it will. If an amendment to provide for
the food stamp program were to be
offered in the Senate, I should like to
consider it in the light of what I think
the House plans to do. I cannot say I
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would vote against it. I would prefer to
have an opportunity to think about it.

Mr. AIKEN. With the House as a
whole being very consumer-minded and
sympathetic to people who are not afflu-
ent in worldly goods, it seems to me this
might be the only opportunity we would
have to continue that program and ex-
pand it. It seems to me if we could at-
tach it to this bill and send it directly to
the House, the House would accept it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator may
have a good point. We are going fo be
working on this bill for a day or two. I
gather it might be passed this week.

Mr. ATIKEN. I understand that con-
sideration will probably be concluded
Thursday.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I hope we may be
able to pass it at least by Thursday. I
would like very much to visit with the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN]
about his proposal. I can think of no
piece of legislation that would mean
more to the needy people in America than
the food stamp plan.

Mr. AIKEN. There are too many peo-
ple, some of whom we know very well,
who forget that perhaps 15 or 20 percent
of the people of this country do not
know where their next decent meal is
coming from, I think the time has come
for us to think of them.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I could not agree
with the Senator more completely. I
shall get in touch with him promptly,
and shall discuss with him the possibil-
ity of his proposal.

Mr. AIKEN. I should be glad to join
the Senator from Minnesota in propos-
ing an amendment to that end.

Mr, MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator spoke
about a possible adverse market situa-
tion with respect to wheat if action is
not taken by Congress on the proposed
legislation. Without, perhaps, having
the benefit of such detailed information
as the Senator from Minnesota has, I
have relied upon the information the
distinguished Senator from Vermont
[Mr. A1REN] gave to the Senate the other
day, which was that last spring, at the
time of the wheat referendum, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture estimated that the
production of wheat would be about 70
million acres if the wheat referendum
were not approved by the farmers. It
was said that if only 70 million acres of
wheat were planted, there would be a
severe decline in the wheat market.

The other day the Senator from Ver-
mont said that those estimates were sub-
stantially in error, and that the best esti-
mates of the Department now are that
the production will be approximately 53
million acres. If that is so, there are
many of us who wonder whether there
will be such a drop in the wheat market.
The Senator from Vermont said that the
Nation might even find itself in a posi-
tion where the production this year
would be less than the requirements for
consumption.

I should like to ascertain from the Sen-
ator from Minnesota how he reconciles
what he has said about the outlook for

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

a depressed wheat market with what I
have just said.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Immediately after
the wheat referendum, in which the
wheat farmers of the country spoke de-
cidedly, I was one of those who said that
was the time for the Government to re-
consider its program, to take whatever
administrative actions were necessary to
insure free market operations, and to
watch the practices of the Commodity
Credit Corporation, in order not to let
them act as a price depressant.

The Department of Agriculture made
predictions of vast acreage—acreage
which was not planted. The Senator is
correct. But I did not make those
predictions.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator from Iowa
did not wish to infer that the Senator
from Minnesota had made false predic-
tions. I believe he will recall that I said
the other day that I recognize that he
was not one who, when the wheat ref-
erendum showed that the farmers had
rejected the program, was ready to go
into his den and sulk, as some others
did. The Senator from Minnesota was
active in trying to promote a workable
program. I want that to be made clear.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I appreciate the
Senator's making that clear.

If the market conditions are as good
as I hope they will be, and as the Sena-
tor from Iowa feels they will be, the cost
of this program, or even the effect of
the program we now have before us, will
be much less than if market conditions
were adverse—that is, if there were to be
a very large planting and a large crop.
I look upon this measure as a safety
valve or protective device in case mar-
ket conditions do become adverse, in
terms of the price, due to the supply
or to the world market conditions.

There is considerable evidence that
the market will be rather firm. I have
listened with keen interest and, I be-
lieve, with tolerance and understanding
to such comments; and there is consid-
erable evidence to support the state-
ments which have been made by the
Senator from Vermont, the Senator
from Iowa, and others. If there were to
be a large crop in Western Europe, for
example—rather than a crop failure—
and if we were to have a reasonably good
crop in the United States, there could
be a rather considerable production of
wheat, which, in turn, could—without
any new legislation—adversely affect the
market price. I do not want to find,
about July, August, or September, that
the wheat market is “on the skids" and
that there is no effective remedy. I pre-
fer to have Congress enact some legisla-
tion, voluntary in nature, in order to pro-
vide some possibility of price protection
under any kind of market conditions.
That is why I support this bill.

Mr. MILLER. If that did happen—
and I recognize that I am being rather
“iffy" in these assumptions——

Mr. HUMPHREY. But others have
been much more so.

Mr. MILLER. At any rate, neither
the Senator from Minnesota nor I are be-
ing “iffy” when we point out that the
estimate of 70 million bushels missed
the mark by about a country mile, and
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that the more accurate figure is approxi-
mately 53 million bushels.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. MILLER. On the other hand, if
this bill is not enacted, will there be no
protective device whatever in the law?

Mr. HUMPHREY. There is the na-
tional emergency provision which can be
used if the existing conditions suffice to
make that provision operative. How-
ever, I must take counsel of many per-
sons—many of them in the Government
and many of them outside the Govern-
ment—who feel that it would be rather
dangerous for us to wait to see whether
those provisions of the 1962 act could be
placed into effect.

Certain administrative steps can be
taken—and I have indicated that I be-
lieve they should be taken. Steps also
can be taken to bolster the market price.
Before this bill came before the Senate,
I spoke several times on that point, be-
cause I want to be very sure that we take
all possible, reasonable, and legal actions,
in order to provide a fair income for the
wheat producers, rather than require
them to rely upon some “lucky” set of
circumstances in connection with mar-
ket conditions.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. 1 yield.

Mr. ATKEN. I wish the Senator from
Minnesota would tell us why we should
be so considerate of the shirt wearers
of the country, but not be considerate of
the bread eaters.

Section 348 of the bill provides, in
part:

In order to maintain and expand domestic
consumption of upland cotton produced in
the United States and to prevent discrimi-
nation against the domestic users of such
cotton,

The bill provides for a subsidy for cot-
ton mills. Why do not we do the same
thing for the flour mills, and thus per-
mit them to buy wheat at the same price
as that at which it is sold to other coun-
tries, and thus get away from the con-
tinual charge of promoting a bread tax?
Does not the Senator from Minnesota
think a bread eater should have as much
protection as a shirt wearer?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Certainly.

Mr. AIKEN. After all, there is no
greater necessity than food.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is why I said
the best proposal advanced in connec-
tion with the wheat program is the Hum-
phrey-McCarthy-Burdick bill, which
provides for direct payments to the pro-
ducers. The whole system of direct pay-
ments, such as those called for by the
Talmadge-Humphrey bill on cotton, is
better. However, I have been unable to
convince my colleagues of this.

Mr. AIKEN. But the Department did
not recommend that course.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is true.

Mr. AIEKEN. The Department rec-
ommends a bill for the relief of the man-
ufacturers, instead.

However, wherever the word “cotton”
is used in the bill, I think the word
“wheat” should also be used, because I
am getting rather sick of hearing the
charge that the Department is advo-
cating a bread tax.
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Mr. HUMPHREY. But under the pro-
visions of the bill, the price of bread will
not rise; let us stop kidding ourselves
about that.

Mr. AIKEN. But does the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota think
the price of a shirt will go down, under
the provisions of the bill?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I hope so, but I
doubt it. But neither do I oppose the
interest of the stockholders, for I think
many of the shirt manufacturers will be
able to provide decent jobs, if the bill is
enacted into law.

Mr. AIKEN. I agree that if the mills
receive this benefit, they will have to
share it with the workers, whose pay in
many instances has been rather low.

Mr. HUMPHREY. And thus provide
more and better jobs.

Mr. ATIKEN. Ever since I was knee-
high, the textile industry has been rather
notorious for the low wages it pays. So
I certainly hope Congress takes steps to
improve that situation, before the al-
ready low wages in that industry become
so low that they reach the level of pay in
the South Pacific; where thev would go
from there, no one knows.

Mr. HUMP. . The Senator from
Vermont tells a sad story; the wages in
this industry have been low indeed.

But, Mr. President, be that as it may,
the present situation in the cotton textile
industry is intolerably bad, and the pend-
ing bill is better than no bill. One of
these days we shall reach a point where
the free market is operating and where
cotton is produced and can be purchased
on the market at competitive world
prices. This could be done by providing
a production payment in the amount of
the difference between a fair return to
our producers and the market price.
That is the way we should proceed; and
the manufacturers agree, and a substan-
tial number of the producers agree. But
Congress has been reluctant to do this. I
favor it because it will be better for the
producers, for the manufacturers, and
for the consumers.

On the other hand, hundreds of per-
sons—producers, workers, textile mill op-
erators, and consumers—who have come
to my office, constantly have told me,
“But you cannot pass this bill.” The
same statement was made by many Mem-
bers of the other body. Two or three dis-
tinguished Members of the other body
said, “The Talmadge-Humphrey bill,
providing for direct payments, is great,
and it should be passed, but it cannot be
passed in the House.” And on this side
we hear certain Senators say of that bill,
“It is great, but it cannot be passed in
the Senate.”

Mr. President, the bill before us is for
the purpose of reducing the supplies of
cotton, achieving a better balance for
cotton, and providing the world price
for our mills, so they will not be sub-
jected to unfair competition by foreign
textile manufacturers, and at the same
time providing a reasonable price to the
producers. The bill has merit. It has
some weaknesses, But I have not yet
found a bhill which did not contain weak-
nesses.

The only question is, which of the
many proposals thus far advanced would
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be the best? Anyone who claims that
any one of these proposals would be a
cure-all is deceiving himself and is at-
tempting to deceive the Senate and the
public.

I shall not attempt to deceive anyone.
I do not find any one of these proposals
ironclad or airtight or sure-cure work-
able. But they are better than doing
nothing.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield further to
me?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. MILLER. I should like to ask the
Senator a few more questions, in order
to continue our colloquy—first, in regard
to the wheat section; and then in regard
to the cotton section.

One thing that causes the Senator from
Iowa to look with considerable suspicion,
and not a little prejudice, toward the
wheat section is the following statement
in the committee report:

The two certificates provided in the bill
will not only serve to hold budgetary costs
in line but permit levels of price support for
wheat in relation to Its uses. With non-
certificated wheat priced at close to its feed-
ing value in relation to corn, substitution of
wheat for feed grains would be feasible.

The Senator certainly knows, because
there are feed grain producers in his
State.
beMr. HUMPHREY. A substantial num-

g

Mr. MILLER. There are some live-
stock growers in his State. One of the
great livestock markets is in St. Paul.
He knows that if wheat competes with
the regular feed grains, the feed grain
price is bound to drop. He knows that
when there are low feed grain prices,
there are low livestock prices. He also
knows that the prices on livestock today
are horrible. A sort of time bomb exists
in the wheat section of the bill.

The Senator from South Dakota and
I, in a colloquy the other day, discussed
the point. I recognize that if we wish
to take a pessimistic view of things—if
we wish to forecast wheat prices on the
basis of a 70 million acre planting of
wheat—we may find that we shall have
a great deal of cheap wheat.

But in view of the fact that the Sen-
ator from Minnesota recognizes that the
70 million acre forecast is radically
wrong, and that it will probably be 53
million acres, the Secretary of Agricul-
ture has administrative discretion to
take some action. It seems to me it
would be rather unfortunate to hold out
to our livestock producers and our feed
grain producers the possibility of having
that type of provision in the bill.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from South Dakota. We had quite
a colloquy on the subject the other day.
It is very important that the problem be
discussed fully. I do not know whether
we shall clarify the situation, but at least
we can discuss it.

Mr. McGOVERN. No one is more
concerned than I am about the relation-
ship of wheat and feed grain prices to
the livestock industry. I have always
thought that feed was the basic ingre-
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dient in determining the price of live-
stock. I do not think there is any
question about it. We have had a great
deal of discussion about the influence of
foreign imports on our livestock mar-
kets. I believe the basic ingredient in
determining the price of livestock and
hogs is the price of feed grains.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator from
South Dakota and the Senator from
Iowa share that observation 100 percent.
But apparently we part company when it
comes to forecasting what the price of
wheat will be next fall.

Mr, McGOVERN, I understand; buf
I think the point that the Senator is
concerned about is that some of the
wheat under the bill now before the
Senate will move into the market at its
feed grain equivalent price.

Mr. MILLER. The committee report
states:

With noncertificated wheat priced at close
to its feeding value in relation to corn, sub-
stitution of wheat for feed grains would be
feasible.

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator is cor-
rect. If we do not pass the proposed
legislation, no Senator can predict exact-
ly what the price of wheat will be. But
it seems to me commonsense that when
we have a price-support level which is
set by law at 50 percent of parity, which
is $1.26 a bushel—that is the figure the
Secretary is bound by law to use on the
1964 crop—and that if that is the only
support which is put on the entire wheat
crop, the problem that the Senator from
Iowa is worried about will be aggravated
10 times over. Then everything would
move into the market with nothing to
support it other than the compliance
wheat support price of $1.26 a bushel.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL~
LotT in the chair). Does the Senator
from Minnesota yield to the Senator
from Iowa?

Mr. HUMPHREY. 1yield.

Mr. MILLER. Is the Senator sug-
gesting that if the Secretary should take
the administrative discretion that the
Senator himself referred to, and that if
the plantings amount to 53 million acres,
which is the best evidence now, the ceil-
ing on the price of wheat will be $1.24,
merely because that is the maximum
support price the Secretary can use?

-Mr. McGOVERN. In the absence of
legislation, if the Secretary used all the
authority at his discretion, and if we
could move our exports according to the
most optimistic estimates, and if weath-
er conditions should follow the tradi-
tional pattern, it might be that wheat
would move to $1.40 or $1.45 a bushel.
But that is still considerably below the
support level that we are suggesting in
the bill. The bill would hold wheat at
$2 a bushel for about half the crop and
would support our exports around $1.55
or $1.60 or higher. It would leave only
a comparatively small percentage of the
wheat moving into the market at the
noncertificate value.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator referred
to a small amount. I wonder if he has
any estimate of how much the noncer-
tificated wheat would amount to.
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Mr. McGOVERN. 1 judge it would
amount to about 200 million bushels—
somewhere around 15 or 20 percent of
the total crop.

Mr. MILLER. I am sure the Senator
recognizes that 200 million bushels of
cheap wheat in competition with regular
feed grains would depress the feed grains
market.

Mr. McGOVERN. I believe this is the
way to draw the comparison: Under the
bill now pending before the Senate, we
would probably have about 200 mil-
lion bushels of noncertificated wheat,
which is the low-priced wheat which the
Senator is concerned about.

If we do not pass the bill, we shall
have probably 1.2 billion or more bushels
of noncertificated wheat all pressing on
the feed market. It is quite possible that
because of the various conditions to
which the Senator has referred, the price
would level out at somewhere above the
price support of $1.26. It might go as
high as $1.40. It might go to $1.45. But
I remind the Senator that this is still
60 or 65 cents below the level that we are
trying to achieve in the proposed legis-
lation before the Senate.

There are provisions in the bill about
which I am not overly enthusiastic. But
there is one thing of which I am abso-
lutely sure. If we do not pass the pro-
posed legislation, we shall administer an-
other serious blow, not only to the wheat
farmers, but also to the livestock and
cattle producers of the country, by caus-
ing the whole wheat crop to overhang
feed markets.

Mr. MILLER. Iam sure thatthe Sen-
ator from South Dakota is sincere in his

purpose. The Senator from Iowa is not
trying to impugn his motives at all. We
all recognize that there can be quite a
cleavage in judgment on the question. I
am sure the Senator from South Dakota
recognizes that 200 million bushels of
cheap wheat competing against our feed
grains would have a depressing effect on
our feed grains market. Would it not?

Mr. McGOVERN. It would have
about one-sixth as much of a depressing
effect as if all the wheat were moving in
the market at that price.

Mr. MILLER. Perhaps one-tenth.
But the question is, Would 200 million
bushels of cheap wheat not be responsible
for a depressing effect on our regular feed
grains market? I think that is the ques-
tion, If the Senator does not desire to
answer it——

Mr. HUMPHREY. First, much of the
noncertificated wheat will be raised in
feed grain deficit areas. Most of the
certificated wheat that would be included
under these two types of certificates
would come from areas in which there is
traditional wheat production and in
which there is an abundance of feed
grains.

Why should a farmer raise noncertifi-
cated wheat, when there are plenty of
feed grains in the area, if he can get a
better price for certificated wheat? The
economics of the proposal answers all
the worries that arise. That is the won-
derful thing about price. Price takes
care of some of the biggest troubles we
have. If a farmer receives $2 a bushel
for wheat, how foolish would he have to
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be to produce wheat for $1.30? Why do
that for feed grains when he can produce
corn under the feed grain program under
which he can get good production and a
good price? The areas that would pro-
duce the noncertificated wheat would be
the areas of the country in which there
are feed grains deficits.

Mr. MILLER. Is there anything in
the bill to assure us of that?

Mr. HUMPHREY. No; there is only
the commonsense of the farmer, and
that cannot be put in the bill.

Mr. MILLER. This bill is not going
to be based on the decision as to whether
we agree or disagree with the common-
sense of the farmer.

Mr. HUMPHREY. He is a pretty
shrewd fellow.

Mr. MILLER. He isshrewd enough to
recognize the time bomb in the bill; and
I am receiving letters from some of them
who are shrewd enough to know what is
going to happen to feed grains if this
provision goes into effect. They know
that if there are 200 million bushels of
cheap wheat, it will have a depressing
effect on the feed grain market.

Is there not some way to restrict pro-
duction of noncertificated wheat to cer-
tain areas, so we will be sure there will
not be competition with feed wheat, or
is there a way of doing so with noncer-
tificated wheat? I call attention to this
point in the committee report——

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have read it
twice.

Mr., MILLER. I shall read it for the
third time, because it does not say any-
thing about uncertificated wheat being
grown in normal feed grain areas. It
reads this way:

With noncertificated wheat priced at close
to its feeding value in relation to corn, sub-

stitution of wheat for feed grains would be
feasible.

It does not say it will be feasible in
areas where there are no feed grains; it
says it is going to be feasible. That to
me is a clear warning. I give the com-
mittee credit for being fair about it, and
putting it down in black and white, if
Senators will take the time to read it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. There are two
troubles with the Senator from Iowa's
reasoning. The first trouble is that he
makes an argument to make the bill a
compulsory bill. We already have re-
jected that. We are not going to tell
farmers in certain areas they can or
cannot produce wheat that will sell at
certain prices, and say that a certain
amount is noncertificated. To do this it
would be necessary to have basic, man-
datory, controls.

The Senator from Iowa would abhor
that. We would hear his voice ringing
through the Chamber that this is social-
ism, collectivism. We do not want that
happening.

The second point is that the Senator
from Iowa says that if he has a choice
between a headache and a heart attack,
he is going to take the heart attack. We
all admit that a little noncertificated
wheat will be produced. Everybody
knows that in certain instances, that can
have some effect on feed grain prices.
But almost everybody also knows that
most of the noncertificated wheat will be
produced in areas of feed grain deficit.
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The Senator from Iowa does not want
to face an alternative. He likes to deal
with theory. He does not like to admit
what is going to happen if there are 1.2
billion bushels of wheat noncertificated.
Then his corn prices would really ache.
Believe me, those “corns” would ache.

The Senator from South Dakota says
there might be as much as 200 million
bushels of noncertificated wheat. The
Senator from Iowa says, “But think of
what this is going to do to feed grains.”

Let me tell the Senator that if 200 mil-
lion bushels of noncertificated wheat
priced at the feed equivalent value of
corn are going to mean a real economic
stomach ache, there is going to be a real
disaster if the 1.2 billion bushels of
wheat are noncertificated. It would be
a disaster.

So I suggest to the Senator from Iowa
that he content himself with “Dr. Mec-
Govern’s” formula. He does not say,
“Here is a sure cure,” but he promises to
relieve the Senator of his misery.

Mr. MILLER. I am sure the Senator
from Minnesota will not mind if I point
out to him that I was not suggesting any
compulsory controls; I was merely sug-
gesting that under this voluntary—and
I use the word “voluntary” most ad-
visedly—program which has been
dreamed up, we should add a little more
voluntariness by saying we want the
farmers to volunteer to have a program
under which they will not raise noncerti-
ficated wheat in a certain area. It is
still voluntary. I am not suggesting any
controls, Of course, those who volunteer
to do this will be under some compulsion.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator puts
the word “volunteer” in quotes.

Mr. MILLER. In double quotes. I
suggest that if a farmer is to volunteer
to go into the program, he should volun-
teer a little further, and not grow non-
certificated wheat in a feed grain area.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield, but I am
sorely tempted to “finish off” the Senator
on this.

Mr. McGOVERN, Go ahead.

Mr. HUMPHREY. No; I yield.

Mr. McGOVERN. I wonder if the
Senator from Iowa would want to offer
an amendment that would put all the
wheat under a certificate plan?

Mr. MILLER. The Senator from Iowa
would like to word it this way: He does
not want the noncertificated wheat to be
coming in to compete with feed grains.
The committee report says it is going to
do that. I think we have reached a
mighty poor state in our agricultural
programs when this is the best we can
propose.

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator from
Iowa must be implying that he wants all
the wheat to be competing with feed
grains.

Mr. MILLER. No; the Senator from
Iowa does not say that at all. If one
wants to be a pessimist and say that all
the “ifs” that the Senator from Minne-
sota says might happen, are going to
happen, I point out that the Senator
from Vermont [Mr. Amken], who is a
most distinguished member of the Agri-
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culture Committee, and who has been
around the Congress for longer than the
Senator from Iowa and the Senator from
South Dakota have, pointed out—and he
did not use his own figures; he used the
Department of Agriculture figures the
other day—that we are not going to have
a depressed wheat market, certainly not
along the lines suggested by the Senator
from South Dakota and the Senator from
Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. If that is the case,
the noncertificated wheat will be higher
in price than the feed equivalent of feed
grains. The wheat will be at a higher
price. If there is a short supply, the
noncertificated wheat price will be above
the world market price.

The Senator cannot have it both ways.
If the Senator wants to put all grains
under controls, let us do it and have
it known as the “Iowa compulsion plan.”
Everyone would have a certificate for
everything he grew or no controls could
be put on grains. That would be known
as the “Iowa emancipation plan.” It
would mean that every farmer could
produce all he wished at the price of the
feed grain equivalent. Or there could
be a program which would encourage
farmers to move into voluntary produc-
tion controls. There would be some
feed grains left over and some wheat
left over, not covered by certificates. But
that would be primarily in the feed grain
deficit areas, because in other areas they
would plant more desirable crops. For
example soybeans might be produced,
at a much higher income.

So the Senator from Iowa is perhaps
too worried about a little line in the
report. I am almost about to ask unani-
mous consent to delete that line from
the committee report, if it will result
in putting the Senator in a state of men-
tal tranquility.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator knows
there would be a “small” objection to
removing this line from the committee
report.

May I ask the Senator from Minnesota
another question?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Please.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator from Min-
nesota and the Senator from South
Dakota are wholeheartedly in support
of the bill.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am in support of
the bill.

Mr. MILLER. Halfheartedly?

Mr. HUMPHREY. No; I am in sup-
port of the bill. I am wholeheartedly in
support of my own bill, but that did not
gain approval.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, there is
another part of the bill which I believe
merits attention, and I should like to ask
the Senator from Minnesota or the Sen-
ator from South Dakota, or both, about
this, because none of us up in that part
of the country grows cotton, but we do
grow feed grains, soy beans, and live-
stock, so naturally we are interested in
that part of the cotton bill.

On page 15 of the committee report,
there is a table which shows that under
present lJaw some 14,900,000 acres would
be planted in cotton under present law,
but if we pass this bill there would be only
12,600,000 acres planted, which means
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that 2,300,000 acres would be taken out
of cotton planting, for which the pro-
ducer would be paid.

Then on the next page, page 16 of the
committee report, it says, in addition to
other benefits the producer would get,
such as support payments and the like,
that:

In addition, producers choosing the do-
mestic allotment would have the opportunity
to earn income from alternative uses of the
acreage that would otherwise be devoted to
the production of cotton.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Yes.

Mr. MILLER. It seems to me there
would be danger there. Perhaps we
should pay the farmer more for taking
acreage out of production, as we did in
the emergency feed grain program; but
in the emergency feed grain program we
do not permit them to plant cotton be-
cause they cannot grow cotton. Now we
would permit the cotton producer to grow
soybeans and feed grains, and in addi-
tion would be paying him.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me yield to the
distinguished Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. Eastranp]l who is quite familiar
with that section of the bill. He will be
glad to answer the Senator’s question.

Mr. EASTLAND. I agree with the
Senator about corn. In many areas of
the South, corn is not a problem. There
is a need for soybeans, and soybeans
would be planted largely on this acreage.
The Department of Agriculture states
that we need 3 million additional acres
of soybeans. Soybeans at present are
directly competitive with cottonseed—
seed cotton. Two-thirds are in vege-
table oils and fats which are directly
competitive with soybean products. If
it does not go into cotton, we have cut
down on two-thirds of the cofton that
the producer would be making into food,
vegetable oils, and fats.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is a good
point to mention.

Mr. MILLER. May I ask the Senator
from Mississippi this question. Then
why have we not permitted the growing
of soybeans? Why should we pay for
taking acres out of production?

Mr. EASTLAND. We would be reduc-
ing the cotton stocks and thereby reduc-
ing the cost of the cotton to the Treas-
ury.
Mr. HUMPHREY. By a substantial
amount.

Mr. EASTLAND. The Senator from
Minnesota is correct.

Mr. MILLER. Yes, but my point is
this: If we reduce costs to the Treasury,
that is commendable, but why should we
permit a farmer to take cotton out of
production and turn right around and
plant soybeans?

Mr. EASTLAND. He would be turning
right around and growing the same thing
that would be grown there if it were in
cotton.

Mr. MILLER. All right. Then why
do we pay him for taking acreage out of
production?

Mr. EASTLAND. Because we are re-
ducing the surplus of cotton—the lint.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The existing pro-
gram is more costly than the one being
contemplated, as the Senator from Mis-
sissippi has wisely and most fortunately
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pointed out, because it has not been
stressed too much in this discussion that
competition from cottonseed oil and cot-
tonseed meal which would result from
continuation of a high level of cotton
production would more than offset any-
thing that was paid out under this
program.

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator
from Mississippi. He has given us valu-
able and helpful information; but if it
is profitable for a man to take cotton out
of production and grow soybeans, why
must we pay him to change the crop?

Mr. EASTLAND. There is a tremen-
dous surplus of cotton. This is one way
of reducing the stocks. It costs $90 mil-
lion a year to pay the storage fees. This
is one small item. We are saving the
Treasury money, and we are giving sup-
port to the industry on a sound basis, to
enable it, in future years, to stand on its
own feet without a subsidy.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield further?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. MILLER. Why does not the cot-
ton farmer take some of his cotton out of
production and put it into soybeans with-
out any loss or prodding from the Federal
Government ?

Mr. EASTLAND. Why does he not do
that?

Mr. MILLER. Yes.

Mr. EASTLAND. Because he is plant-
ing cotton there.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Because under the
existing price support——

Mr. MILLER. Would he not make
more money growing soybcans?

Mr. EASTLAND. The Secretary of
Agriculture stated that we need 3 mil-
lion additional acres of soybeans.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe what the
Senator from Iowa is indicating is that
if soybeans are good as a crop as I be-
lieve they are, as he believes they are, and
as we have found them to be, why does
not the cotton farmer in certain areas
automatically reduce his cotton plantings
and go into soybeans?

Mr. MILLER. That is what I am try-
ing to get at.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The answer is that
under the existing price support pro-
gram, which will expire, the farmer
finds that he can continue his tradi-
tional marketing production, using his
regular machinery and the type of
skilled labor he utilizes for this kind of
operation, and can get a better income
than if he shifted to soybean production.

Mr. EASTLAND. The factor of acre-
age allotments is also involved. Land
values in a cotton area are based on
them. If he switched to another crop,
the farmer would lose that advantage.
The value of his farm is so protected. I
believe if we took all acreage controls-
off cotton, there would not be as much
cotton planted, because planting is car-
ried on, in many cases, to protect the
history of cotton planting. The farm
retains its value based on a history of
cotton planting. I believe that is only
one of the reasons, however.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yicld further?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
soN in the chair). Does the Senator



4116

from Minnesota yield to the Senator
from Iowa?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. MILLER. Apparently the record
shows that soybeans will be grown on
retired acres, but I notice that the com-
mittee report states that the acreage
otherwise devoted to production of cotton
could be used for alternative purposes.

Was any consideration given in com-
mittee as to whether the alternative use
should be confined, for example, to soy-
beans, rather than to any other crop?

Mr. EASTLAND. 1 told the Senator’s
colleague that I would favor an amend-
ment to provide that corn should not be
planted on the land. Oats and feed
grain, on which there are no crop con-
trols, could be planted, or at least I do
not see why they should not be planted.

Mr. MILLER. What about soybeans
only?

Mr. HUMPHREY. There are no acre-
age controls on soybeans.

Mr. MILLER. I realize that. Suppose
an amendment were to provide that if
there were to be an alternative use, it
should be soybeans, of which, the Secre-
tary of Aegriculture indicates we need
more. I wonder if the Senator from
Mississippi would be amenable to such
an amendment.

Mr. EASTLAND. No; I stated to the
Senator’s colleague that I would vote for
an amendment that corn should not be
planted on this land because of the enor-
mous amount of money we use to sub-
sidize the corngrowers of this country.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator from
Iowa realizes that that is what the Sen-
ator from Mississippi indicated he had
told my senior colleague from Iowa. But

..the question is, since it appears that the
soybean crop is what we are discuss-
ing——

Mr. EASTLAND. I do not know that
that is all we are discussing. We are
talking about pastures. We are talking
about vegetables. We are talking about
fruits. Of course, it depends on the
area. In some areas it might go into
fruits, for which there might be a de-
mand. In some areas it might go into
vegetables, for which there might be a
demand. In some areas soybeans would
not grow at all.

Mr. MILLER. I appreciate very much
the Senator’s indicating his attitude. An
effort will be made to talk things over.
Perhaps we can reach an agreement
which will make the bill a better bill. I
thank the Senator from Minnesota for
yielding.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen-
ator from Iowa for his questioning. As
he has said, this discussion with the
Senator from Mississippi has been very
helpful. I should like to explore the
possibility the Senator from Mississippi
has indicated with respect to the matter
of the corn crop because of our type of
corn program.

Mr. EASTLAND. So far as corn is
concerned, I believe it would be perfectly
safe, because none of the land would be
planted in corn anyway.

Mr. HUMPHREY. So far as we know.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the
Department of Agriculture has estimated
that of the 2 or 2% million acres of cot-
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ton acreage that would be diverted,
about one-fourth would probably be de-
voted to soybeans, about one-fourth to
feed grains, and the remainder probably
would be devoted to hay and pasture, or
taken out of cultivation.

According to these estimates, only
about one-third of 1 percent of the feed
grain crop of the country would be grown
on diverted acres.

AMENDMENT NO. 448

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
send to the desk an amendment to es-
tablish a Commission on the U.S. Food
and Fiber Policy, as recommended by
the President of the United States in his
agricultural message.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed,
and will lie on the table.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I rise to
speak concerning the amendment which
will be offered by the Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. Hruskal, for himself, and
Senators AIKEN, ALLOTT, CARLSON, DoMI-
NICcK, HICKENLOOPER, HOLLAND, JORDAN of
Idaho, KucHEL, MECHEM, MILLER, MUNDT,
PEarRsoN, SmMpsoN, Tower, and myself.
It is amendment No. 434.

I ask unanimous consent that I may
suggest the absence of a quorum, with-
out losing my right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered. The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the role.

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

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

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, the
amendment to which I referred prior to
suggesting the absence of a quorum
would place an import quota on fresh,
chilled, or frozen beef, veal, mutton, and
lamb.

I shall not read the amendment in full.
It is directed toward preserving the
American market for the American
farmer. I hope Congress will take action
to curb the excessive importations of
meat. We are facing a disaster so far
as the price of livestock is concerned.

This impending disaster is not limited
to ranchers and feeders and farmers who
raise a small amount of livestock and sell
it. FPeed of all kinds is turned into live-
stock production. The excessive im-
ports affect agricultural producers of
hay and grain, and pastures, and all
manner of feed grains.

I hope that the Members of the ma-
jority party will take due notice of this
important situation. I hope that it does
not become a political issue. If it does,
I am sure the American people will hold
responsible the political party which con-
trols the Congress and the executive de-
partment. -

I would rather have a solution than an
issue. It would be most disastrous for
our country if we were to have a depres-
sion. If we have a depression, it will
probably start with agriculture. If we
have an agricultural depression, one of
the things that will set it in motion, as
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much as or more than anything else, will
be disastrously low prices for livestock.

That time is here now. We face a situ-
ation of excessive imports. Yet the
farmer, the rancher, and the feeder have
no one in the executive branch who
speaks up for them as their friend.

I call attention to the fact that only
as far back as 1957 our imports of beef
and veal amounted to 2.5 percent of our
total production. It has gone up since
that time. In 1958 it had jumped to 6.3
percent of our production. In 1959 it
was 7.2 percent. In 1960 it dropped, for
some reason or other, to 4.9 percent of
our production. In 1961 it went up to
6.3 percent. In 1962 it went to 8.9 per-
cent. In 1963 it was almost 11 percent.

After it was allowed to reach these un-
reasonably excessive and damaging lev-
els, the administration entered into an
agreement with Australia and New Zea-
land to freeze these injustices at an av-
erage of the imports for 1962 and 1963.

It was a tragedy that no member of the
Cabinet felt a responsibility to oppose
that disastrous action. The Secretary
of Agriculture supported it. The Secre-
tary of Commerce, if press reports are
true, labeled those who criticized it as
“whiners.” I believe it is time for Con-
gress to notice what is taking place. Im-
mediately after the agreements with Aus-
tralia and New Zealand, the Australians
boasted that for the first time they had
been guaranteed a future in the meat
market in the United States.

Why do we try to make all our agri-
cultural programs so complicated?
Would it not be simpler to start by say-
ing that whatever market exists in the
United States, shall first be given to the
American producers? I believe that is
the responsibility of Congress. Section 8
of article I of the Constitution provides
among other things:

The Congress shall have power to regu-
late commerce with forelgn nations.

Under a false plea of bringing peace
to the world, Congress has delegated that
power to the executive for about 30 years,
and there has not been any peace since.

A good citizen of Nebraska, who is a
hobbyist in shortwave radio, happened
to tune in to an Australian broadcast af-
ter this administration and the Secretary
of Agriculture had frozen the existing in-
justice on the American people. That
broadecast gleefully told about the ad-
vantage that Australia had gained by its
agreement with the United States. They
scoffed at the idea that there was sup-
posed to be a slight reduction from the
1963 imports by saying that that was a
small price to pay for the permanent
place that they had secured in the Amer-
ican market. P

Why should we surrender the market
in the United States when we have an
agricultural situation of surpluses result-
ing from a price-support program that
costs a great deal of money, and when we
are wrestling with overproduction?
Why, then, do we invite imports into this
country?

Those who have argued for the sur-
render by Congress to the executive de-
partment of the power to control imports
and exports have always ended by say-
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ing: “We must do this to provide a peace-
ful world.” I challenge them to prove
their case. There has been no peace in
the world since the silly trade agreement
idea was first introduced. When the
bombs dropped on Pearl Harbor on De-
cember 7, 1941, who was Japan’s best
customer? It was the United States.
What was the first country in South
America to go Communist? Itwas Cuba;
and no country in the history of the
world has ever had the trade concessions
that Cuba has had from the United
States.

I challenge the proponents of free
trade and the trade agreemeunts to prove
their case.

They have offered it under a promise
that it would bring prosperity, it would
restore employment, and would provide
peace. We know that today the cotton
industry is in great trouble, and that one
of the factors is imports.” Not long ago
Congress passed a program to provide
grants to the States to support commer-
cial fishing. Why? Because we would
not face the problem of fish imports.
Today, there is a feeling of depression.
There are lower prices on every farm
and every ranch and in every town or
city supported by agriculture because of
depressed livestock prices.

Our Government has had the audacity
to take this injustice, give it permanence,
and enter into an agreement with Aus-
tralia and New Zealand to guarantee
them a sizable portion of the domestic
market.

It has been quite humiliating to me as
a member of the Committee on Rules and
Administration, when asked to look into
the wrongdoing and corruption that
went on under the dome of the Capitol,
to learn that a part of the wealth ac-
cumulated by the individual whom we
are investigating consisted of fees re-
ceived from meat importers. Why do
we make the entire agricultural program
so complicated? Why must American
people be paid to use produets manufac-
tured in American factories? Why must
we pay foreigners to take our products?
Why make the program so complicated
and expensive? Why do we not give to
American farmers the market that exists
here?

How can we exercise control of pro-
duction or influence the supply in any
way by restricting production within the
United States, and then leave the doors
open for unlimited imports to flow in the
United States?

Why should we restrict the production
of feedstuffs, and then invite the im-
portation of meat and meat products?
If the meat were produced outside the
United States, of course the corn, the
oats, the alfalfa, the hay, the sorghums,
and all the other feeds used in producing
the meat would also have been produced
outside the United States—although that
is not quite correct, because some per-
sons operate in the livestock feeding
business just beyond the boundaries of
the United States, and buy feed grains
under an export subsidy, and feed their
livestock there, and then import it to the
United States.

I presume that before the vote on this
amendment is taken, all sorts of promises
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will be made; and it will be suggested
that the amendment should be referred
to the committee. I think the situation
is so serious that the committee should
study it, but I do not think it necessary
that we withhold action. The Hruska
amendment is a very modest one, and it
should be adopted now.

In addition, the Finance Committee
should hold a hearing on the broad pic-
ture involved in the excess imports of
livestock and meat and meat products.

The Hruska amendment would limit
the imports of these items to the addi-
tional amount imported in the 5-year
period ending December 1, 1962. That
would be some relief from the adminis-
tration’s agreement with Australia and
New Zealand, which would limit the im-
ports to the average for the period 1962-
63. But, in addition, it would bring some
relief to agriculture. It is at least one
move which we can take now to prevent
a disastrous farm depression—which is
what we are headed for if in the next
31 years we do as we have done in the
last 235 years, in taking action so dam-
aging -to the rural areas of the United
States.

Mr. ATIKEN. Mr. President, at this
point will the Senator from Nebraska
yield for a question?

Mr. CURTIS. I am glad to yield.

Mr. ATKEN. Does the Senator from
Nebraska know how much the price of
the various cuts of meat to the consum-
ers has been reduced since the large in-
crease in imports has been permitted?
Has that saving been passed on to the
consumers? I have not observed any
indication of it in the restaurants.

Mr. CURTIS. Not in any large de-
gree. The big item in the cost of the
food to our people is the charge for labor,
including the labor in connection with
packaging, advertising, transportation,
refrigeration, and so forth. As the Sen-
ator from Vermont well knows, the price
paid to the farmer often is not reflected
at all in the price charged to the con-
sumer.

Mr. AIKEN. Yes.

Mr. CURTIS. It is claimed that in
connection with meat, the reduction
flows on in some way, in terms of the
price, to the consumer. I think some
distributors have passed on the differ-
ence; I believe others have not done so.
But I also believe that the U.S. con-
sumer never gains from importations,
for in the long run they drive out the
competition at home; and thus in the
long run the consumers pay more.

Mr. President, certainly this agricul-
tural bill is a proper one to which to add
an amendment to curb the importations
of meat and meat products.

As a member of the Finance Commit-
tee, I shall vote for the Hruska amend-
ment, and I hope it will become law. I
believe it should. Even if it does, I be-
lieve that the plan of the Finance Com-
mittee to hold hearings is still a good
one, and such hearings will be in order,
because we are dealing with an important
situation; and the Ellender amendment,
which is offered to the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938, will bring some
relief, although it will not satisfactorily
settle the whole matter.
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For some time I have felt that we
should take the 1957 level of imports as
a base. They were reasonable imports.
In no sense did they constitute an em-
bargo on foreign meat and meat prod-
ucts, nor was there any intention that
we should hold our imports in the future
down to the 1957 level.

When the last Trade Agreements Act
was considered in 1962, I offered an
amendment which would have estab-
lished the policy with respect to agricul-
tural products that we should take 1957

as a base, that our imports be limited -

to the 1957 level, and that every effort
be made to maintain our exports at the
1957 level. The amendment obtained a
sizable number of votes but, of course,
fell far short of adoption.

In the early part of 1963, the Congress
passed the feed grains bill. That feed
grains bill contained many features that
were not satisfactory. Nevertheless, it
was a vehicle by which an endeavor was
made to do something for American agri-
culture. When the feed grains bill was
pending, the Senator from Nebraska
now speaking offered an amendment
which would have imposed a 25-percent
additional ad valorem tariff on livestock,
meat, and meat products whenever they
exceeded the 1957 level.

At that time we obtained about 28
votes. We fell far short of enough votes
for enactment of the measure.

However, at the present time every
Senator must be aware of the disastrous
situation which our livestock industry is
facing. It is disturbing to every pro-
ducer of livestock, every worker, and
every businessman in a city or town sup-
ported by agriculture. It isof grave con-
cern to every country banker and to every
city banker who depend upon the rural
market. Those people know that an un-
wise and unfair action has been taken
by our Government to give the market
away. They are aware that the respon-
sibility rests in Congress to do something
about it. They may formalize their
statement in legal terms, but they know
that under our system of government the
regulation of foreign commerce is the
responsibility of the legislative branch.

I hope that we can meet that responsi-
bility before consideration of the agri-
culture bill is completed. I commend to
Senators the Hruska amendment. Iurge
its adoption as an amendment to the bill.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr, President, first, I
should like to compliment my colleague
on the statement that he has made. I
thank him sincerely for his declared sup-
port of the Hruska amendment. I be-
lieve that this body recognizes in the Sen-
ator from Nebraska, who has just
spoken, that he has consistently sup-
ported the position that is reflected in
the Hruska amendment. The position
he has taken with reference to the tariffs
and the increase in tariffs is well known
because of the pendency of proposed leg-
islation that he has introduced. I am
sure that the Senator is aware that the
two agreements, the one with Australia
and the one with New Zealand, are predi-
cated on the proposition that there will
be no increase in tariffs of the United
States on either beef or veal products.
Am I corréct in making that assumption?
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Mr. CURTIS. I believe that is cor-
rect. There is practically no tariff on
meats now. In 1948, prior to the trade
agreement with the same countries men-
tioned, there was a tariff of 6 cents a
pound. That tariff was cut in half. A
tariff of 3 cents a pound is no protection
at the present time. The implication of
these agreements that there would be no
tariffi—that the countries involved were
guaranteed that amount of our market—
is a desertion of rural America on the
part of the Government officials respon-
sible for these agreements.

Again I commend the Senator for tak-
ing the lead in offering the amendment.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, within
the past few weeks I believe that the
Senator from Nebraska and his colleague
appeared before, sent statements to, or
had statements made before the U.S.
Tariff Commission.
the purpose of the hearing was directed
to the proposition that the present tariff
of 3 cents a pound should be reduced to
a cent and a half, and that the subject
be included on the list to be discussed
in the so-called Kennedy round of GATT
negotiations to be held in May of the
present year. Has the Senator any com-
ment on that subject in line with his
proposed legislation on the subject?

Mr. CURTIS. That is true. Not only
has our Government failed to give heed
to the plight of the livestock producers
of the country, but also they have on
two fronts attacked their own people—

First. in proposing further to reduce
the tariff;

Second. in the recent agreements
which would authorize an injustice upon
the livestock producers.

Mr. HRUSKA. The paragraph in
the United States-Australia agreement
which refers to the tariff, paragraph No.
2, reads as follows:

Australia undertakes to limit its exports
to the United States upon the understand-
ing that Australia will not be adversely
affected by such limitations in relation to
the position of other substantial suppliers
in the U.S. market, and so long as Aus-
tralia’s access to the U.S. market for beef,
veal, and mutton is not limited by an in-
crease in the duties on these products.

In other words, if the Congress should
undertake to increase the duties on those
products, it means that Australia’s
agreement undertaking to limit its ex-
ports into the United States would come
to an end. Is that a fair interpretation
of the agreement?

Mr. CURTIS. That is what the agree-
ment provides. I do not accept the
premise that legally Congress is without
power to act both as to quotas and as
to tariffs if we so choose.

Mr. HRUSKA. To say the least, how-
ever, a provision of that kind contained
in the agreement is a little presump-
tuous, since one independent and coequal
branch of the Government would under-
take to tell another independent and
coequal branch of the Government what
it shall or shall not do.

Mr. CURTIS. That is correct; with-
out the consent of the Congress the
agreement was made. Also it puts the
country in an awkward position of sub-
sequently committing an unfriendly act
in attempting to do something about the

On that occasion
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situation. The agreement should not
have been entered into.

Mr. HRUSKA. Among other provi-
sions in the bill there is the one that our
country “will take an active and leading
role in negotiating in the GATT arrange-
ments leading to expanding access in
meat importing countries.”

That is a commitment in the agree-
ment. Since the United States is now
the second largest importer of beef and
veal of any country in the world, if that
prearrangement is taken on its face, it
must mean that the State Department
and the Department of Agriculture will
take a position at the GATT negotia-
tions next May looking toward a further
reduction of the already ridiculously low
tarifis on beef and mutton. In other
words, by this agreement our Govern-
ment has already committed itself to a
lower tariff and to increase imports of
beef and mutton, without regard to the
effect upon the cattle and sheep indus-
tries.

Mr. CURTIS. That is correct. The
propaganda issued in reference to the
Australia-New Zealand agreements to
the American farmer has been to the
effect that it was merely a hold-the-
line agreement, and that imports would
not be increased.

But in addition to freezing the amount
of their present excessive imports, the
paragraph read by the Senator shows
they went further and made additional
concessions to foreign producers.

Mr. HRUSKA. I have searched the
agreement, and though it has limited im-
ports, beyond that the concessions are-in
favor of the exporting country, whether
it be Australia, New Zealand, or, most
recently, Ireland.

Mr. CURTIS. That is correct.

Mr. HRUSKA. I thank the Senator
very much for permitting me to ask these
questions.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I hope
when the roll is called there will be suf-
ficient votes for the Hruska amendment
to grant this much-needed protection to
our livestock producers.

I do not know how long this Govern-
ment can continue to run away from
problems and solve them by appropriat-
ing money. That is the course followed
with respect to many commodities.

This is not an amendment that would
attract the interest of the livestock pro-
ducers only. Producers of all types of
feed grains, hay, alfalfa, those who have
pastures, workers in our stockyards and
packing plants, and those who provide
the services to make our great packing
plants grow have a stake in the Hruska
amendment. Agriculture generally, a
great segment of the American economy,
is involved.

Let us not be fooled. Who is it that
is paging Senators from the floor at this
very hour, lobbying against the Hruska
amendment? I know of two such in-
stances. They were both importers of
meat.

Is this a bill for American agriculture,
or is it a bill for American importers?

A great many individuals make their
living or transact their business as it re-
lates to agricultural production, particu-
larly livestock, and they have a stake in
this provision.
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Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CURTIS. 1 yield.

Mr. MILLER. Do I correctly under-
stand that there are importers who are
actually trying to put pressure on Mem-
bers of the Senate to reject the Hruska
amendment?

Mr. CURTIS. They are not trying to
put pressure on me, but I know of an
instance in which they have been busy
around the building lobbying against
the Hruska amendment. Importers—at
least, their calling card identified them
as importers of meat—are in this build-
ing lobbying against the Hruska amend-
ment this afternoon.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator certainly
knows that within the past 3 years the
volume of imports has increased 162 per-
cent, while our domestic production has
increased only 10 percent. One wonders
how much more imports must be in-
creased before the importers will be
satisfied. :

Mr. CURTIS. They will never be
satisfied, and the promoters of free trade
will never reach the millennium they
proclaim. We have had nothing but
war since they foisted their program on
the United States. Drive across the east
coast of the Nation and look at the’
poultry houses that are closed up.
Journey to Lincoln, Nebr., where 2,000
watchworkers who were employed there
have left. The work is done in foreign
countries.

I do not advocate an embargo. I do
not advocate ‘‘no trade at all.” But
there is commonsense in everything.
Our imports of products of which we
have a surplus are excessive, and they
should be curtailed.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

Mr. HRUSEKA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the request
made of the Senator from Nebraska by
both Senators from the State of Nevada
to add their names as cosponsors of the
Hruska amendment be agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr, CURTIS. Mr. President, I am very
happy that the Senators from Nevada
have joined in this amendment. I be-
lieve that more than a majority of Sen-
ators would like to support it. I know
the administration has made a terrible
mistake in the agreement entered into.
I hope it will not compound the injury
done by joining importers in lobbying
against the Hruska amendment, because
we should enact the Hruska amendment
now before we get into a prolonged de-
bate on civil rights. Then, as soon as
possible, there should be committee
hearings by the Finance Committee on
the total overall meat importation prob-
lem.

The adoption of the Hruska amend-
ment would not prevent committee hear-
ings, and certainly promise of commit-
tee hearings should not be used as an
argument against adopting the Hruska
amendment. The Hruska amendment is
No. 434, and reads in part:

The total quantities of fresh, chilled, or
frozen beef, veal, mutton, and lamb which
may be entered, or withdrawn from ware-
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house, for consumption during any period
of twelve months shall not exceed the aver-
age annual quantities of such products im-
ported into the United States during the
five-year period ending on December 81, 1962.

A while ago I read into the REcorp the
fizures for the past few years. In 1963
we imported 11 percent, or thereabouts,
of our total veal and beef production.
In 1962 it was about 8 9 percent.

The administration entered into an
agreement freezing imports at the aver-
age of those 2 years. The Hruska
amendment would take off the year 1963
and consider the 5 years previous. It
would grant considerable relief from the
very bad agreement entered into, with-
out the consent of Congress, and I am
sure without the approval of any respon-
sible agricultural group in the country.
I do not know any of those groups that
support the recent agreement with Aus-
tralia and New Zealand.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presl-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CURTIS. 1yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. At a meeting
in the Kansas City area, in the heart of
the beef production area——

Mr. CURTIS. It was not Kansas
City; it was Omaha.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is get-
ting close to the fringe, but I believe it
was pointed out on the floor Friday that
about 2 or 3 months ago at that meet-
ing the beef producers and the swine
producers met not only with members of
the Department of Agriculture, but also
the State Department and recommended
against the action which the State De-
partment took. A couple of weeks after
that meeting, when they were diametri-
cally opposed, and were on record &s op-
posed, to the action of the administra-
tion in fixing import quotas at high
levels, pointing out the dangers that
would occur, this action was taken. So
they do not have the approval, so far as
I know, of any livestock producing asso-
ciation.

Mr. CURTIS. But with certain open
opposition.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. With certain
open opposition. Another point that was
mentioned on Friday which might also be
pointed out at this time, is that we have
a measure which is a vehicle that can be
used to correct the situation—namely,
the Hruska amendment.

In answer to the administration’s claim
that it should be handled administra-
tively rather than legislatively, I can
only point out that the administration’s
leader in the Senate—and I have joined
him—has seen fit to file a bill to correct
this legislatively. Why? Because ad-
ministratively it is not correcting it and
shows no particular evidence of correct-
ing it. So that would seem to me to be
one of the most careful arguments, even
if it is said that the majority leader him-
self and others, not only of the adminis-
tration’s party but of the other party,
feel that it will not be corrected admin-
istratively—and it must be done legisla-
tively—here is the vehicle and the oppor-

tunity to do it.
Mr. CURTIS. I thank the Senator for
calling that to our attention.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The bill filed
by the majority leader has gone to com-
CX—260
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mittee. It is not a proposed amendment
to this bill, but it indicates the belief
that the result must be achieved legisla-
tively. This is the opportunity to do it,
with the Hruska amendment.

Mr. CURTIS. I join the Senator from
Iowa [Mr. HIcKENLOOPER] in praising the
majority leader. It was not an easy thing
for him to do.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It was not.

Mr. CURTIS. But this action of the
administration is so outrageous and
shocking to everyone who has concern
for rural America that within a matter
of hours the administration leader in the
Senate filed a bill to grant some relief.
I joined in that. I know it was a difficult
thing for him to do. I commend him for
doing it. I believe now that the admin-
istration, instead of fighting such efforts,
should join in trying to bring about jus-
tice even though at such a late date.

There is another important reason why
it should not be done administratively. I
do not know that we have reached the
point in America where all the brains are
found to be in the Executive. I know
all the power is flowing from there rather
fast. But the Constitution says, in arti-
cle I, section 8:

The Congress shall have power to regulate
commerce with foreign nations——

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That has not
been passed on yet by the Supreme Court,
has it?

Mr. CURTIS. I do not believe so.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. In spite of the
plain language, the Supreme Court has
not “had at it” yet; has it?

Mr. CURTIS. It is an oversight if it
has not interfered in that field.

Every Senator and every official take
an oath to uphold the Constitution of the
United States. That, to my mind, means
what it says. The Constitution provides:

The Congress shall have power—

Then it goes ahead and enumerates
many powers—

to regulate commerce with foreign nations—

It is not an Executive prerogative.
The Executive acted without the consent
of Congress, openly against the wishes of
the great livestock industry, openly
against the interest of the livestock pro-
ducers, the businessman, the bankers,
the workers—everyone connected with
the industry related to livestock and
meat production.

I believe that the Congress has no al-
ternative but to act, and act now. The
longer we let this situation continue,
the more the foreign countries will rely
upon its validity and the more difficult it
will be to have it changed. That is why
I say I am for the Hruska amendment, I
am for committee hearings. I believe
both are necessary.

That may salve some consciences in
some quarters, by voting “Nay” on the
Hruska amendment on the ground that
there should be committee hearings.
Such a vote would be a mistake. There
should be both. Before the injustices
brought about by these outrageous agree-
ments are imbedded into the economic
fabric of Australia, New Zealand, and the
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United States, the Congress should act
to grant some relief,

The way to do that is to support the
Hruska amendment. Then the overall
picture should have such further atten-
tion and such further relief. Frankly, I
believe any imports over 5 percent are
outrageous, and I still believe legislation
ultimately should restrict it back to the
1957 level, but for now—the immediate
bill—my colleague from Nebraska has
chosen a wise course, a course that can-
not be resisted by those who are friends
of the farmer. It would give a great
amount of relief at once.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Nebraska yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I am happy to yleld.

Mr. HRUSKA. Does the Senator see
any inconsistency in opposition to the
amendment which the senior Senator
from Nebraska has proposed, on the
ground that it has not had any commit-
tee hearings, with the position taken by
the majority only last week, when it
successfully advocated placing on the
calendar a complex and far-reaching
bill dealing with constiutional questions,
with human relationships, with soecial
relationships, and business relationships
of the civil rights bill, which has not had
any hearings in this body except for one
witness interrogated by one Senator? Is
there any inconsistency in the mind of
the Senator from Nebraska in seeking
committee sessions on this relatively
simple operation embodied in the Hruska
amendment as opposed to no committee
hearings on the complicated legislation
which is on the calendar, debate on
which will start in a very short time?

Mr. CURTIS. There is no inconsist-
ency whatever. There is no inconsisten-
¢y in supporting the Hruska amendment.
If any Senator raises his voice and says,
“We must have some committee hearings
before we pass the Hruska amendment,”
I hope he will tell us whether he asked
for committee hearings before the ad-
ministration entered into the agreement
with Australia and New Zealand. That
question was not submitted to any com-
mittee of Congress. It was done on a
diplomatic level under this ridiculous
procedure that Uncle Sam can buy his
way to peace and to the solution of all
the world’s problems. We will find out,
after awhile, that we cannot bribe the
world with foreign aid, with donations
and trade concessions, and continue to
earn its respect.

1f we knew of a hardware merchant
who was overstocking his store with
more than he could sell, and yet he con-
tinued to buy, we would not respect him;
and if we did not respect him, we could
not trust his judgment and we could not
follow him.

Uncle Sam is caught with an oversup-
ply of agricultural commodities, and he
continues to buy and buy. Will the in-
telligent people of the world respect us?
Of course they will not. If they do not
respect us, will they follow us? Of
course they will not.

We must do the proper, businesslike
thing for our own people, or we cannot
expect the intelligent people of the world
to follow our views.

Mr. President, I yield the floor. ‘
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ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, what
is the pending question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is on agreeing to the
committee substitute, which is being con-
sidered as original text for the purpose
of amendment.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I understand that
presently no amendment to the commit-
tee substitute is pending.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. DIRKSEN. It is my understand-
ing that the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] would like to

_ submit his amendment to the cotton title
of the bill, and have his amendment
made the pending question, with the un-
derstanding that there will be little, if
any, debate on that amendment tonight.

Mr. ELLENDER. 8So far as I am con-
cerned, there will be no debate on it
tonight.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I see—but there will
be debate on the amendment tomorrow.

I wish to ask the majority leader
whether he has contemplated having
the Senate convene at an early hour to-
morrow. Inthat connection, I also won-
der about the situation for the remainder
of the week—in terms of whether the
committees will be able to meet during
the morning.

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is the intention
to have the Senate convene tomorrow at
11 a.m., and to have the Senate convene
on Wednesday at 10 am. The Senate
has already spent 3 days on this bill,
and we hope to reach a point where one
amendment—and I understand there are
many to be offered—will be offered to the
pending committee sustitute.

I understand from the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], whose word I
always take, that he does not con-
template having speeches made tonight
on his amendment to the committee sub-
stitute.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Ibelieve I fully under-
stand the problems confronting the
majority leader in connection with the
bill. I understand that thus far there
have not been requests for authorization
for committees to meet during the ses-
sions of the Senate during the remainder
of the week. Because of the existing
controversy and the feeling about both
of the titles of the pending bill, I believe
that, insofar as possible, Senators
should be present to hear the debate on
the bill. Under the circumstances, I
would object to any request for author-
ity for committees to meet when the
Senate is in session.

Mr, PELL. Mr. President, I wish the
Recorp to show that some of us have
canceled our engagements for today, be-
cause we understood that rolleall votes
would be taken today. Because of that
assumption, thecse engagements were
canceled in good faith.

AMENDMENT NO. 438

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, to
the committee substitute, I call up my
amendment No. 438, and modify it as
follows: On page 2, in line 13, after the
words “‘use of”, strike out “a year prior
to 1963”, and insert in lieu thereof: “an-
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other period, subject to such adjust-
ments as may be equitable,”.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
modification will be made.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that the
modified amendment of the Senator
from Louisiana to the committee sub-
stitute be printed at the appropriate
point in the REcorbD. :

There being no objection, the amend-
ment, as modified, to the committee sub-
situte, was ordered to be printed in the
REcorbp, as follows:

Beginning on page 8, line 2, strike out all
through page 19, line 8, as follows:

“TITLE I—COTTON

“Segc, 101. The Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1938, as amended, is amended by add-
ing the following new section:

*“‘Sgc. 348. In order to maintain and ex-
pand domestic consumption of upland cotton
produced in the United States and to prevent
discrimination agalnst the domestic users of
such cotton, notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the Commodity Credit Corpo-
ration, under such rules and regulations as
the Secretary may prescribe, is authorized
and directed for the period beginning with
the date of enactment of this section and
ending July 31, 1968, to make payments
through the issuance of payment-in-kind
certificates to persons other than producers
in such amounts and subject to such terms
and conditions as the Secretary determines
will eliminate inequities due to differences in
the cost of raw cotton between domestic and
forelgn users of such cotton, including such
payments as may be necessary to make raw
cotton in inventory on the date of enactment
of this section avallable for consumption at
prices consistent with the purposes of this
section: Provided, That for the period be-
ginning August 1 of the marketing year for
the first crop for which price support is made
avallable under section 103(b) of the Agril-
cultural 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 avallable for
domestic use at a price which is not in ex-
cess of the price at which such cotton is made
available for export.’

“Sec. 102. Section 385 of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1838, as amended, is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following: “This section also shall be appli-
cable 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:

“!(c) The Secretary of Agriculture Iis
hereby 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-
search 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 thereof;
(2) by changing the period at the end of the
second sentence thereof to a colon and add-
ing the following: ‘Provided, That the price
support for the 1964 crop shall be a national
average support price which reflects 30 cents
per pound for Middling one-inch cotton.’;
and (3) by adding at the end of such section
the following new subsections:
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“*(b) If producers have not disapproved
marketing quotas, the Secretary shall pro-
vide additional price support on the 1064,
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 1838, as amended.
Such additional support shall be at a level
up to 156 per centum in excess of the basic
level of support established under subsection
(a) and shall be provided on the normal
yleld of the acreage planted for harvest
within the farm domestic allotment.

“‘(¢) In order to keep upland cotton to
the maximum extent practicable in the nor-
mal 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 authorized
by this section and such section 348. In the
case of any certificate not presented for re-
demption within thirty days of the date of
its issuance, reasonable costs of storage and
other carrying charges as determined by the
Secretary for the period beginning  thirty
days after its issuance and ending with the
date of its presentation for redemption shall
be deducted from the value of the certificate.’

“(e) Section 401(b) of the Agricultural
Act of 1940, as amended, is amended by
striking in the second sentence thereof be-
fore ‘(8) ' the word 'and’, changing the period
at the end thereof to a comma and adding
the following: ‘and (9), In the case of upland
cotton, changes in the cost of producing such
cotton'.

“Sec. 104. Sectlon 407 of the Agricultural
Act of 1949, as amended, 1s 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:’

“Segc, 106. The Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1938, as amended, is amended by add-
ing a new section as follows:

“‘Sgc. 350. In order to provide producers
with a cholce program of reduced acreage and
higher price support, the Secretary shall es-
tablish for.each farm for the 1864, 1965, 19686,
and 1967 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)
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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
establiched: 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 na-
tional acreage allotment is proclaimed, re-
quired to make avallable from such crop an
‘amount of upland cotton equal to the esti-
mated domestic consumption for the market-
ing year for such crop. The Secretary shall
proclaim the national domestic acreage allot-
ment for the 1964 crop not later than April 1,
1964, and for each subsequent crop not later
than December 15 of the calendar year pre-
ceding the year in which the crop is to be
produced.’ "

“Sgc. 106. The Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1838, as amended, is amended as
follows:

“(1) The following new section is added to
the Act:

‘“'Sec. 349, (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 suc-
ceeding crop above one million bales less
than the carryover on the same date one
year earlier, if the carryover on such earller
date exceeds eight million bales. For the
1965, 1966, and 1967 crops, the Secretary may,
after sueh hearing and Jnvestigation as he
finds necessary, announce an export market
acreage which he finds will not increase 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 earlier,
if the carryover on such earlier date exceeds
elght million bales. Such export market
acreage shall be apportioned to the States on
the basis of the State acreage allotments es-
tablished under section 344 and apportioned
by the States to farms receiving allotments
under section 344, pursuant to regulations
issued by the Secretary, after considering
applications for such acreage 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 pur-
suant to this subsection, by which the acre-
age planted to cotton on the farm exceeds
the farm acreage allotment. For purposes of
sections 345 and 374 of this Act and the pro-
vislons 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 export market acre-
age shall b2 the sum of the farm acreage
allotment established under section 344 and
the maximum export market acreage. Ex-
port market acreage shall be in addition to
the county, State, and National acreage allot-
ments and shall not be taken into account
in establishing future State, county, and
farm acreage allotments. The provisions of
this section shall not apply to extra-long-
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staple cotton or to any farm which recelves
price support under section 103(b) of the
Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended.

“‘(b) The producers on any farm on which
there is 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 Secertary 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 mul-
tiplied by the export market acreage as deter-
mined pursuant to regulations issued by the
Secretary. The bond or other undertaking
given pursuant to this section shall provide
that, upon failure to comply with the terms
and conditions thereof, the person furnishing
such bond or undertaking shall be liable for
liquidated damages in an amount which the
Secretary determines and specifies in such
undertaking will approximate the amount
payable - on excess cotton under section
346(a). The Secretary may, in lleu of the
furnishing of a bond or other undertaking,
provide for the payment of an amount equal
to that which would be payable as liquidated
damages under such bond or other under-
taking. If such bond or other undertaking
is not furniched, or if payment in lieu 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 acre-
age allotment established under the provi-
sions of section 344 by more than the maxi-
mum export market acreage, the farm acre-
age allotment shall be the acreage so estab-
lished under section 344. Amounts collected
by the Secretary under this section shall be
remitted to the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion and used by the Corporation to defray
costs of encouraging export sales of cotton
under section 203 of the Agricultural Act of
1056, 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 li-
quidated damages provided for pursuant to
section 349 of this title.'

(3) Subsection (f) (8) of section 344 of the
Act is 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 section 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 Act of
1949, as amended, 75 per centum of the farm
domestic allotment establirh=d under section
350 for any such year, whichever is smaller’.

“{6) Subsection (b)(13) (B) of section 301
of the Act is amended by deleting the words
‘cotton or’.

“(6) Subsection b(13)(G) of sectlion 301
of the Act is amended by deleting ‘, cotton,’
wherever it appears.

“{7) Subsection (b)(13) of sectlon 301 of
the Act is amended by adding after subpara-
graph (G) new subparagraphs as follows:

“*(H) “Normal yleld” 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 immedlately
preceding the year in which the national
marketing quota for such crop is proclaimed.
If for any such year the data are not avall-
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able, or there is no actual yleld, an appraised
yield for such year, determined in accordance
with regulations issued by the Secretary,
shall be used as the actual yield 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 condltions and any sig-
nificant changes in production practices
during the three calendar years immediately
preceding the year in which such normal
yield is determined. If for any such year the
data are not available, or there 1s no actual
yield, then the normal yield for the farm
shall be appraised in accordance with regu-
lations of the Secretary, taking into consid-
eration abnormal weather conditions, the
normal yleld for the county, changes in pro-
duction practices, and the yleld in years for
which data are available.'”

and in lieu thereof, to insert:

“Sec. 101, The Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1938, as amended, is amended by add-
ing the following new section:

* ‘SEC. 348. If the Secretary determines that
such action will serve to maintain and ex-
pand domestic consumption of upland cotton
produced in the United States, notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law, the Com-
modity Credit Corporation, under such rules
and regulations as the Secretary may pre-
scribe, is authorized to make payments
through the issuance of payment-in-kind
certificates to persons who consume raw up-
land cotton, hereinafter referred to as “proc-
essors”, at a rate not exceeding 10 cents per
pound on that part of the raw cotton con-
sumed by each processor in excess of 100 per
centum but not in excess of 120 per centum
of his base during the period beginning Au-
gust 1, 19644, and ending July 31, 1966. A
base shall be established for each processor
equal to twice his consumption in terms of
gross weight of bales of raw upland cotton
for all his operations in the calendar year
1963, except that if there was no consump-
tion during the base year or if consumption
during the base year was abnormal, the Sec-
retary may by regulation provide for use of
another period, subject to such adjustments
as may be equitable, in the establishment of
the base. Payments to processors shall be
made on the basis of consumption of cotton,
as determined by the Secretary, for such ac-
counting periods as the Secretary determines
will facilitate administration of this section:
Provided, That a processor receiving pay-
ments on such basis shall refund to the
Commeodity Credit Corporation in such man-
ner as may be prescribed by regulations of
the Secretary any amount received in excess
of the amount payable under this section on
the basis of actual consumption of cotton
during the entire period August 1, 1964,
through July 31, 1866, as determined by the
Secretary. In the case of any processor with
no cotton consumption prior to enactment of
this section, payments to such processor shall
be made on one-tenth of his weekly or
monthly consumption of cotton, as deter-
mined by the Secretary, at a rate not exceed-
ing 10 cents per pound.’

““SEc, 2. Séction 103 of the Agricultural Act
of 1949, as amended, is amended by inserting
‘(a)' before the first sentence thereof and by
adding at the end of such section the follow-
ing new subsection:

“‘(b) Notwithstanding any other provi-
slon of law, the level of price support to co-
operators for the 1964 and 1865 crops of up-
land cotton, if producers have not disap-
proved marketing quotas for the crop, shall
be that which reflects 30 cents per pound for
Middling inch: Provided, That the Secretary
may provide additional price support to co-
operators through issuance of payment-in-
kind certificates on the first ten bales of cot-
ton produced on each farm allotment at a
rate equal to the difference between the basle
support level for the crop and the support
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level for the 1963 crop. Payment-in-kind
certificates issued under this section and sec-
tion 348 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, as amended, shall be negotiable and
shall be redeemed by the Commodity Credit
Corporation for cotton under regulations is-
sued by the Secretary. The Corporation may,
under regulations prescribed by the Secre-
tary, assist the producers and persons receiv-
ing payment-in-kind certificates under this
section and such section 348 in the market-
ing of such certificates at such time and in
such manner as the Secretary determines will
best effectuate the purposes of the program
authorized by this subsection and such sec-
tion 348. In the case of any certificate not

ted for redemption within thirty days
of the date of its issuance, reasonable costs
of storage and other carrying charges as de-
termined by the Secretary for the period be-
ginning thirty days after its iesuance and
ending with the date of its presentation for
redemption shall be deducted from the value
of the certificate.’”

“Sec. 8. Section 385 of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938, as amended, 1s amended
by adding at the end thereof the following:
‘This section also shall be applicable to pay-
ments provided for under section 348 of this
title."”

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 11 AM.
TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous concent that wken tie
Senate concludes its session tonight, it
take a recess to 11 a.m. tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so orde.ed.

ORDER FOR RECESS FROM TO-
MORROW UNTIL 10 AM. ON
WEDNESDAY
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that when the

Senate concludes its session tomorrow

night, it take a recess until 10 a.m. on

Wednesday next.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1964—THE
COTTON AND WHEAT PRCGRAM

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 6196) to encourage
increased consumption of cotton (and
wheat) to maintain the income of cot-
ton producers to provide a special re-
search program designed to lower costs
of production, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 449

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I send to the desk an amend-
ment to H.R. 6196, and ask that the
amendment be printed and lie on the
table, to be called up at a later date.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment will be re-
fﬁib‘;ed and printed, and will lie on the

e.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, Mr.
President, the purpose of the amend-
ment is to repeal the price support on
tobacco. Recently the Surgeon Gen-
eral of the United States issued a re-
port which condemned the use of
tobacco and pointed out its injurious ef-
t?cets on the health of the American peo-
ple.
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Notwithstanding this fact, in the past
fiscal year we spent about $40 million of
the taxpayers’ money to support and en-
courage the increased production of
tobacco, a product which has been con-
demned so strongly by the Surgeon Gen-
eral of the United States.

It is time to recognize the inconsst-
ency of this position, The amendment
which I have sent to the desk would
repeal the price support program and
thereby remove further commitment of
the taxpayers to support and encourage
the production of a commodity which
the Surgeon General has condemned as
being injurious to the health of our peo-
ple.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. The amendment
shows great initiative on the part of the
distinguished Senator from Delaware.
It is one thing to propose legislation
designed to induce people to stop smok-
ing, but it is quite another to continue to
pay Government subsidies to grow
tobacco.

The amendment of the Senator from
Delaware may serve an important social
purpose by reducing the amount of
smoking, particularly among our young
people.

I shall listen to the debate with great
interest, particularly to the reasons
given by those who feel that the $40 mil-
lion the Senator has mentioned, or a
similar amount, should be paid by the
Department of Agriculture to support
the production of a commodity which is
being condemned, at the same time, by
another Department of our Government.

I commend the distinguished Senator
from Delaware for his initiative in pre-
senting this amendment. It is typical
of what we have come to expect of our
distinguished colleague from Delaware.
I am sure that his amendment is deserv-
ing of the most thoughtful consideration.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank
the Senator for his comment. In the
past fiscal year we spent $16 million for
price support operations for this com-
modity. Under title I of Public Law 480
we subsidized the sale of approximately
$23 million worth of American tobacco,
this was sold for foreign, so-called soft
currencies, and $1,106,000 worth was dis-
posed of under title IV. That makes a
total expenditure of $40,973,000.

Of course there will be some recovery
from these sales for soft currency; how-
ever, to a large extent this represents a
direct loss or subsidy. To that extent
American taxpayers are subsidizing the
production of tobacco, a commodity
which has been denounced by the Sur-
geon General as being injurious to the
health of the youth of our country.

The amendment would not write into
law any restriction on the use of tobac-
co. It would merely stop a procedure
under which the American taxpayers
are being asked to subsidize the produc-
tion of this commodity which has been
denounced in very strong terms by the
Surgeon General.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I commend the Sen-
ator from Delaware for making his pro-
posal. It strikes me that he is attempt-
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ing by his amendment to demonstrate
the inconsistency of the course being fol-
lowed by our Government. On the one
hand we are proclaiming to the citizens
of our country and the citizens of the
world that smoking is damaging to health
and should be discontinued, while on the
other hand we are subsidizing the pro-
duction of tobacco. I should like to ask
the Senator’s permission to become a co-
sponsor of the amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I wel-
come the Senator of Ohio as a cospon-
sor, and I ask unanimous consent that
his name may be added to the amend-
ment.

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

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, tomor-
row I contemplate offering an amend-
ment to demonstrate another inconsist-
ency in our approach to economic and
farm problems. I am sure that when the
law was adopted to subsidize the sale of
cotton to foreign importers, it was argued
that the subsidization would be benefi-
git:.l to the grower of cotton in the United

tes.

We are now in 1864, and the very per-
sons who urged the subsidization of cot-
ton exports are now complaining that
the subsidies are damaging their econ-
omy within the United States. They now
say, “Since you have a subsidy on the ex-
portation of cotton, to make it available
to foreign processors cheaper than it is
made available to U.8. processors, you
must give us relief, and the relief is to
subsidize our processors.”

They have created the subsidy for ex-
ports. They now say, “Let us keep the
subsidy on exports, but grant us another
subsidy to American processors.”

My amendment is designed to repeal
the subsidy on cotton to the exporters of
the United States. They cannot have
their cake and eatit, too.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, The
Senator from Ohio has made a very con-
structive suggestion. I pointed out ear-
lier that in the late fifties the price sup-
port on cotton had been reduced down-
ward to about 28.9 cents per pound.

As we reduced the price support, we
reduced our inventory to a little less than
5 million bales of cotton. Instead of
continuing this direction where we could
eventually eliminate this unweildly in-
ventory which was being carried in our
warehouses, the administration, in 1961,
by Executive order raised the price sup-
port to around 33 cents per pound, with
the result that the inventory jumped to
11.5 million bales. We will add another
2 million or 3 million bales this year.

Instead of recognizing the cause of
this increase in the inventory and reduc-
ing the support price, and thus starting
an orderly reduction, the bill before us
proposes to subsidize the textile indus-
try. This industry does have a problem,
but it will not be solved by creating an
entirely new subsidy which will cost the
taxpayers an extra $300 million a year.
Furthermore, the tremendous cost of this
bill is not included in the President's
budget. Here is an expenditure of an
extra $300 to $400 million which is not a
part of his budget.

I said the other day that this bill could
properly be labeled budget-buster No. 1.
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If it is passed it will be a clear indication
that the administration has no intention
of carrying out its promises of cutting
expenditures. R

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. In the opinion of the
Senator from Delaware if it was a mis-
take to subsidize the export of cotton,
was the choice to be made, to compound
that mistake now by providing a subsidy
for processors, rather than to repeal the
subsidy?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. To ac-
cept the principle that is outlined in the
bill now before us, which is to pay the
textile industry a differential between
the world market price and the domestic
price of cotton, and continue a high sup-
port price at the same time, is in my
opinion merely a new multi-billion-dollar
subsidy program. Once this principle
has been adopted in connection with cot-
ton, what will prevent someone from pre-
senting a valid argument that we should
f.tcilor.;’t this principle for other commod-

es

Why should not wheat be made avail-
able to domestic millers so that they can
produce flour for the American house-
wife, at the same price level at which
wheat is being made available to the Rus-
sian consumer?

As the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
LauscHE] knows, we are selling wheat to
Russia today at about 60 cents a bushel
lower than it is available to the Amer-
ican consumer. I believe that is wrong,
but here today instead of correcting this
situation we are being asked to expand
it further.

By the same token, livestock feeders
today must pay the American price for
feed grains. If we are to readjust the
price of cotton for the textile mills to
the world level, what argument have we
against permitting a readjustment of
prices for feed grains to the world price?

To expand this principle, which is
nothing more than a dressed-up version
of the Brannan plan, to all commodities
would cost an extra $3 to $5 billion an-
nually.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Ido not know whether
the Senator from Delaware asked me a
question, but perhaps the impression
that is sought to be made upon the Sen-
ate and the people of the United States
is that in Washington are men who are
capable of achieving miracles, and that
they will solve all the problems. The
modern economists, the prophets of the
theory that one can spend more each
year than is taken in, will come up with
a cure. But if we subsidize the proces-
sors of cotton, how can we escape sub-
sidizing those who are in the livestock
business or are engaged in businesses re-
lated to wheat?

Logic means nothing. There is a will
to attain an objective; and with that
will, the objective will be achieved, re-
gardless of inconsistency. If it is neces-
sary to produce logic, the great propo-
nents of this fantastic plan will go to
some college or university, and bring up
some economist with a modern, new the-
ory who will demonstrate that black is
white and white is black, that WiLLiaMs
knows nothing; that LauscHE knows
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nothing; that Coorer knows a little—not
as much as he thinks he knows; but that
HumpHREY knows everything.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is
closer to the truth than he realizes.

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

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield.

Mr., COOPER. At least I am not
speaking.

I do know that the Senator from Dela-
ware has submitted an amendment re-
lating to tobacco. Did he submit it for
printing?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes.
The amendment has been sent to the
desk and will be called up later during
the discussion of the bill.

Mr. COOPER. Does the Senator in-
tend to call it up for debate?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes.
I do not think there should be too much
opposition to it. In the light of the fact
that the Surgeon General has pointed
out the danger of using tobacco it ap-
pears that the least we can do is to re-
peal the law requiring the U.S. Govern-
ment to support its production.

I do not think Congress should object
to repealing a program which requires
the taxpayers to subsidize the increased
production of this commeodity. This
amendment would repeal the mandatory
provision of the law under which the
taxpayers support the production of
this commodity.

Mr, COOPER. That can be debated
when the Senator calls up his amend-
ment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. There
may be a little opposition to it, but I
hope there will not be too much.

Mr. COOPER. There will be opposi-
tion and from me I am sorry the Sena-
tor did not come before the Committee
on Agriculture to offer the amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. SoamI.
But the Texas steamroller was moving,
and the bill was reported by the com-
mittee even before I knew its considera-
tion was contemplated. At the last
minute orders came from the White
House. The bill had to be reported and
considered before the civil rights bill.

As the Senator from Kentucky knows,
there was no time even to obtain a copy
of the bill before an attempt was made
to make it the pending business. I regret
that there was no chance for the com-
mittee to consider not only this amend-
ment but also the many other amend-
ments now before the Senate.

Mr. COOPER. I understand the pur-
pose of the Senators’ amendment to be
to abolish the price support program
for tobacco farmers.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct.

Mr. COOPER. We shall have a chance
to debate that later, if the Senator offers
his amendment for a vote.

The report “Smoking and Health” has
been of concern to everyone. I have
read the report. I do not know how
many Members of the Senate have read
it. I do not propose to discuss its merits
this afternoon. I shall say only a few
words about it now, in view of the fact
that the Senator has submitted his
amendment.
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The report “Smoking and Health” rep-
resents findings, not new research. It is
based on old research. I do not wish to
derogate it; all of us are interested in
health. I should say that I would have
to place its basic proposition before even
my own interest in a matter which is of
great importance to my own State.

The Advisory Commission which was
appointed by the Surgeon General upon
the suggestion of President Kennedy was
directed to conduct its work in two
phases. One phase was to make a report
upon the health issue; the second phase
was to concern itself with the imple-
mentation of the report, to decide what
to do about the report. The second
phase has not yet been undertaken. I
understand that it will get underway
at an early date.

Also, as the Senator from Delaware
knows, the Federal Trade Commission
has announced that it will conduct hear-
ings on the implementation of the re-
port, and it has been speculated that the
Federal Trade Commission may attempt
to regulate the labeling of tobacco prod-
uects. Further, bills dealing with the
subject have been introduced in the
Senate.

If the Senator is interested in
health, I would like to know what he
believes would be accomplished by his
amendment, if it should be adopted, un-
less it is the Senator’s intention to seek
to prohibit the production or sale of
tobacco in this country.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
amendment does not propose to prohibit
or restrict the production or sale of
tobacco. The amendment merely would
repeal the mandatory provisions of the
law under which the taxpayers support
the production of tobacco.

Mr. COOPER. The effect of the Sen-
ators’ amendment would be the unlim-
ited production of tobacco at the cheap-
est prices, with no kind of governmental
grading for quality. The Senator says
he is thinking about health, but his
amendment would flood the country

‘with millions upon millions of pounds of

low quality surplus tobacco produced at
cheap prices.

The only effect of the Senator’s pro-
posal would be to increase the volume of
smoking tobacco—and at the expense
of the farmer. The manufacturers
would buy tobacco cheap, and would
continue to produce cigarettes, and the
people who like to smoke cigarettes
might be able to buy them at a lower
price. The only ones who would be
ground down under the proposal made
by the Senator from Delaware would be
the tobacco farmers. I shall oppose his
amendment.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. 1 was interested
in the Senator’s definition of a noncon-
troversial amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I think
I got the definition from my good friend
from Minnesota who said one day be-
fore he introduced a bill that he always
examined both sides. That is what I
did. I adopted the Senator's definition,
although I recognize that there may be
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some slight controversy. However, the
amendment is submitted in all serious-
ness. This amendment would repeal the
mandatory provision under which tax-
payers are required to support the pro-
duction of a commodity which has been
denounced by the Surgeon General as
being injurious to the health of the tax-
payers.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am not an ex-
pert in these matters, but I join with my
good friend from EKentucky in saying,
without considering the medical or
health aspects of the product, that no
program has cost the Government less
or has worked better than the price
support, acreage allotment, and market-
ing quota program for tobacco. That is
not necessarily justification for a pro-
gram as such. There are other aspects
of this matter, and I am sure we shall
wish to discuss them.

But I wish the Senator from Delaware
fo know that any action by the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry to rush
this bill to the calendar of the Senate
was not taken at the direction of the
White House. I want the REecorp to
show clearly that the White House was
not asking for that, because the White
House was demanding that the civil
rights bill be brought up at once. How-
ever, it so happens that the majority
leader and the majority whip of the Sen-
ate who occasionally meet with the Pres-
ident, were of the opinion that the au-
thorization bill for procurement for the
Department of Defense should first be
brought up, and that next the farm bill
should be brought up. I take some re-
sponsibility for that; and I am sorry if
the Senator from Delaware was not
nimble enough of. foot or quick enough
of limb—although I know he is certainly
quick enough of mind—to be able to get
this far-reaching amendment before the
Senate; and I want the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. Coorer], whose judg-
ment I always respect, to have a chance
to examine this matter and to testify
about it and to produce witnesses, be-
cause I would not want any spontaneous,
impromntu, ill-considered, or intemper-
ate action taken on these important
matters.

Mr. COOPER. I hope the Senator
from Minnesota will be here tomorrow.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I will.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, after listening to the persua-
sive arguments of the Senator from
Minnesota, I wish to state that I would
be glad to join him in sending the whole
bill back to the committee where hear-
ings can be held.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Oh, Mr. President,
the Senator from Delaware need not
take on such a heavy burden. Let us
.Iltexgt send his amendment to the commit-

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Delaware yield briefly
to me?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. The Senator from
Delaware has made the most construc-
tive suggestion of any made today—
namely, to recommit the bill—so that it
may be further studied—while we return
to the point where the President—who
wanted the civil rights bill to come be-
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fore us first—will again be able to exert
his influence on the distinguished lead-
ership on the other side of the aisle, to
bring the civil rights bill before us.

But to speak specifically on the tobacco
amendment, I suggest that the Senator
from Delaware sit down with the Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. CoorEr], and per-
haps with his colleague from Kentucky
[Mr. MorTON], and perhaps with the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oregon [Mrs.
NEUBERGER]——

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, that would be
a most delightful trio.

Mr. EEATING. And perhaps some-
thing reasonable can be worked out.
There is nothing like negotiation, in at-
tempting to deal equitably with these
problems. That is just a suggestion
which I hope will be helpful.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, all I am trying to do under
this amendment is to repeal the law un-
der which the American taxpayers are
now required to underwrite the produe-
tion of tobacco—a commodity which has
been determined by the Surgeon General
to be injurious to the health of Amer-
ican citizens,

Certainly this amendment is a con-
structive one. It does not go into the
field of the recommendation by the Sur-
geon General that tobacco be removed
from the market. The amendment
merely proposes that none of the money
of the American taxpayers be used to un-
derwrite the production of tobacco.
After all, why should the money of the
taxpayers be used for that purpose?

Why should the taxpayers be required
to pay $40 million annually to subsidize
the production of tobacco?

I am not a doctor, and I am not try-
ing to evaluate the opinion of the Sur-
geon General; but it is an opinion from
a responsible source, and we cannot
ignore it.

Furthermore, we should realize that
no one has argued that tobacco is bene-
ficial to the health of Americans, whereas
many persons have argued that tobacco
is injurious to the health. Certainly
there are many better uses to be made
of the money of the American taxpayers
than to use it to encourage increased
production of tobacco.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I must
say—no matter what the Senator from
Delaware says, and I, too, have very great
respect for his ability and his outstand-
ing integrity—that I think he has gone a
little far in attempting to place his judg-
ment about tobacco above that of the Ad-
visory Commission, and in attempting to
decide more than the Commission has de-
cided, and in attempting to decide what
shall be done before the Commission has
finished its work, and in attempting to
usurp even the prerogative of the Fed-
eral Trade Commission, which itself may
attempt to go too far.

I repeat that the only result of the
amendment would be to flood the coun-
try with cheap tobacco, and ruin the to-
bacco farmer. I intend to oppose his
amendment with all my might.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, this amendment will not in any
way Iinterfere with the Federal Trade
Commission or any other agency in any
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of their decisions. The amendment will
not interfere with anything except the
flow of money from the U.S. Treasury for
the purpose of subsidizing the production
of an increased crop of tobacco. The
amendment merely states that the tax-
payers’ money should no longer be used
to subsidize the production of tobacco. I
think the amendment is a very modest
approach to this problem, which was so
forcefully called to our attention by the
Surgeon General.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
hope the Senator from Kentucky and
the Senator from Delaware will be able to
work out some arrangement. It seems
to me this will give us plenty to do in the
days ahead.

THE 1964 CONSERVATION SERVICE
AWARDS

Mr., MORSE. Mr. President, on
February 24, Secretary of the Interior
Udall made awards to outstanding pri-
vate citizens and organizations for the
great record they have made in further-
ing the cause of conservation.

One of those selected was Mr. Henry
Gerber, of Klamath Falls, Oreg., whose
long and distinguished career in con-
servation has been a source of great
strength to the State of Oregon and to
the entire Nation.

I have worked closely with Mr. Gerber
over the years during my service in the
Senate. I know of no one in my State
who has been more helpful to me on all
conservation and reclamation projects
than Mr. Gerber.

I was particularly delighted that his
great ability was recognized by the Sec-
retary of the Interior in making this
award.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Secretary's announcement
of the awards may be printed in the
RECORD.

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

SECRETARY UDALL ANNOUNCES 1964 CONSERVA-
TION SERVICE AWARDS

Two judges, a State official, two organiza-
tions, and two other leading conservation-
ists have been named to receive the 1964
Conservation Service Awards of the Depart-
ment of the Interlor, Secretary Stewart L.
Udall announced today.

The awards are made annually to private
citizens and organizations for outstanding
efforts In furthering the objectives of na-
tural resource conservation programs,

Honored for impressive service activities in
the fleld of conservation were: Hon. Dan H.
Hughes, of Montrose, Colo., former district
judge and member of local, State, and na-
tional advisory boards of the Bureau of Land
Management; Hon. J. B, Sturrock, of Austin,
Tex., former county judge and general man-
ager of the Texas Water Conservation Asso-
clation; Earl Coe, of Olympia, Wash., director,
State department of conservation and former
secretary of State and member of the State
legislature; Theodore Roosevelt Assoclation,
New York; the Secretary’'s Advisory Board on
Wildlife Management; Henry Gerber, of
Klamath Falls, Oreg., chairman of the State
advisory board to the Bureau of Land Man-
agement; and Sebastian Williams, Marys-
ville, Wash., member of the Tulalip Indian
Tribe.

The Conservation Service Award to Judge
Hughes recognizes his many years of devoted
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efforts, strong support, and activity partici-
pation in land and water resources conser-
vation. Judge Hughes is chairman of the
National Advisory Council, Bureau of Land
Management, a member of the Colorado Wa-
ter Conservation Board, and has been ap-
pointed by the Governor as a member of
the committee to rewrite the Colorado Water
Code.

“As a result of your efforts we have such
projects as the Uncompahgre, the Colorado-
Blg Thompson, the Colorado River Storage
and partic.pating projects, and the Frying-
pan-Arkansas,"” wrote Secretary Udall in a
letter to Judge Hughes.

“Your contributions as a member of the
local, State, and National advisory boards of
the Bureau of Land Management have been
important in the development of land man-
agement policles and programs.”

Judge Sturrock was cited for his work over
the past three decades in furthering water
resource development and conservation on
a State and national scope. ‘“You recognized
the necessity for a broad and coordinated
approach to water resources problems and
projects, and have shown rare vision in mak-
ing plans for the future,” Secretary Udall.
said.

“In the role of coordinator, catalyst, man-
ager, and worker, you played a major part
in developing a uaified water plan for the
State of Texas. Through key positions in
the National Reclamation Association and as
Director in the National Rivers and Harbors
Congress, your role in connection with na-
tional water resources has been a most signif-
icant one.”

In honoring Mr. Coe for his service in the
interest of resource problems of the Pacific
Northwest, Secretary Udall wrote, “As a
private citizen, legislator, and State official
you have distinguished yourself as an effec-
tive conservationist dedicated to an orderly
and comprehensive resource ‘development
program.”

“Your work on behalf of the Hanford Gen-
erating Plant, the Pacific Northwest-Pacific
Southwest Interconnection, and optimum
development of the Columbia River has
brought significant beneﬂt.s to your region
and the Nation.”

Work of the Theodore Roosevelt Assocla-
tion for more than 44 years in education and
public service in the field of conservation
was praised by Secretary Udall in his letter
to Oscar S. Straus, president of the associa-
tion. The assoclation was instrumental in
the reconstruction of the Theodore Roosevelt
Birthplace Home in New York City and the
preservation of Sagamore Hill at Oyster Bay,
Long Island, both with valuable collections
of Roosevelt memorabilia, furnishings, and
books.

The assoclation has perpetuated the ideas
Theodore Roosevelt believed in and tried to
embody in practice for the conservation of
the Nation's natural resources. “In doing
this,” Secretary Udall sald, "it has performed
a valuable service in educating the public
and influencing public opinion for an en-
lightened policy of conservation.”

Presenting the Conservation Service Award
to the Advisory Board on Wildlife Manage-
ment, Secretary Udall hailed the board's re-
port “Wildlife Management in the National
Parks” as a contribution of national sig-
nificance “which has materially strengthened
the Department of the Interior’s conserva-
tion program.” At the request of the De-
partment, the board reviewed wildlife poli-
cies and management programs of the Na-
tional Park Service to determine their ade-
quacy under constantly changing ecological
conditions and land use patterns.

Comprising the board are Chairman Dr.
A. Starker Leopold, associate director, Mu-
seum of Vertebrate Zoology, University of
California; Dr. Ira N. Gabrielson, president,
Wildlife Management Institute and a former
Director of Fish and Wildlife Service; Dr.
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Clarence Cottam, chairman, board of trus-
tees and executive committee of the National
Parks Assocliation, and director, Welder Wild-
life Foundation, Sinton, Tex.; Thomas L.
Kimball, executive director, National Wild-
life Federation; and Dr, Stanley A. Cain,
chairman, Department of Conservation, Uni-
versity of Michigan.

In their report, submitted March 4, 1963,
the board members brought to bear a collec-
tive personal knowledge and professional
Jjudgment covering nearly all major parks
and monuments in the entire national park
system.

The board’s report “has become widely rec-
ognized as a classic definitlon of depart-
mental and National Park Service principles
and policies relative not only to park wild-
life but to the fundamental purposes, appro-
priate uses, and national and worldwide val-
ues of the national park system itself,” Sec-
retary Udall sald.

In reviewing the conservation achievement
of Mr. Gerber, Secretary Udall congratulated
him for his ardent support of the Depart-
ment's varied programs for resource manage-
ment and cited his "distinct contribution to
the programs of the Bureau of Land Ma,
ment in its management and conservation of
the Nation’s land and natural resources.”

Mr. Gerber has been a member of a Grag-
ing District Advisory Board almost contin-
uously since 1936. For many years a member
of the State Advisory Board to the Bureau of
Land Management, he is now chairman of
that board and the Oregon cattle representa-
tive to the National Advisory Board Council
for Public Land Management.

“You have rendered excellent service in
connection with the Vale Project in Oregon,
a major range rehabilitation program on 6.5
million acres of rangeland,” sald Secretary
Udall. *“You have continually worked at
creating an atmosphere of good will between
the Department and the users of the Federal
range.”

Secretary Udall presented the Conservation
Service Award to Mr. Williams for his pro-
gressive “efforts and leadership in conserva-
tion of the fishery resources of the Pacific
Northwest, particularly in waters on and
adjacent to the Tulalip Indian Reservation.”

Mr. Williams is a member of the Tulalip
Tribes, Inc., of the Tulalip Reservation and
was former business manager for the tribes’
industrial programs.

“You have worked diligently with tribal
leaders, and with Federal, State, county, and
community leaders interested in the fishery
program,” Secretary Udall said. “Through
your farsighted concern for the conservation
of the fishery resources, you have encouraged
and promoted close cooperation between trib-
al groups and the non-Indian communities
in this important program.”

TEXAS INDEPENDENCE DAY,
MARCH 2

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
today is Independence Day. Texas In-
dependence Day. One hundred and
twenty-eight years ago, 59 men, English
speaking and Spanish speaking, born in
Texas, in Mexico, in Canada, in all the
British Isles, in Virignia and Pennsylva-
nia, and in 9 other States of the American
Union, all then residents of Texas, met
in a blacksmith shop at Washington-on-
the-Brazos River, and declared Texas
independent from Mexico.

When the Texas Declaration of Inde-
pendence was signed, Santa Anna with
several thousand men held the Alamo in
San Antonio under seige. Santa Anna
had besieged the chapel-fortress since
February 23; it was held by 186 brave

4125

men under the command of Colonels
William B. Travis, James Bowie, and
David Crockett, men born in Spanish
and Mexican Texas, men born in the
British Isles, men born in a dozen States
of the American Union. Some were old
veterans like Bowie Knife Creator James
Bowie, or Frontiersman Davy Crockett.
Some were mere boys, not yet 15 years
of age. All fought to the death. There
were no survivors in their battle for
liberty, when the Alamo fell on March 8,
1836, just 4 days after independence was
declared.

This Declaration of Independence was
the first such declaration in the world to
declare the failure of the government be-
ing opposed, to support a public system
of education, as a cause for revolution.
This the Texas patriots did in the follow-
ing language:

It has failed to establish any public sys-
tem of education, although possessed of al-
most boundless resources (the publiec do-
main) and, although, it is. an axiom, In
political science, that unless a people are
educated and enlightened it is idle to ex-
pect the continuance of civil liberty, or the
capacity for self-government.

Mr. President, Texas established her
independence by the valor of her people
and by force of arms.

Sam Houston, commander of the vic-
torious Texans at the Battle of San-
Jacinto, April 21, 1836, was born March
2, 1793. March 2 is a double holiday: It
is Texas Independence Day and the
birthday of the liberator, Sam Houston.

Mr. President, within 10 years of the
Texas declaration, Texas was admitted
as a State in the Union. As a conse-
quence of that act, California, New Mex-
ico, Nevada, Utah, Arizona, and portions
of Colorado and Wyoming were acquired
by the Union, and our flag was carried
to the Pacific coast, our manifest destiny
achieved.

Mr. President, our people have

spanned the continent, our new fron-
tiers of land were won on this continent
long over a century ago, but the higher
boundary, the greater frontier, called for
in the Texas Declaration of Independ-
ence, has not yet been realized.
- Full education of our children is an
American dream, a Texas dream. This
88th Congress has passed five education
bills to help make that dream come true.
But there is much more to be done, on a
State and National level. The cold war
GI bill now on the Senate Calendar cries
out for passage. Texas suffers in 35th
place among the States in the education
of our children.

Free public education for all children
through junior college, now available in
very few States in the Union, should now
become a must for every State, and its
opportunity open before every American
child.

We can best serve the spirit of March
2, the spirit of 1836, the spirit of the
Alamo, and the spirit of San Jacinto, by
establishing such public systems of edu-
cation as will meet the needs of the sec-
ond half of the 20th century now.

This is the great goal, the unfinished
task ahead of us, as it was in 1836. Let
us move forward with this unfinished
work.
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ACTIVITIES OF NATIONAL COUNCIL
OF CHURCHES IN SUPPORT OF
CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLATION

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
have received in my office a copy of a
letter written by Maj. Edgar C. Bundy,
executive secretary of the Church League
of America, in Wheaton, Ill., to Mr.
Mortimer M. Caplin, U.S. Commissioner
of Internal Revenue. In this letter Major
Bundy raises a most valid question about
activities of the National Council of
Churches of Christ in the United States
of America in behalf of the so-called civil
rights legislation now pending in the
Congress. As I understand our tax laws,
Mr. President, these activities by the
National Council of Churches are in vio-
lation of the tax-exempt privileges which
have been granted to it. This letter and
the attached letter from the National
Council of Churches to executives of
State Councils of Churches and other
interested persons, dated February 5,
1964, clearly show that the National
Council of Churches is engaging in polit-
ical activity of a lobbying nature. The
letter from the National Council of
Churches further stresses the importance
of placing pressures on the U.S. Senate,
both in person and by mail, in order to
try to railroad the strongest possible
so-called civil rights legislation through
the U.S. Senate.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that Major Bundy’'s letter to Mr.
Caplin and the attached copy of the
letter from the National Council of
Churches in behalf of the so-called civil
rights legislation be printed at this point
in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, 50 that the
Members of the U.S. Senate will have
a better understanding of the types of
pressures being used to railroad this leg-
islation through the Senate—even in vio-
lation of the internal revenue laws of
this country.

Mr. President, I am also calling these
letters to the attention of the chairman
of the House Ways and Means Commit-
tee and of the chairman of the Sznate
Finance Committee, for appropriate
study and consideration.

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

FEBRUARY 27, 1964.
Mr. MorTiMER M. CAPLIN,
U.8. Commissioner of Internal Revenue,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MRr. CarLiN: I should like to call your

attention to the enclosed photographic re-
uction of a letter dated February 5,
964, on the official letterhead of the National
Council of Churches of Christ in the United
States of America.

You will note that the executives of the
National Council of Churches are openly
lobbying for the passage of current proposed
legislation now under conslderation by the
Congress, namely the so-called civil rights
bill. Mention is made of a lobbyist, one
James Hamilton, who is maintained by the
National Council of Churches in Washing-
ton, D.C. for the purpose of “working on
legislation." Furthermore, you will notice
that the National Council of Churches is at-
tempting to influence clergymen everywhere
to support the particular legislation in ques-
tion.

_ It is my understanding that the laws en-
acted by the Congress, under which an or-
ganization may possess and retain its tax-
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exempt status, forbid such organizations
from engaging In any activities designed to
influence the passage or defeat of legisla-
tion. If my understanding is correct, it is
clear that the National Council of Churches
has violated the tax laws in the present in-
stance, at least. In view of this fact, I should
like to ask you how the National Councll
of Churches is able to retain its tax-exempt
status?

As executive secretary of the Church
League of America, a tax exempt organization
which has always scrupulously observed the
requirements imposed by law, I should like to
receive your official opinion as to:

(1) Whether or not the National Council
of Churches has violated the tax laws In
light of its self-disclosed activities as re-
vealed by the letter of February 5, 1964;
and

(2) Whether or not the Department of In-
ternal Revenue will conduct an investiga-
tion into the apparent violations of the tax
laws by the National Council of Churches.

Furthermore, I should like to know wheth-
er your Department will inform me of its
final determination in this matter relative
to the Natlonal Council of Churches.

I shall awalt your reply with great inter-
est.

Very truly yours,
Epcar C. BUNDY,
Ezecutive Secretary.
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF THE
CHURCHES OF CHRIST,
New York, N.Y,, February 5, 1964.
Ezxecutives of State Councils of Churches;

Other Interested Persons.

Dear FriENDsS: Congratulations to you and
all of the people in your State whose sup-
port has made it possible for the civil rights
bill to reach the floor of the House of Repre-
sentatives.

There are now a number of things for us
todo:

1. Ask those who have been working on
the civil rights bill in your communities to
watch the progress of the bill and be pre-
pared to contact their Congressmen to sup-
port passage of a strong bill with FEPC
and public accommodations. They can tell
from the progress of the bill in the House
whether a barrage of telegrams, telephone
calls and even visits to their respective Con-
gressmen may be useful.

2. Our own representative in Washington,
James Hamilton, and others working on the
legislation expect the Senate to be our major
problem. A filibuster is likely. Watch the
newspapers for any indication of when the
bill will reach the Senate.

3. Be prepared, at the time the bill is an-
nounced to reach the Senate, to have delega-
tions ready from your State to come to
Washington In as large numbers as possible.

4. We plan round-the-clock church serv-
ices in Washington at the time the bill comes
to the floor of the Senate and during any
filibuster which develops.

5. Will you send us a list of clergymen
whom you know would be willing to serve
as a kind of preaching mission in our church
services in Washington at the time of the
filibuster?

6. The moment the bill is announced to
reach the Senate, a massive letter writing
campalgn will be necessary. Remind every-
one that their letters, telephone calls, and
visits have made the progress of the bill
possible. Official Washington leaders have
sald to us that it is largely the church which
has made the legislation move forward.

Congratulations again, for each person who
wrote a letter, sent a message, or interviewed
a Senator or Congressman truly is the
church,

Whenever we do things in an orderly lawful
fashlon it encourages all people. Therefore,
the legislation has more importance than
the placing of a law on the statute books.
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The passage of such a bill indicates our be-
lief that America can still accomplish things
in an orderly fashion.

Please let us have your list of ministers
as soon as possible. We hope you will also
report any progress in the mobilization of
the people of your State.

Cordially yours,
ROBERT W. BPIKE,
Executive Director.
ANNA ARNOLD HEDGEMAN,
Coordinator, Special Events.

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1964—THE
COTTON AND WHEAT PROGRAM

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 6196) to encourage in-
creased consumption of cotton—and
wheat—to maintain the income of cot-
ton producers to provide a special re-
search program designed to lower costs
of production, and for other purposes.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the
cotton program proposed by H.R. 6196
constitutes an attempt to deal with what
it, to many of us, an old problem, which
through continuing deterioration has be-
come a deadly serious one. The dilemma
of the cotton industry in the United
States was both predictable and pre-
dicted, but it is no less a dilemma be-
cause of the fact that it required some-
thing less than clairvoyance to antiei-
pate its occurrence.

U.S. grown cotton is rapidly becoming
noncompetitive.

For 8 years now, domestic manufac-
turers have not been able to buy cotton
at the price which foreign manufac-
turers could buy it. At the present time,
the domestic manufacturers must pay
about 8% cents more per pound than do
foreign manufacturers. According to
the Department of Agriculture, the cost
of cotton has averaged 55 percent of the
selling price of manufactured cotton
products. The results of the two-price
system are twofold.

First. Imports of cotton products have
increased from the equivalent of about
181,000 bales in 1955 to nearly 700,000
bales in 1963.

Second. Since the last quarter of 1960,
cotton has suffered a direct competitive
loss to synthetic fibers of almost 2 mil-
lion bales.

This is a problem of the entire cotton
industry, from the producer to the broker
who sells the manufactured product. It
is by no means a problem of the manu-
facturer only, for the manufacturer can
shift his production to synthetics, as he
is increasingly doing. It is a problem
for the cotton industry in its entirety.

The public also has a large stake in
this program. There can be no question
of the fact that the more noncompetitive
cotton becomes, the greater the amount
which will end up in Government stor-
age, and the higher will be the cost of the
cotton program to the Government. De-
spite a cut in the national acreage allot-
ment of more than 2 million acres,
annual storage and handling charges on
Government cotton have increased dur-
ing the last 2 years from $25 million to
about $75 million. As taxpayers, the
public has a big stake in the solution of
this problem.

The public also has a stake in the
problem as consumers. According to a




1964

recent study correlating the price of raw
cotton and the price of cotton cloth,
changes in the price of one was almost
invariably reflected by proportionate
changes in the other. Thus the premium
above the world market price paid by
domestic manufacturers for raw cotton
is ultimately paid by the consumer, and
the elimination of the two-price system
would accrue primarily into the pocket-
book of the consumer.

The elimination of the two-price sys-
tem for cotton has repeatedly been rec-
ommended in this body. In the 2d
session of the 85th Congress, the Senate
passed Senate Resolution 287, which au-
thorized an investigation of the factors
bearing on the plight of the domestic
textile industry. Pursuant to this reso-
lution, a very thorough investigation was
conducted by a special subcommittee of
the Senate Commerce Committee. Nu-
merous hearings were held both in
Washington and at various other points
in the country. In its report to the Sen-
ate filed on February 4, 1959, the sub-
committee recommended:

We recommend immediate elimination of
the twa-prlce syst.em on cotton which adds
to the competitive disadvantage of the cot-
ton textile industry vis-a-vis foreign pro-
ducers of cotton textiles who use American
grown cotton to manufacture textile products
sold in our markets. If it is not feasible to
eliminate the two-price system on cotton im-
mediately, we recommend that tariffs on im-
ported cotton products be increased by an
amount equal to the difference in cost be-
tween forelgn produced and domestically pro-
duced cotton products resulting from the
two-price cotton system. If the two-price
system is to be eliminated gradually, as is
envisaged under legislation now In effect, we
recommend that tariffs be increased immed!-
ately to compensate for differences in cost
resulting from the two-price cotton system,
and that these additions to the tariff be
scaled down as the price differential to for-
elgn and domestic purchasers of American
cotton is reduced or eliminated.

This same subcommittee has each year
reviewed the history of the textile indus-
try and has kept the Senate advised as
to the situation in supplemental reports.
For instance, in its report to the Senate
on March 14, 1961, the subcommittee
stated:

We are encouraged to see that the Depart-
ment of Agriculture is currently examining
possible alternatives to the present price sup-
port program for cotton which has resulted
in a two-price system penalizing American
cotton manufacturers. We recommended
that this investigation be completed as rap-
idly as possible with a view to the elimina-
tion of the two-price system. If this system
is to be ellminated gradually, we recommend
that tarifis and/or fees be increased immed!-
ately to compensate for differences in cost
resulting from the present two-price system,
and that these tariffs be scaled down as the
price differential to forelgn and domestlic
purchasers of American cotton is reduced or
eliminated.

In April 1962, the subcommittee re-
ported to the Senate that under the
President’s seven-point program on
textiles:

The Department of Agriculture was di-
rected to explore and make recommenda-
tions to eliminate or offset the cost to U.E
mills of the adverse differential in raw cot-
ton costs between domestic and foreign tex-
tile producers.
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The explorations of the Agricultural
Department resulted in absolutely noth-
ing, however, and in its report of July 18,
1963, the Textile Subcommittee recog-
nized that Congress would have to take
action in the matter. The subcommittee
reported:

We agree fully with President Kennedy
that the inequity of the two-price system of
cotton costs remains as a unique burden
upon the American textile industry, for
which a solution must be found in the near
future.

This peculiar anomaly resulting from our
agricultural price support program must be
eliminated. This is a matter which can be
corrected by legislative action, and it is our
sincere hope that an agreement can be
reached in the House and the SBenate which
will remove this intolerable competitive dis-
advantage before the end of the present
session of Congress.

As is quite clear from the excerpts
from the reports which I have quoted,
the Textile Subcommittee has repeatedly
urged that the situation be remedied by
the imposition of an import equalization
fee. This the various administrations
have refused to do. Indeed, the nego-
tiation of the long-term cotton textile
agreement in Geneva has apparently
precluded the possibility of obtaining the
imposition of an important equalization
fee.

The domestic subsidy is, therefore, ap-
parently the last and only alternative
available by which we can permit the
U.S. manufacturers to purchase cotton
at the world market price. If this step
is not taken by the Congress, the mills
will have no alternative but to switch
to the manufacture of synthetics.

This they have already demonstrated
their capability to do. I personally know
of many instances in which manufactur-
ers which have traditionally been ex-
clusive producers of cotton products have
experimented with running synthetic
fibers on the machinery heretofore used
exclusively for manufacturing cotton.
Their experiments have been successful.
There is not the slightest doubt in my
mind that if legislation to make cotton
available to them at the world market
price is not forthcoming, they will have
no alternative but ultimately to cease
manufacturing cotton products.

In my opinion, the choice before this
body today is whether we will continue
to have a cotton industry on anything
like the scale it now exists. However
much each of us might prefer a different
approach, the bill before us presents the
only one which is possible of attainment
and which will effectively deal with the
dilemma,

This bill will permit the U.S. manu-
facturers to buy cotton at the world
market price, and thus remain in the
business of producing cotton products.

It will provide a continuing market
for domestically produced cotton which
will otherwise surely end up in Govern-
ment storage at great cost to the tax-
payer.

It will give the producers, both large
and small, a chance to grow cotton
profitably, while permitting a test of the
ability of U.S. farmers to compete in the
world market without any supports.
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The bill also provides for the first time
an authorization of a substantial sum,
$10 million, for research toward the re-
duction of the cost of producing cotton.
This is where the ultimate solution to the
entire cotton program lies. There is no
reason why such problems as the boll
weevil cannot be entirely eliminated if
sufficient effort is devoted to that end.
Other reductions in cost of production
can also be accomplished.

In the interim, I do not believe there
is any other way to keep the cotton in-
dustry alive than is provided in this bill.
I urge that the Senate pass the cotton
program in H R. 6196 as it was reported
by the committee.

AMENDMENTS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
send to the desk an amendment to the
cotton and wheat bill (H.R. 6196) to pro-
vide for national food and fiber reserves.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed.

Mr, HUMPHREY. I also send to the
desk an amendment relating to the op-
erations of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration, and in particular the matter
of giving priority to private channels and
facilities of trade in the Commodity
Credit program of storage marketing op-
erations, and the use of Government-
owned storage facilities only if privately

owned storage facilities are not adequate, -

and in such manner as not to displace
5;1; compete with privately owned facil-
es.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the two amendments be printed in
the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed.
Without objection, the two amendments
submitted by the Senator from Minne-
sota will be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

The amendments are as follows:

AMENDMENT 448
Amendment 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 pur-
poses

At the end of the bill add the following
new title:

“TITLE III—ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION

“Sec. 301, This title may be cited asg the
‘Commission on United States Food and
Fiber Policy Act.'

"“Sec. 302, (a) There is hereby established
a bipartisan commission to be known as the
Commission on United States Food and Pi-
ber Policy (hereinafter referred to as the
‘Commission’).

*“{b) The Commission shall be composed of
twenty-five members appointed by the Pres-
ident as follows:

**{1) Five to be appointed from persons en-
gaged in farming;

*“(2) Five to be appointed from persons
engaged in the marketing of farm commodi-
tles or products;

“(3) Five to be appointed from persons
engaged in the processing of farm commodi-
ties;

“(4) Five to be appointed from the general
publie; and

*(5) Flve to be appointed from the Federal
Government.

“(e) Vacancies in the Commission shall
not affect its powers, but shall be filled in the
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same manner in which the original appoint-
ment was made.

“(d) The President shall designate one of
the members of the Commission to serve as
Chairman.

“(e) Thirteen members of the Commission
shall constitute a quorum.

“Compensation of members of the Commis-
sion

“Sec. 303. (a) Members of the Commission
appointed from the Federal Government
shall serve without compensation in addition
to that received for their services as officers
or employees of the Federal Government, but
they shall be reimbursed by the Commission
for travel and, in lieu of subsistence, a per
diem allowance in the amount authorized
under the Travel Expenses Act of 1949, as
amended, for Federal employees.

“(b) Each member of the Commission ap-
pointed from private life shall, whenever the
President determines such action necessary
or appropriate, receive compensation for each
day on which the member is engaged in the
performance of dutles of the Commission
for travel and, in lieu of subsistence, a per
diem allowance in the amount authorized
under the Travel Expenses Act of 1949, as
amended, for Federal employees.

“Staf] of the Commission

“Sec. 304 (a) The Commission may ap-
point and fix the compensation of such per-
sonnel as it deems advisable In accordance
with the provisions of the civil service laws
and the Classification Act of 1949.

“(b) The Commission may procure, with-
out regard to the civil service laws and the
classification laws, temporary and intermit-
tent services to the same extent as authorized
for the departments by section 15 of the Act
of August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 810; 5 U.8.C. 55a),
but at rates not to exceed 8756 per diem for
Individuals.

“Duties of the Commission

“Sec, 305. (a) The Commission shall make
a comprehensive study and investigation of
any and all matterc which relate to the
food and fiber policies of the United States
and of the direct and indirect effect of such
policies on all segments of our soclety. In
carrying out such study and investigation
the Commission shall give special considera-
tion to—

*(1) the import and export policles and
practices of foreign nations with respect to
food and fiber and the effect of those policies
on the United States;

“(2) the various systems used by this Na-
tlon for marketing of agricultural commodi-
ties and products;

“(3) the effectiveness of our present poli-
cles in the use of food internationally, and
how such policies might be improved;

*{4) the problems of rural poverty in the
United States;

“(6) the strategic reserve policies of the
United States;

“{8) the cost of and the benefits derived
from the varlous food and fiber programs of
this Nation; and

“(7) the method of extending and expand-
ing Public Law 480 without injuring com-
mercial markets.

“(b) The Commission shall submit to the
President, not more than eighteen months
after the date of enactment of this act, a re-
port of its findings and recommendations
with respect to the food and fiber policies of
the United States. The Commission shall
cease to exist thirty days after the submission
of its report.

“Ezpenses of the Commission

“Sec. 306. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated to the Commission, out of
any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, such sums as may be necessary
to carry out the provisions of this act.”
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AMENDMENT 450

Insert in the proper place:

“Sgc. —. Subject to any other statutory
provisions which apply to the Secretary and
Commodity Credit Corporation in carrying
out their activities and responsibilities, it is
the sense of Congress that in carrying out
price support and other programs of the De-
partment, the Secretary and Commodity
Credit Corporation shall, to the maximum
extent practicable consistent with the ful-
fillment of the Corporation’s purposes and
with the efficient and effective conduct of
its operations, give priority to private chan-
nels and facilities of trade in its storage and
marketing operations and use Government-
owned storage facilitles only where privately
owned storage facilities are not adequate and
in such manner as will not displace or com-
pete with privately owned facilities.”

THE THIRD ANNIVERSARY OF THE
PEACE CORPS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, yes-
terday, March 1, 1964, was the Peace
Corps’ third birthday. On March 1, 1961,
President Kennedy signed an Executive
order which established the Peace Corps
on a temporary pilot basis. The Presi-
dent took this action so that the Con-
gress would have available to it a source
of information and experience to aid it
in considering the merits of the Peace
Corps bill which was transmitted a few
weeks later.

During the last 3 years the Congress
has enacted much legislation of great
importance, both to this Nation and to
the free world.

I do not now say that of these many
acts the Peace Corps Act was the most
important. But even now, if someone
pressed me, I would readily concede that
25 or 50 years from now history may well
have proved that it was.

And even now I must confess to a spe-
cial feeling of pride and achievement
whenever my thoughts turn to the Peace
Corps. To think even for a moment in
the course of a busy day of our Peace
Corps volunteers, now 7,500 strong in-
cluding those in training, working in 45
countries to help them to meet critical
needs for trained manpower and to pro-
mote mutual understanding, warms my
heart and lifts my spirits.

There is mueh concrete evidence of
the achievements of the Peace Corps
during the last 3 years.

You may recall, Mr. President, that
when the Peace Corps was established,
there was little doubt that the less de-
veloped countries overseas needed the
kind of trained manpower skills Peace
Corps volunteers could provide. But
there was much doubt, not only overseas
but right here in this country, as to
whether or not young American men and
women could live and work effectively
overseas under living conditions which
were a far cry from what they were used
to here in the United States. People at
home and abroad wondered if young
Americans had gotten too soft. People
openly spoke of the so-called silent
generation.

The past 3 years have laid these
doubts to rest.

The demand for Peace Corps volun-
teers from abroad far exceeds the num-
ber the Peace Corps has chosen to fry
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to supply. There could be no better
evidence of the value foreign countries
place on the Peace Corps.

Americans in ever increasing numbers
are volunteering for Peace Corps service.
During each of the last 3 months
the number of applications for Peace
Corps service has set a new record: 4,812
applications were received in December,
5,037 in January and the astounding
number of 5,634 in February.

During the last 3 months, almost as
many Americans applied for Peace Corps
service as did in the whole of fiscal year
1962, the Peace Corps’ first full year of
operations,

Despite the demand from overseas for
more volunteers and the mounting num-
ber of applications for Peace Corps serv-
ice, the Peace Corps under the able
leadership of Sargent Shriver continues
to grow at a rate which strikes exactly
the right balance beftween confidence
and conservatism. This year’'s Peace
Corps authorizing bill, which was re-
ported without objection by the Com-
mittee on Forelgn Relations last Thurs-
day, and which was approved by the
Senate today, actually calls for a some-
what smaller rate of input of new volun-
teers next year than is planned with the
funds available for this year.

With applications for Peace Corps
service reaching alltime highs, this
means that the Peace Corps will be able
to apply even more rigorous selection
standards than it has in the past.

By this I do not in any way mean to
suggest that the quality of Peace Corps
volunteers now is not excellent. When
Sargent Shriver testified before the
Foreign Relations Committee last week,
he pointed out in response to a ques-
tion from the chairman, my friend the
Senator from Arkansas, that only 4.5
percent of the volunteers who have been
assigned to service overseas had failed
to complete their full term of service be-
cause of inability to adjust or similar
reasons. This, all experts agree, is a truly
phenomenal record. It testifies to the
skill of the Peace Corps staff, both here
and overseas. But above all it testifies
to the quality and dedication of those
Americans who have volunteered for
Peace Corps service.

The volunteers have also more than
justified the hopes of those of us who be-
lieve in the long-term contribution that
humanitarian, nonpolitical, people-to-
people programs can make to the suc-
cess of the foreign policy of the United
States. The volunteers have been able
to continue on the job—enjoying the
respect and affection of the people whom
they serve—in Peru, the Dominican Re-
public, Honduras, and, most recently,
Panama, notwithstanding the fact that
diplomatic relations between the United
States and these countries have been or
are now interrupted.

I believe that this record amply dem-
onstrates the wisdom of the amendment
to the Foreign Aid Act which Sena-
tor Keatine and I sponsored last year.
That amendment made it clear that Aid
Act provisions requiring the termination
of aid should not require termination of
the Peace Corps or other people-to-peo-
ple programs such as the Fulbright pro-
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gram and certain food-for-peace activi-
ties.

On any birthday, it is as appropriate
to peer into the future as to review ac-
complishments of the past.

The Peace Corps obviously enjoys the
full and affectionate support of Presi-
dent Johnson. Both in his speech to the
Congress after President Kennedy's
death and in his state of the Union mes-
sage he singled out the Peace Corps for
special praise.

Certainly, regard for the Peace Corps
both overseas and in the United States
has never been higher.

This kind of support cannot but auger
well for the Peace Corps’ future.

What remains to be done? Much
tribute has been paid to the extraordi-
nary ability, enthusiasm and adminis-
trative skill of Sargent Shriver and the
Peace Corps staff he has assembled.
Now that the Peace Corp has established
itself it is even more important for it
to continue to value highly the imagina-
tion, intelligence and “get it done” vi-
tality which has animated the Peace
Corps during its infaney and youth. To
preserve these qualities for the long pull
is in many ways a greater challenge to
the staff and to the volunteers than was
the creation and early development of
the Peace Corps.

These efforts should not be confined to
improving the Peace Corps’ selection,
training, programing and administra-
tion. A whole new area is deserving of
the serious attention of the Peace Corps’
staff. In his special message to the Con-
gress of March 1, 1961, President Ken-
nedy said:

The benefits of the Peace Corps will not
be limited to the countries in which it serves.
Our own young men and women will be en-
riched by the experience of living and work-
ing in foreign lands. They will have ac-
quired new skills and experience which will
ald them in their future careers and add to
our own country’s supply of trained person-
nel and teachers. They will return better
able to assume the responsibilities of Ameri-
can citizenship and with greater understand-
ing of our global responsibilities.

To date slightly more than 700 volun-
teers have returned from overseas after
completing two years of Peace Corps
service. Many of them are continuing
their education. Many have found em-
ployment in the Foreign Service, the
AID, USIA, and other Federal agencies
which can put to good use their special
talents and experience.

But this is just the beginning. This
year about 3,000 volunteers will return
and next year about 3500.

Last year, the Congress authorized the
Peace Corps to undertake programs to
insure that the skills and experience
which former Peace Corps volunteers de-
sire from our investment in their train-
ing and service abroad are best utilized
in the national interest.

But this is not a job which should be
left to the Peace Corps. Nor is it one
which should be the primary responsibil-
ity of the Federal Government.

It should be a concern of every Ameri-
can in and out of public service to see
what can be done to help fulfill the third
purpose of the Peace Corps Act—that of
promoting a better understanding of the
peoples of other countries on the part

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

of the people of the United States—by
making good use of the services of
former Peace Corps volunteers.

Right here in the Nation’s Capital we
have a shining example of what local
initiative combined with former Peace
Corps volunteers can do. I refer to the
project at Cardoza High School which
has received so much attention.

If that and similar projects could mul-
tiply throughout the land, we would have
taken yet another step towards fulfill-
ment of the goals John Fitzgerald
Kennedy set for the Peace Corps, goals
which under the leadership of President
Johnson we will continue to strive to
achieve.

Happy birthday, Peace Corps.
you have many more.

May

PRESIDENT JOHNSON'S TELEVISED
PRESS CONFERENCE

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, be-
fore we conclude today’s business, I want
to comment briefly on President John-
son's live television press conference of
last Saturday. The President did a re-
markably good job. He was frank and
he was candid. He answered those ques-
tions of public policy that needed sincere,
frank, and detailed answers.

President Johnson’s style and his man-
ner are those that give the American peo-
ple confidence in the President of the
United States. I saw the press confer-
ence and in the evening news telecasts
I was able to see portions of it again. I
cannot help but feel that millions of
Americans must have been reassured by
the demeanor and the manner of their
President. He was a big man in every
way. He exemplified confidence and
knowledge of the subject matter to which
his attention was directed.

He was poised and he was calm. His
words were expressed in measured tones.

He did a fine job, and I was pleased to
see in the Washington Evening Star of
today the editorial entitled “Johnson
Meets the Press.”” This editorial com-
mends President Johnson. It would be
wrong to attempt to compare President
Johnson with our late beloved President
Kennedy, because they are men of dif-
ferent personalities, both extremely able
and each with a style and manner of his
own. It does no good to try to compare
one man with another in these instances.
I am just proud to say that the Ameri-
can people have been very, very fortunate
first to have had the late President Ken-
nedy give us such remarkable direction,
guidance, and inspiration in every one
of his actions, words, and deeds, and now
to have this strong, good, courageous,
friendly man who presently occupies the
position of President of the United States,
who talks sense to the American people,
and talks very straight to the world.

The Washington Star editorial stated:

In short, while the Johnson press con-
ference did not sparkle, it was informative,
and that's what press conferences really are
for.

I might add that press conferences not

only are for the press; they are for the
people. Let it never be forgotten in this

great city of Washington, where we al-
ways are under the public eye and public
scrutiny, that the action of every one of
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us should be measured not by the way
we impress the commentator or reporter
or editor or program director, but by
what we do to bring more confidence on
the part of the American people in gov-
ernment and in the policies of this Gov-
ernment and in this great democratic
system.

President Johnson's every word and
every action command respect from the
American people and give them a feeling
of strength with justice.

I wanted to say these few words in
behalf of our President, not that anyone
encouraged me to do so, but only because
I liked what I saw and felt better.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp the editorial from today’s Wash-
ington Star, to which I referred earlier,
entitled “Johnson Meets Press.”

I also ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the Recorp an
article from today’s Washington Star by
David Lawrence concerning President
Johnson’s televised press conference.

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

[From the Washington (D.C.) Star, Mar. 2,
1964]

JornsoN MEETs PrEss

It was Inevitable that President Johnson's
first live press conference would be measured
against the sessions conducted by John F.
Eennedy. And in all candor it must be said
that that “certain something" which was the
hallmark of a Kennedy conference was miss-
ing when Mr. Johnson met the press.

Nevertheless, we thought that President.
Johnson handled himself very well. He
talked without trylng to answer the silly
questions. Those he didn't want to answer
were neatly turned aside. And when direct
responses were forthcoming, they were clear
and to the point.

Take the case of Panama. When asked
whether he saw any hope of reaching an
agreement, the President began by firmly
directing attention to the fact that it was the
Panamanians who “marched on our Zzone."
Then he reviewed his efforts to establish use-
ful contact with the authorities in Panama,
and even indicated that some “adjustment"
in the 1903 treaty might be needed. He also
made it perfectly clear, however, that the
United States ls not going to discuss this
question under pressure of threats or on
Panama's terms.

He put 1t this way: “But we are not going
to make any precommitments before we sit
down on what we are going to do in the way
of rewriting new treaties with a natlon we
do not have diplomatic relations with. Once
those relations are restored, we will be glad,
as I sald the first day, and as we have re-
peated every day since, to discuss anything,
any time, anywhere, and do what s just and
what is fair and what is right.”

This lays it on the line. It lets Panama
and the people of this country know what to
expect. In short, while the Johnson press
conference didn't sparkle, it was Informa-
tive—and that's what press conferences really
are for,

[From the Washington (D.C.) Star, Mar. 2,
1964

JounsoN Just Ri1GHT IN TV RoOLE—PRESS
CONFERENCE OBSERVER SEES AN EARNEST AND
DIGNIFIED PRESIDENT

(By David Lawrence)

President Johnson handled himself just
right in his press conference the other day—
the first to be shared simultaneously with a
television and radio audience.
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There are theatrical temptations and po-
litical dangers in appearing before a mass of
listeners over nationwide networks. Mr.
Johnson didn't try to be a Bob Hope or a
Jack Benny or to use the applause-getting
methods of any other TV star, but presented
himself simply as an earnest, dignified Presi-
dent of the United States.

In choosing not to be a showman he may
not have won the “Beatle”-minded, but he
probably earned the respect of mature citi-
zens, The sharp and witty innuendoes of
political combat, moreover, were omlitted, as
this device sometimes alienates as many as
it attracts.

The President's answers were clearly ex-
pressed, and he was both tactful and dip-
lomatic in avolding the pitfalls of extempo-
raneous comment which have embarrassed
some of his predecessors.

Mr. Johnson appeared a changed man from
the days when he was majority leader of the
Senate or Vice President. He showed the
weight of his responsibility. He was calm
and restralned and was exceedingly careful
to choose every word he spoke.

Take, for instance, the President's way of
dealing with the Panama problem. He sald
he was willing to discuss anything, any time,
anywhere, and to make adjustments when
diplomatic relations with the Panamanian
government have been restored, but he made
it clear that this country would not make
any precommitments.

This plainly means that the decision
whether to agree to a revision of the existing
treaty with Panama will not be made before
but after the whole subject has been explored
in conferences between the two Governments,

On domestic politics, Mr. Johnson was
equally restrained and chose his words care-
fully, He preferred, for example, not to in-
volve himself in the techniques of a court
trial and said merely that he wouldn't com-
ment on the “Bobby Baker case” until the
hearings have been concluded and the Sen-
ate committee has made its report.

Beseeched for an educated guess as to who
his Republican opponent in the presidential
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race might be, Mr. Johnson quietly replied
that he himself hadn't been nominated as
yet and that these were matters for the con-
ventions to decide.

But when asked about the public accom-
modations section of the civil rights bill, Mr.
Johnson didn't hesltate to state unequivocal-
1y that he stands behind the bill as it passed
the House. He denied that he had promised
to compromise on this or any other section.
But, of course, this doesn’t preclude the
Senate and House conferees from making
compromises while assuming that the Presi-
dent will have to go along anyway If it's
the best thing that can be done to assure
final passage.

Asked about his first 100 days in the Presi-
dency which last Saturday completed, Mr,
Johnson sald he had as Vice President sat in
on 35 meetings of the National Security
Council, including the Cuban-missile crisis,
and that he had been reasonably close to the
operations of the Presidential Office in the
last 30 years, but that he had derlved many
different impressions now from “this awe-
some responsibility.”

Whether the toplc was the political or
military strategy to be pursued in the Viet-
nam muddle or the requested amplification
of his recent remarks in Los Angeles in which
he referred to the “dangerous game" being
played by the “aggressors” in southeast Asla,
the President was as cautious as any career
diplomat in his selection of words.

Mr. Johnson didn't care to say now whether
he will engage In a TV debate with the op-
posing presidential candidate next autumn.
He sald merely he will “cross that bridge”
when he comes to it. This leaves him with
plenty of opportunity to decide either way,
depending on the circumstances existing at
campaign time.

Lyndon Johnson has learned in his 30 years
of experience on Capitol Hill that it's never
wise in politics to make a superfluous state-
ment or to issue one long before it is actually
necessary. On the whole, Mr. Johnson's de-
meanor at his TV conference with the press,
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if continued, will give an image to the pub-
le of a hard-working, cautious, and sincere
man whose mistakes, when they occur, will
not seem to be due so much to a lack of
consclentious effort as to the turns of fate
in a topsy-turvy world.

RECESS TO 11 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in
accordance with the previous order, I
now move that the Senate stand in recess
until 11 o’clock a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o'clock and 26 minutes p.m.), under the
previous order, the Senate recessed until
tomorrow, Tuesday, March 3, 1964, at
11am.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate March 2 (legislative day of Feb-
ruary 26), 1964:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Willlam P. Bundy, of Maryland, to be an
Assistant Secretary of State, vice Roger Hils-
man, Jr., resigned.

p DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

John T, McNaughton, of Massachusetts, to
be an Assistant Secretary of Defense, vice
William P. Bundy.

Daniel M. Luevano, of California, to be
Assistant Secretary of the Army, vice Paul R.
Ignatius.

IN THE NAVY

Having designated, under the provisions of
title 10, United States Code, section 5231,
Rear Adm. Joseph M. Lyle, Supply Corps,
U.8. Navy, for commands and other dutles
determined by the President to be within the
contemplation of sald section, I nominate
him for appointment to the grade of vice
admiral while so serving.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Poll of Constituents

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
HON. CHARLES E. BENNETT

OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 2, 1964

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I have just completed a poll in the
Second Congressional District of Florida,
and I take this opportunity to include
the results in the CoONGRESSIONAL RECORD.
This five-question poll was mailed to
some 20,000 residents of Duval County,
Fla,., which comprises my congressional
district, and it received wide publicity
through the various media, for which I
am extremely grateful.

The results of the poll;

1. Should Government expenditures be cut
to offset proposed tax cut? Yes, 88 percent;
no, 12 percent.

2. Bhould the pending civil rights bill be
enacted? Yes, 18 percent; no, 82 percent.

8. Should there be a domestic “Peace
Corps” in the United States? Yes, 32 per-
cent; no, 68 percent.

4. Should the Panama Canal be turned
over to the U.N.? Yes, 8 percent; no, 92

nt.
5. Should Red China be recognized by
the United States? Yes, @ percent; no, 91
percent.

Children Have a Potential

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ROBERT R. BARRY

OF NEW YOREK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, March 2, 1964

Mr. BARRY. Mr. Speaker, as Mem-
bers of the Congress we must all have an
abiding concern with respect to the
health and welfare of our armed services.
I would like to call to the attention of
the Congress a very noteworthy endeavor
of the Air Force Aid Society program

CHAP—Children Have a Potential—ben-
efiting the handicapped children of Air
Force personnel. About 9 million chil-
dren in the United States under 21 are
physically and mentally handicapped.
At least 100,000 of these handicapped are

children of Air Force personnel. Un-
fortunately, many service families do not
have the financial means to care for re-
tarded children. CHAP offers financial
assistance in the important medical re-
search for greater enlightenment and
treatment of their afflictions as well as
to carry out a specialized education pro-
gram.

The program is administered at base
level by the Family Services Advisory
Council. The Family Service Commit-
tee, with the aid of both Air Force medi-
cal personnel and voluntary civilian doc-
tors, have been making a careful survey
of the problem. The Air Force Aid So-
ciety does not propose to relieve a family
of the responsibility of caring for a hand-
icapped child. But, in addition to a
firm medical program, they do propose
to assist in educating the child by either
sending him to a school for the handi-
capped or establishing such a school if
the number of children on a base war-
rants it. In this education endeavor
alone, since 1962, CHAP has assisted 663
children at the cost of $121,307.

In addition, through the Henry H.
Arnold Educational Fund, the Aid So-
ciety furnishes scholarship. aid for Air
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